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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter provides an overview of the purpose, authorization and focus of this Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), an identification of the Lead Agency, an outline of the organization of 
the EIR, a description of the public review process and a brief discussion of areas of controversy. 

1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

The Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project) EIR is being recirculated to reflect the updated 
project description based on continued agency coordination and public comments received on the Draft 
MP 2035 and Draft EIR.  The Recirculated Draft EIR reflects a conservative view of potential reductions in 
vehicular capacity from the Bicycle Lane Network as well as additional miles of transit enhancements.  In 
addition, the Recirculated Draft EIR includes the following changes from the Draft EIR: 

 Additional model analysis that considers a more comprehensive analysis of installing bicycle lanes.  
Bicycle lanes on corridors not designated as enhanced networks are assumed to require a conversion of a 
vehicle travel lane.  In the previous Draft EIR it was assumed that bicycle lanes would not reduce 
vehicular roadway capacities. 

 Additional miles on the Transit Enhanced Network (TEN), described further below.  

Assuming that all bicycle lanes would require the conversion of a vehicular lane of travel in each direction is 
a worst-case assumption for vehicle impacts, and it is anticipated that some bicycle lanes can be 
accomplished by removing only one vehicle lane from the roadway or without removing any travel lanes.  
However, without specific roadway designs, it is not possible to determine at the city scale where bicycle 
lanes can be accommodated and, therefore, in the interests of providing a conservative analysis, all bicycle 
lanes are assumed to require the conversion of a vehicle travel lane.  

The Recirculated Draft EIR identifies three additional alternatives to the proposed project (one of which – 
Alternative 3 – is similar to the old project analyzed in the previous Draft EIR); a total of five project 
alternatives are analyzed in this Recirculated Draft EIR (see list below).   

The key changes to the project description are provided below (Chapter 3.0 Project Description contains 
the comprehensive overview of the proposed project). 

 Neighborhood Enhanced Network.  The Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN), established in the 
2010 Bicycle Plan as a network of local streets that are comfortable for bicycling, is now recognized in 
MP 2035 as a network that can also serve local neighborhood pedestrian activity.  To align the 
terminology of the Neighborhood Network with the other networks being established in MP 2035, the 
network is being re-named as the NEN.  The NEN provides a network of slow, locally-serving streets 
that connect communities to schools, retail, parks and open space, health care and employment 
opportunities.  Streets on the NEN are typically local and/or collector streets with one lane in each 
direction that are enhanced with street calming that can include, but are not limited to: bump outs, round-
a-bouts, ample sidewalks and street trees.  A portion of the NEN has been prioritized to provide gap 
closures to the network of cycle-tracks/protected bicycle lanes proposed by the Bicycle Enhanced 
Network (BEN), described below.  

 Bicycle Enhanced Network.  The BEN, originally defined as a 330-mile subset of the larger Citywide 
Bikeway System identified in the 2010 Bicycle Plan, is a regional network of low-stress, separated 
bikeways.  The BEN has been expanded by 84 miles to include 150 miles of Class I/bicycle paths (Green 
Network in the 2010 Bicycle Plan) along with 264 miles of Class IV/cycle tracks/protected bicycle lanes.  
The Class IV bikeways represent a portion of the Bicycle Lane Network described below.  Also, due to 
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limited arterial roadway capacity, primarily on the Westside and within the Hollywood/Mid-Cities area, 
where opportunities to install a protected bicycle lane are limited, the BEN would be completed with 50 
miles of priority streets from the NEN.  These Priority NEN streets would typically receive street-
calming enhancements that provide a safer bicycling experience without reducing vehicle travel capacity.  

 Bicycle Lane Network.  The Bicycle Lane Network represents a 775-mile system of bicycle lanes that 
includes the 719 miles of lanes referred to as the Backbone Network in the 2010 Bicycle Plan, as well as 
additional lanes that were installed since 2010.  On the 775-mile Bicycle Lane Network, 264 miles are 
intended to be upgraded as Class IV/Cycle Tracks and the future condition is also represented on the 
BEN map.  While the bicycle lanes in the 2010 Bicycle Plan were included in MP 2035, the full impact 
of installing the bicycle lanes to the transportation system was not fully analyzed in the Draft EIR (i.e. no 
impacts to vehicle capacity were assumed).  The impact of the Bicycle Lane Network (assuming that 
bicycle lanes on corridors not designated as enhanced networks would require a conversion of vehicle 
travel lanes) is analyzed as part of the proposed project in the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 Transit Enhanced Network.  The TEN consists of approximately 300 miles of streets that complement 
the region’s existing and planned rail and busway system.  The TEN has been refined through agency 
coordination, primarily with the Los Angeles County Transportation Authority, to reflect recent regional 
transit planning efforts.  The TEN has been enhanced to include an additional 60 lane-miles (240 miles 
of streets were included in the original TEN).   

 The City received many comments regarding the proposed Westwood Boulevard protected bicycle lane 
that was proposed in the Draft MP 2035.  A majority of the commenters believed that adding a bicycle 
lane would create detrimental traffic for the neighborhood and local businesses.  There were a few 
suggestions that the bike lane should be moved from Westwood Boulevard to residential streets or other 
parallel roadways.  In consideration of the multiple transportation demands on Westwood Boulevard, 
now and in the future, and with the opening of Exposition Phase II, MP 2035 proposes to include 
Westwood Boulevard on the TEN while retaining existing short portions on the BEN (north of Santa 
Monica Boulevard to Le Conte Avenue).  The TEN designation on Westwood Boulevard is proposed as 
a moderate enhancement which would not remove a vehicle travel lane.  Remaining portions of 
Westwood Boulevard would retain their existing bicycle lanes.  Recognizing that all bicyclists may not 
be comfortable riding on the portions of Westwood Boulevard without a protected bicycle lane, streets 
parallel to Westwood Boulevard on the NEN could provide an option for bicyclists who desire a calmer 
bicycling environment. 

No changes have been made to the Vehicle Enhanced Network (VEN).  In addition, the Recirculated Draft 
EIR has been reformatted to more clearly present the project description and project impacts; each threshold 
is separately described and impacts assessed. 

The comments received on the Draft EIR will be responded to in the Final EIR.  Therefore, if 
reviewers have the same comments as they had on the Draft EIR, they need not submit the same 
comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

This document assesses the potential significant environmental impacts, including significant unavoidable 
impacts and cumulative impacts, resulting from the implementation of the MP 2035.  The analysis presented 
herein is programmatic in nature because detailed designs are not available for specific roadway cross 
sections.  Where there is potential for a significant adverse impact, this report identifies mitigation measures 
that would either eliminate the impact or reduce the impact to the maximum extent feasible.  This 
Recirculated Draft EIR also identifies a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that could 
reduce the impacts as compared to the project. 
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1.2 AUTHORIZATION AND FOCUS 

This Recirculated Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with State California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, as amended to date and City of Los Angeles Guidelines for the implementation of 
the CEQA.  This document evaluates the environmental effects that could result from implementation of the 
proposed project.  The topic areas addressed in the Recirculated Draft EIR are identified below. 

1.3 LEAD AGENCY 

The Lead Agency for the proposed project is the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (DCP).  
The lead agency is the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving the 
project.  The contact person for the City of Los Angeles DCP is: 

My La, Mobility Planner 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667, MS 395  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1194 
my.la@lacity.org 

1.4 EIR ORGANIZATION 

1.0 INTRODUCTION.  This chapter contains an overview of the purpose and focus of the EIR, a discussion 
of the intended use of this EIR, a description of the organization of the EIR, and a discussion of the public 
review process and potential areas of controversy. 

2.0 SUMMARY.  This chapter provides a summary of the proposed projects, its potential environmental effects 
and mitigation measures, and a summary of the alternatives to the proposed projects evaluated in this EIR. 

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION.  This chapter describes the project location, existing conditions, project 
objectives, project benefits and a description of the proposed projects. 

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.  This chapter contains the environmental setting, project analyses, 
mitigation measures, and conclusions regarding the level of significance after mitigation for each of the 
following environmental issues:  

4.1  Transportation, Parking, and Safety 
4.2  Land Use and Planning 
4.3  Air Quality  
4.4  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
4.5  Noise and Vibration 
4.6 Biological Resources 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES.  This chapter provides an analysis of each of the alternatives to the proposed project.  
The Recirculated Draft EIR contains three additional alternatives for a total of five alternatives to the 
proposed project.  The alternatives considered for the proposed projects are: 

 Alternative 1 – No Project  
 Alternative 2 – Fewer Comprehensive Enhancements 
 Alternative 3 – Project without Bike Lanes and Fewer Miles of Transit Improvements (similar to the 

original project analyzed in Draft EIR) 
 Alternative 4 – Project with Priority Bike Lanes Only (in general those bike lanes that have been 

identified to be implemented in the short-term) 
 Alternative 5 – Increased Comprehensive Enhancements, Transit Only Lanes 

 
6.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS.  This chapter provides a discussion of (1) cumulative impacts, 
(2) the significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from implementation of the proposed 
project, (3) growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project, (4) significant environmental effects that 
cannot be avoided, and (5) environmental effects of the proposed project found to be less than significant.  

7.0 LEAD AGENCY AND SOURCES CONSULTED.  This chapter identifies the lead agency, 
consultants and the persons, public agencies, and organizations that were consulted or contributed and the 
references and sources used in the preparation of this Recirculated Draft EIR. 

1.5 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENTS  

This Recirculated Draft EIR is being circulated for a 45-day public review period (February 19 to April 6).  
Responsible and trustee agencies and the public are invited to comment in writing on the information 
contained in this document.  Persons and agencies commenting are encouraged to provide information that 
they believe is missing from the Recirculated Draft EIR and to identify where the information can be 
obtained.  During the review period, the Recirculated Draft EIR is available for general public review at the 
following locations:   

City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Van Nuys Civic Center 
14410 Sylvan Street 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 

Central Library 
630 W. 5th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

   
Exposition Park Library 
3900 S. Western Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90062 

San Pedro Library 
931 S. Gaffey Street 
San Pedro, CA 90731 

Arroyo Seco Library 
6145 N. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90042 

   
North Hollywood Library 
5211 Tujanga Avenue 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 

Mid-Valley Library 
16244 Nordhoff Street 
North Hills, CA 91343 

West Valley Library 
19036 Vanowen Street 
Reseda, CA 91335 

   
Goldwyn-Hollywood Library  
1623 N. Ivar Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 

West Los Angeles Library 
11360 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

 

 
Additionally, the Recirculated Draft EIR can be downloaded or reviewed via the Internet at the Department 
of City Planning’s website [http://planning.lacity.org/ (click on “Environmental” and then “Draft 
Environmental Impact Reports”)].  The Recirculated Draft EIR can be purchased on cd-rom for $7.50 per 
copy.  Contact My La of the City of Los Angeles at My.La@lacity.org for purchase. 
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Interested parties may provide written comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR.  Comments may be 
submitted electronically to My La at: My.La@lacity.org.  Written comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
must be received by 4:00 pm on March 30, 2015 and should be addressed to: 

My La  
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667, MS 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Upon completion of the public review period, written responses to all comments on environmental issues 
discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR and raised by commenters will be prepared and incorporated into the 
Final EIR.  These comments (together with comments received on the Draft EIR), and responses to all 
comments (submitted on both the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR), will be included in the Final EIR 
for consideration by the City of Los Angeles, as well as other public decision-makers. 

1.6 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the City’s decision-makers include those 
environmental issue areas where the potential for an unavoidable and significant impact is identified.  For 
this project, the following significant impacts are identified: transportation (increased traffic congestion in 
certain areas of the City, impacts to freeways and the Congestion Management Program, neighborhood 
intrusion, emergency access), noise from increased bus operations along certain routes, and the biological 
effects that could occur from improvements that widen streets within 200 feet of Significant Ecological 
Areas (SEAs), open space or undeveloped areas that contain native vegetation outside the current street right-
of-ways, could remain significant after mitigation.   

Based on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Draft EIR comment letters, issues known to be of concern in 
the community include traffic and transportation, consistency with local plans, and coordination with other 
future projects that are to be developed in proximity to individual improvements included in the overall 
package of improvements that comprise the proposed project.  There is a great deal of support for multi-
modal improvements in the City of Los Angeles; however, there is concern regarding the necessity to 
balance those improvements by minimizing the impact on surrounding land uses and the vehicular 
circulation system.   
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2.0 SUMMARY 
 
This chapter of the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains a background of the EIR 
process for the Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project), an overview of the proposed project, its 
potential environmental effects and mitigation measures, an identification of significance of impacts after 
mitigation, and a summary of the alternatives to the proposed project. 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

This document assesses the potential significant environmental impacts, including significant unavoidable 
impacts and cumulative impacts, related to the proposed project.  Where there is potential for a significant 
impact, this report identifies mitigation measures that would either eliminate the impact or reduce the effect 
to the maximum extent feasible. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was issued on 
April 4, 2013 for a 30-review period.  A total of 33 comment letters were received.  Information, data and 
observations resulting from these letters are included throughout this Draft EIR, where relevant.  Refer to 
Appendix A for copies of the NOP and NOP comment letters.  Two public scoping meeting were held on 
April 16 and 22, 2013.  The purpose of these meetings was to provide early consultation for the public to 
express their concerns about the proposed projects, and acquire information and make recommendations on 
issues to be addressed in the Draft EIR. 

A Draft EIR for the proposed project was prepared by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
(DCP) and was circulated to the public for 90 days (February 13, 2014 to May 13, 2014).  Comments were 
received on both the Draft MP 2035 and the MP 2035 Draft EIR (approximately 41 letters contained 
comments on the Draft EIR).  There were comments on the project description and analyses and these 
comments are addressed in this Recirculated Draft EIR, as appropriate.  Responses to all the comments 
received on the Draft EIR, together with comments on this Recirculated Draft EIR will be responded to in the 
Final EIR. 

2.2 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The MP 2035 would update the current Transportation Element (1999) and would provide a transportation 
blueprint for the City of Los Angeles through the foreseeable future (at least 2035).  The MP 2035 reflects 
current State and regional policies and programs aimed at balancing land use and transportation planning and 
reducing vehicle miles travelled and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  The MP 2035 identifies a 
full range of options to meet mobility needs, including bicycling, carpooling, driving, transit, and walking.  
The MP 2035 would lay the policy foundation for safe, accessible and enjoyable streets for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, transit users, and vehicles alike.   

The MP 2035 would be substantially consistent with the 1999 Transportation Element, updating policies to 
reflect recent State requirements and recent guidance on GHG emissions and mobility in urban areas.   

The MP 2035 is being prepared in compliance with the 2008 Complete Streets Act (Assembly Bill 1358), 
which mandates that the circulation element of the General Plan be modified to plan for a balanced, 
multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways, defined 
to include motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of 
commercial goods, and users of public transportation, in a manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or 
urban context of the general plan. Compliance with the Complete Streets Act is expected to result in 
increased options for mobility; fewer GHG emissions; more walkable communities; and fewer travel barriers 
for active transportation and those who cannot drive such as children or people with disabilities.  Complete 
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streets play an important role for those who would choose not to drive if they had an alternative as well as for 
those who do not have the option of driving.  The Complete Streets Act specifically encourages an increase 
in non-driving modes of travel.  The MP 2035 is also consistent with the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.  The MP 2035 includes: 

 Policies – that support the goals and objectives described above. 
 A Map Atlas – that identifies: 

o  Enhanced Complete Street System that includes selected roadways for pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or 
vehicle enhancements and proposed and programmed projects from a variety of sources 

o Generalized Circulation System (Highways and Freeways Map)  
o Scenic Highways  
o Goods Movement System.  

 An Action Plan – that identifies programs that support implementation of the Plan’s goals and policies 
and aids the City in achieving its objectives.   

The MP 2035 is further supported by the following documents: 

 A Complete Streets Design Guide – a living document that provides a compilation of design concepts 
and best practices that promote the major tenets of Complete Streets-safety and accessibility.  

 An Update of Standard Plan S-470 to include an expanded suite of complete street arterials and non-
arterials.   

 A Five-Year Implementation Strategy – that prioritizes programs in the Action Plan for 
implementation within a defined five-year time period and identifies metrics upon which the success of 
each program should be evaluated.  The Strategy is incumbent upon staff and funding availability. 

As discussed above, the proposed project is a mix of policies and conceptual-level improvements to the 
transportation network.  Detailed roadway designs for improvements to individual roadways or corridors are 
not yet available.  Therefore, the proposed project was modeled within the regional transportation network on 
the basis of generalized assumptions that are appropriately summarized at the scale of communities and 
planning areas rather than at the level of individual roadways or corridors in order to present a programmatic-
level analysis.  Therefore, this Recirculated Draft EIR analyzes impacts at a community/planning area-level 
of detail.  For purposes of comparison of impacts between different areas of the City, the Area Planning 
Commission (APC) boundaries were selected as the most appropriate scale to analyze the various issue areas 
considered in this Recirculated Draft EIR and to provide an area-level assessment of impacts.  As individual 
projects move forward, they will be evaluated at a project level, as appropriate.   

2.3 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Section 15382 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines defines a significant 
impact on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical 
conditions within an area affected by the project, including land, air, water, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”  In order to approve a project with unavoidable and significant 
impacts, the Lead Agency must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations (in accordance with 
Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines) indicating that the benefits of approving the proposed project 
outweigh the negative environmental consequences.  Based on the analysis contained in this Recirculated 
Draft EIR, the proposed project would create significant and unavoidable impacts related to 1) transportation, 
parking and safety – increased congestion along certain routes, freeways/Congestion Management Program, 
neighborhood intrusion and emergency response access, 2) noise and vibration –increased ambient noise 
levels from increased bus frequency along certain transit routes, and 3) biological resources – potentially 
significant impacts related to special-status species, protected habitat, and wetlands in areas requiring 
acquisition outside the existing street right-of-ways due to unknown project-specific details. 
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2.4 LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT OR NO IMPACT 

Based on the analysis contained in this Recirculated Draft EIR, the following issue areas were found to have 
a less-than-significant impact or no impact: 

 Air Quality (air quality plan consistency, air quality standards, cumulative criteria pollutants, and odors) 
 Greenhouse Gases (GHG emissions and GHG reduction policies) 
 Land Use (consistency with plans and policies and division of a community) 

In addition, transportation impacts related to the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit system, parking, and safety 
and biological resources related to migratory species, wildlife corridors, tree preservation and habitat 
conservation plans were found to be less-than-significant with mitigation. 

Chapter 6.0, Other CEQA Considerations, briefly discusses each of the following issues found to be less 
than significant:  Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Mineral Resources, Population and 
Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities and Services Systems. 

2.5 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or to the location of the 
project that could feasibly avoid or lessen significant environmental impacts while substantially attaining the 
basic objectives of the project.1  Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 
feasibility of alternatives are environmental impacts, site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the 
proponent could reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site.  Alternatives 
considered for the proposed project were generally limited (as for the proposed project) to the envelop of the 
existing public right-of-ways, as alternatives that extend into private property would be infeasible or require 
substantial displacements that would result in significant and unavoidable impacts.  Some right-of-way and 
roadway cross sections would be wider compared to existing conditions, which would result in some minor 
dedications concurrent with development activity, in general to allow for wider sidewalks.  Table 2-1 
provides a summary comparison of the alternatives with the proposed project. 

The alternatives considered for the proposed project include: 

Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative is required by Section 15126.6(e)(2) of 
the CEQA Guidelines and assumes that the proposed project would not be implemented.  The No Project 
Alternative allows decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the 
impacts of not approving the proposed projects.  The No Project Alternative includes “what would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current 
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services” (CEQA Section 15126.6[e][2]).   

Alternative 2 – Fewer Comprehensive Enhancements.  Alternative 2 includes a set of enhancements that 
are less comprehensive (require less intervention with the existing network and fewer multi-modal facilities) 
than those assumed for the proposed project to offer a lower cost alternative with potentially fewer impacts 
due to the extent of the changes.  The more moderate enhancements associated with this alternative would 
result in fewer lane conversions on the Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN) and Transit Enhanced Network 
(TEN), which could result in potentially fewer impacts to the vehicular circulation system and biological 
resources.   

                                                           
1CEQA Guidelines, CCR, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15126.6. 
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Alternative 3 – Project without Bike Lanes and Fewer Miles of Transit Improvements.  Alternative 3 
includes the same roadway and transit assumptions (intensity of infrastructure and enhancements) as the 
proposed project, except that it does not include the conservative analysis of planned bicycle lanes that are 
not part of the BEN (i.e., analysis assumes no vehicle capacity restrictions – no reduction in vehicle travel 
lanes -- from bicycle lanes).  The roadway and transit assumptions describing the intensity of enhancements 
are more fully described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description.  Alternative 3 includes fewer miles of 
roadways on the TEN, which could result in potentially fewer impacts to the vehicular circulation system and 
biological resources.  This alternative is the proposed project that was evaluated in the previously circulated 
Draft EIR.  However, it does not contain changes identified as part of the proposed project, including 
revisions to the BEN and TEN based on comments received on the Draft EIR and ongoing agency 
coordination as defined in the updated proposed project.   

Alternative 4 – Project with Priority Bike Lanes Only (in general those bike lanes that have been 
identified to be implemented in the short-term).  Alternative 4 includes the same roadway enhancements 
as the proposed project except that it only includes priority bike lanes on the BEN.  This alternative evaluates 
the condition where only a portion of the BEN could be implemented due to funding or other constraints and 
lies in the range between Alternative 3 and the proposed project; this could result in potentially fewer 
impacts to the vehicular circulation system and biological resources.   

Alternative 5 – Increased Comprehensive Enhancements, Transit Only Lanes. Alternative 5 includes the 
same roadway enhancements as the proposed project except that it assumes that all streets on the TEN have 
exclusive bus lanes for the whole day.  This alternative represents increased intervention on roadways 
compared to the proposed project as it would require full conversion of streets on the TEN to exclusive bus 
only, which could result in potentially fewer impacts to safety and pedestrian and bicyclists.  While this 
would provide the most benefits for a multi-modal system, it would involve the most intervention to the 
roadway system and require the most amount of widening outside the right-of-way. 
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TABLE 2-1: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES  

Environmental Issue Proposed Project  
Alternative 1  
(No Project) 

Alternative 2 
(Fewer Comprehensive 

Enhancements) 

Alternative 3  
(Project with Fewer Bike 
lanes and Fewer Miles of 
Transit Enhancements) 

Alternative 4  
(Project with Priority 

Bike Lanes Only) 

Alternative 5 
(Increased Comprehensive 

Enhancements, Transit Only Lanes) 

TRANSPORTATION, PARKING, & SAFETY 
Plans and Policies Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Circulation Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
T1 Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) will adjust traffic signal timing after the implementation of the proposed project (both along project routes and parallel roadways if traffic 

diversions have occurred as a result of the proposed project).  This adjustment would be necessary, especially at the intersections where roadway striping would be modified.  Signal timing 
adjustment could reduce traffic impacts at impacted intersections.  (LADOT routinely makes traffic signal timing changes and signal optimization on an as-needed basis to accommodate the 
changes in traffic volumes to reduce congestion and delay in the City.) 

T2 The City shall implement appropriate Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures in the City of Los Angeles including potential trip-reducing measures such as bike share strategies, 
bike parking, expansion of car share programs near high density areas, bus stop improvements (e.g. shelters and “next bus” technologies), crosswalk improvements, pedestrian wayfinding 
signage, etc.   

Neighborhood Intrusion Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
T3 In areas where implementation of the proposed project could potentially result in diversion of traffic to adjacent residential streets, LADOT shall monitor traffic on identified residential streets, upon 

request submitted through the Council Office, to determine if traffic diversion occurs. If traffic on residential streets is found to be significantly impacted, in accordance with LADOT’s Traffic Study 
Policies and procedures, LADOT will work with neighborhood residents to identify and implement appropriate traffic calming measures. 

Congestion Management Plan Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
T4 In areas where the implementation of the proposed project could potentially affect transportation systems managed by other agencies, such as Caltrans or Metro, or neighboring jurisdictions, the 

City of Los Angeles shall coordinate with these entities to identify transportation improvements in accordance with the goals and policies of Mobility Plan 2035 and seek opportunities to jointly 
pursue funding.  Mobility solutions shall be focused on safety, enhancing mobility options, improving access to active modes, and implementing TDM measures to achieve both local and regional 
transportation and sustainability goals. 

Emergency Access Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
T5 LADOT, Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) and Department of City Planning (DCP) shall coordinate and review design plans involving lane reallocation to ensure that emergency response 

access is adequately maintained (for example by expanding the Fire Preemption System). 

Public Transit, Bicycle, or 
Pedestrian Facilities 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Parking Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Safety Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Construction Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
T6 Construction activities will be managed through the implementation of a traffic control plan to mitigate the impact of traffic disruption and to ensure the safety of all users of the affected roadway. 

The plan will address construction duration and activities and include measures such as operating a temporary traffic signal or using flagmen adjacent to construction activities, as appropriate. 

LAND USE & PLANNING 
Consistency with Plans and 
Policies 

Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Division of a Community Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
LU1 Prior to the decision to remove on-street parking, the City of Los Angeles shall meet with the affected business and property owners to discuss the potential for the removal of on-street parking to 

affect the economic viability of the affected businesses.  The City shall identify parking replacement options to businesses that do not have off-street parking and would be substantially affected by 
the permanent removal of on-street parking.   
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TABLE 2-1: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES  

Environmental Issue Proposed Project  
Alternative 1  
(No Project) 

Alternative 2 
(Fewer Comprehensive 

Enhancements) 

Alternative 3  
(Project with Fewer Bike 
lanes and Fewer Miles of 
Transit Enhancements) 

Alternative 4  
(Project with Priority 

Bike Lanes Only) 

Alternative 5 
(Increased Comprehensive 

Enhancements, Transit Only Lanes) 

AIR QUALITY  
Conflict with AQ Plan Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Violate AQ Standards Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Cumulatively Increase in 
Criteria Pollutants Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Objectionable Odors Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

GREENHOUSE GASES 
GHG Emissions Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

GHG Reduction Policies Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

NOISE & VIBRATION 
Excessive Noise or Vibration 
Levels   

Significant  
(Bus Noise) Less than Significant Significant 

(Bus Noise) 
Significant 
(Bus Noise) 

Significant 
(Bus Noise) 

Significant 
(Bus Noise) 

N1 Construction activity that would last more than a day, that could increase ambient noise by more than 5 dBA, and would be located within 500 feet of a sensitive land use shall incorporate 
measures to reduce noise levels at sensitive receptors including, but not limited to, sound walls, sound blankets on impact equipment, and engine mufflers to reduce noise levels to acceptable 
levels.  The noise reduction levels achieved by the measures shall limit noise increases to less than 5 dBA over the exiting ambient levels. 

Permanent Noise Increase  Significant 
(Bus Noise) Less than Significant Significant 

(Bus Noise) 
Significant 
(Bus Noise) 

Significant 
(Bus Noise) 

Significant 
(Bus Noise) 

N2 A project-specific vibration analysis shall be completed if the City determines that construction equipment would be located within 11 feet of non-engineered timber and masonry buildings (typical 
of residential buildings and institutional buildings).  Potential vibration impacts shall be mitigated such that vibration levels do not exceed 0.3 inches per second at 11 feet.  Methods to reduce 
vibration include, but are not limited to, choosing to use light weight equipment when an option between equipment types is available and avoiding impact equipment (e.g., jackhammers). 

Temporary Noise Increase  Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Airports or Airstrips Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Sensitive Species/Habitats, 
Wetlands 

Significant No Impact Significant Significant Significant Significant 

BR1 Special-Status Species and Habitat. For future enhancements occurring within 200 feet of a Significant Ecological Area designated by the County of Los Angeles or within 200 feet of areas 
containing native vegetation, such as open space and undeveloped areas, a project-specific biological resource survey and assessment shall be conducted and prepared that discloses any 
potential impacts to special status species and habitats, and mitigates, to the extent feasible, the impacts of the mobility improvements. In addition, prior to implementation of mobility 
improvements, all required permits must be obtained; permits for work in wetland and riparian habitats frequently require project-specific measures to preserve resources. 

BR2 Wetland Habitat.  For mobility improvements that extend into the Ballona wetlands, all applicable wetland permits shall be acquired.  These permits include, but would not be limited to, a Section 
404 Wetlands Fill Permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers, or a Report of Waste Discharge from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and a Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification from the RWCQB.  Additionally, a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) would be required for 
development that would cross or affect any stream course. 

Where feasible, the maximum amount of existing wetlands shall be preserved and minimum 25- to 50-foot buffers around all sides of these features shall be established.  In addition, the final 
project design shall not cause significant changes to the pre-project hydrology, water quality, or water quantity in the wetland that is to be retained.  This shall be accomplished by avoiding or 
repairing any disturbance to the hydrologic conditions supporting these wetlands, as verified through wetland protection plans.  
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TABLE 2-1: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES  

Environmental Issue Proposed Project  
Alternative 1  
(No Project) 

Alternative 2 
(Fewer Comprehensive 

Enhancements) 

Alternative 3  
(Project with Fewer Bike 
lanes and Fewer Miles of 
Transit Enhancements) 

Alternative 4  
(Project with Priority 

Bike Lanes Only) 

Alternative 5 
(Increased Comprehensive 

Enhancements, Transit Only Lanes) 
Where avoidance of the Ballona Wetlands is not feasible, then mitigation measures shall be implemented for the project-related loss of any existing wetlands on site, such that there is no net loss 
of wetland acreage or habitat value.  Wetland mitigation shall be developed as a part of the Section 404 Clean Water Act permitting process, or for nonjurisdictional wetlands, during permitting 
through the RWQCB and/or CDFW.  Mitigation is to be provided prior to construction related impacts on the existing wetlands.  The exact mitigation ratio is variable, based on the type and value of 
the wetlands affected by the project, but agency standards typically require a minimum of 1:1 for preservation and 1:1 for construction of new wetlands.  In addition, a Wetland Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan shall be developed that includes the following:  

• Descriptions of the wetland types, and their expected functions and values.  
• Performance standards and monitoring protocol to ensure the success of the mitigation wetlands over a period of five to ten years. 
• Engineering plans showing the location, size and configuration of wetlands to be created or restored.  
• An implementation schedule showing that construction of mitigation areas shall commence prior to or concurrently with the initiation of construction.  
• A description of legal protection measures for the preserved wetlands (i.e., dedication of fee title, conservation easement, and/ or an endowment held by an approved conservation organization, 

government agency or mitigation bank). 

Migratory Species or Wildlife 
Corridors Less than Significant No Impact Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

BR3 Migratory Birds. To prevent the disturbance of nesting native and/or migratory bird species, the City shall require that clearing of street trees or other vegetation should take place between 
September 1 and February 14.  If construction is scheduled or ongoing during bird nesting season (February 15 to August 31), the City of Los Angeles shall require that a qualified biologists 
conduct a nesting bird survey within 250 feet of the construction activity, no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the commencement of construction activities.  Surveys shall be 
conducted in accordance with CDFW protocols, as applicable.  If no active nests are identified on or within 250 feet of the construction activity, no further mitigation is necessary.  A copy of the pre-
construction survey shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning.  If an active nest is identified, construction shall be suspended within 100 feet of the nest until the nesting cycle is 
complete, as determined by a qualified ornithologist or biologist.   

Tree Preservation Policies or 
HCP and NCCP Less than Significant No Impact Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

SOURCE: TAHA, 2015. 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This chapter provides a detailed description of the proposed Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed 
project).  The project description discussion includes the background of the proposed project, the project 
objectives, and a description of the existing environment within the project area.  

3.1  PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The State of California and the Los Angeles City Charter require that Los Angeles create and adopt a general 
plan.  The City’s General Plan is the constitution for all future developments and, as such, is the heart and 
foundation of the City’s long-range vision for growth.  The State requires that each jurisdiction’s general 
plan include seven mandatory elements: Land Use, Circulation, Housing, Conservation, Open Space, Safety, 
and Noise, but communities may also include additional elements that are tailored to meet specific needs and 
concerns.  While State law requires that the various plans be internally consistent, cities are free to select a 
distinct name for each element and are permitted to combine and/or disaggregate the individual components 
of the elements in a manner that is practical for the jurisdiction. 

In Los Angeles, the General Plan is a comprehensive declaration of purposes, policies and programs that 
guide and establish the future form and development of the City.  Adopted by the Planning Commission and 
approved by the City Council and Mayor, the General Plan serves as a basis for decisions that affect all 
aspects of our everyday lives from where we live and work to how we move about.  It is both a strategic and 
long-term document, broad in scope and specific in nature.  It is implemented by decisions that direct the 
allocation of public resources and that shape private development.  The City’s official General Plan 
description consists of:  

 Framework Element (adopted 1996) 
 Land Use Element, divided into 35 community plans (adoption dates vary) 
 Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles (adoption pending spring 2015) 

Nine technical elements intended to consolidate 23 disparate plans developed in the 1960s and 1970s: 

 Housing (adopted 2013) 
 Transportation (adopted 1999, Bicycle Plan Chapter adopted 2011, and updated adoption expected in 2015) 
 Infrastructure Systems (various plans adopted 1968-1972) 
 Noise (adopted 1999) 
 Air Quality (adopted 1992) 
 Conservation (adopted 2001) 
 Open Space (adopted 1973) 
 Safety (adopted 1996) 
 Public Facilities and Services (various plans adopted 1968-80, update pending) 

The MP 2035 (formerly the Transportation Element) is the transportation blueprint for the City of Los 
Angeles.  Last updated in 1999, the MP 2035 is being revamped to reflect the policies and programs that will 
give Angelenos a full range of options to meet their mobility needs, including bicycling, carpooling, driving, 
transit, and walking.  The MP 2035 will lay the policy foundation for safe, accessible and enjoyable streets 
for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and vehicles alike. 

For the City of Los Angeles, the Transportation Element, together with planning documents from operational 
departments (including Los Angeles World Airports, Port of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, 
Department of Public Works), provides compliance with Government Code Section 65302 (b) which 
requires that a general plan include a circulation element consisting of the general location and extent of 
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existing and proposed major thoroughfares, transportation routes, terminals, and other public utilities and 
facilities, all correlated with the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

The MP 2035 is being prepared in compliance with the 2008 Complete Streets Act (Assembly Bill 1358), 
which mandates that the circulation element of the General Plan be modified to plan for a balanced, 
multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways, defined 
to include motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of 
commercial goods, and users of public transportation, in a manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or 
urban context of the general plan.  Compliance with the Complete Streets Act is expected to result in 
increased options for mobility; less greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; more walkable communities; and 
fewer travel barriers for active transportation and those who cannot drive such as children or people with 
disabilities.  Complete streets play an important role for those who would choose not to drive if they had an 
alternative as well as for those who do not have the option of driving.  The Complete Streets Act specifically 
encourages an increase in non-driving modes of travel while also recognizing the value that streets play in 
facilitating the vehicular movement of goods and people.  The proposed project is also consistent with the 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). 

Changes in demographics; increased awareness of the relationship among transportation, land use and health; 
technological innovations; and an embrace of streets as public places are influencing shifts in how the City of 
Los Angeles will plan for the mobility of its people.  Younger populations desire safe and accessible active 
transportation and transit options1, while a growing older population cohort can benefit from mobility 
alternatives when driving is no longer an option.  A growing body of literature points to the benefits of 
improved urban design for more walking and bicycling, which in turn spur community interaction and 
economic activity and foster better health outcomes.  Technology improvements offer virtual alternatives to 
travel, new transportation-sharing options, and better information that enables real-time decisions about the 
best way to travel.  Finally, streets increasingly serve not only to facilitate movement but also to provide 
places to gather, sit, watch, and interact. 

The proposed project acknowledges the necessary and continued investments that are needed to maintain Los 
Angeles’ roadways in light of the many travelers for whom the automobile is the only viable form of 
transportation.  Meanwhile, the plan acknowledges the necessary and continued investments that are needed 
to improve the variety of safe, comfortable, and attractive transportation choices for those who cannot or 
desire not to use a car every day. 

3.2  PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The MP 2035 addresses all modes of circulation on the City’s street network, guiding mobility policies, 
programs, and projects in the City of Los Angeles through 2035.  The five goals and corresponding policy 
topics of the MP 2035 are as follows: 

 Safety First – focuses on topics related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education, and 
enforcement. 

 World Class Infrastructure – focuses on topics related to the Complete Streets Network (walking, 
bicycling, transit, vehicles, green streets, goods movement), Great Streets, Bridges, Street Design 
Manual, and demand management. 

 Access for all Angelenos – focuses on topics related to affordability, least cost transportation, land use, 
operations, reliability, demand management, and community connections. 

                                                           
1USDOT (2010) National Household Travel Survey. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Transportation. Available at: 

http://nhts.ornl.gov/. 
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 Collaboration, Communication & Informed Choices – focuses on topics related to real-time 
information, open source data, transparency, monitoring, reporting, emergency response, departmental 
and agency cooperation and data base management. 

 Clean Environment and Healthy Communities – focuses on topics related to environment, health, 
clean air, clean fuels and fleets, and open street events. 

Each of the five goals has a corresponding set of objectives, listed below: 

Safety First 

 Vision Zero: Decrease. Transportation related fatality rate to zero by 2035.  
 Increase the number of adults and children who receive in-person safety education, in areas with the 

highest rates of collisions, by 10 percent annually. 
 Ensure that 80 percent of street segments do not exceed target operating speeds by 2035 (refer to 

Complete Streets Manual for targeted operating speeds). 
 Increase the percentage of females who travel by bicycle to 35 percent of all riders by 2035. The 

presence of females riding on a bikeway are typically cited2 as the indicator that the bikeway provides a 
safe and comfortable environment for less experienced riders and therefore this measure is a good proxy 
for understanding the degree to which a particular bikeway has succeeded in attracting the range of 
bicyclists between eight and 80 years of age.  

World Class Infrastructure 

 Complete the protected bicycle lanes and priority Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN) segments of 
the Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN) by 2035.  

 Complete the Bicycle Path segments along the Los Angeles River, as depicted in Map D1 of the Bicycle 
Enhanced Network by 2020.  

 Provide 95 percent on-time arrival reliability of buses traveling on the Transit Enhanced Network (TEN) by 
2035. 

 Establish an off-peak 5-minute bus frequency on 25 percent of the TEN by 2035. 
 Establish an off-peak 10-minute bus frequency on 50 percent of the TEN by 2035.  
 Establish an off-peak 15-minute bus frequency on 100 percent of the TEN by 2035.  
 Achieve established performance levels (See new Policy 2.4 - NEN) on 100 percent of the streets within 

the NEN by 2035.  
 Increase vehicular travel time reliability on all segments of the Vehicle Enhanced Network (VEN) by 2035. 
 Bring all sidewalks to good condition by 2035. 
 Bring City-owned streets, tunnels and bridges to good condition by 2035. 
 Annually increase the number of roadway segments that are an average level of B (Average Pavement 

Condition Index of 80) or better by 2035.  
 Increase proportion of freight transportation provided by railroad and intermodal services to 50 percent 

by 2035.  
 Increase share of Measure R local return funds to 20 percent for active transportation investments.  
 Dedicate 20 percent of road reconstruction budgets and capital improvement funds toward complete 

street improvements. 
 Maintain the Automated Traffic Control Surveillance and Control System (ATSAC) Communications 

Network.  

                                                           
2Garrard, J., Rose, G. and Lo, S. (2008) Promoting Transportation Cycling for Women: The Role of Bicycle Infrastructure. 

Preventive Medicine, 56, pp. 55-59. 
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Access for All Angelenos 

 Ensure that 90 percent of households have access, within one mile to the TEN by 2035.  
 Ensure that 90 percent of all households have access, within one mile, to high quality bicycling facilities 

(protected bicycle lanes and neighborhood enhanced streets) by 2035.   
 Increase the percentage of households with zero or one car to 75 percent by 2035. 
 Reduce the share of household income spent on transportation costs to 10 percent by 2035. 
 Provide a shared use vehicle within a half-mile of 75 percent of households by 2035.  
 Provide access to bicycle sharing within a quarter-mile of 50 percent of households by 2035.  
 Install pedestrian access curb ramps at 100 percent of all intersections by 2035. 
 Increase the combined mode split of persons who travel by walking, bicycling or transit by 50 percent by 

2035.  

Collaboration, Communication & Informed Choices 

 Implement coordinated wayfinding at all major transit stations by 2035. 
 Implement wayfinding along all segments of the completed BEN by 2035. 
 Install street parking occupancy detection capability at 50 percent of on-street parking locations by 2035. 
 Coordinate communication with regional transportation agencies and neighboring jurisdictions. 

Clean Environment and Healthy Communities 

 Decreases Vehicle Miles Traveled per capita by 5 percent every five years, 20 percent by 2035. 
 Meet a 9 percent per capita greenhouse gas reduction for 2020 and a 16 percent per capita reduction for 

2035 (RTP/SCS). 
 Convert 100 percent of City fleet to renewable fuels by 2020.  
 Convert 100 percent of City refuse collection trucks and street sweepers to renewable fuels by 2020.   
 Reduce transportation-related energy use by 95 percent and reduce maintenance requirements of City 

vehicle fleet.   
 Reduce port-related diesel particulate matter emissions by 77 percent, Nitrogen Oxides by 59 percent, 

and Sulfur Oxides by 93 percent by 2023, relative to 2005 levels. 
 Reduce the number of unhealthy air quality days to zero by 2025. 
 Reduce the pollutant load of stormwater and urban runoff to meet Total Maximum Daily Load standards. 

3.3  LOCATION AND SURROUNDING LAND USES 

The arterials included in the MP 2035 as part of the Pedestrian Enhanced Districts (PEDs), BEN, NEN, TEN, 
and VEN are located within the jurisdictional limits of the City of Los Angeles (Figure 3-1 illustrates the 
locations of streets designated as Arterials, Figure 3-2 through Figure 3-6 at the end of this chapter, depict 
the study area and proposed enhanced corridors).  Within the City’s boundaries are approximately 467 square 
miles of land area, including approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains.  The San Gabriel and 
Santa Susana Mountains bound the City on the north, the Santa Monica Mountains extend through the 
middle of the City and the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean bound the City on the south and west.  The 
City is geographically divided into 35 community planning areas and two special purpose districts.  For the 
purpose of the land use analysis contained within this Recirculated Draft EIR, the discussion is grouped by 
the seven Area Planning Commission (APC) areas.  Land uses within the APCs are described and shown in 
Section 4.2 Land Use and Planning of the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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3.4  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project is a comprehensive revision of the adopted 1999 City of Los Angeles Transportation 
Element of the General Plan that will guide mobility decisions in the City through year 2035 coupled with 
supporting documents and discretionary actions to further align the City’s street standards, processes and 
procedures with the goals of the MP 2035.  The 2010 Bicycle Plan, in its entirety, has been incorporated into 
the various chapters of the MP 2035 and is no longer a standalone chapter devoted to a single mode but 
instead reflects the City’s commitment to a holistic and balanced complete street approach that acknowledges 
the role of multiple modes (pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and vehicles).  The Citywide Bikeway System of 
1680 miles described in the 2010 Bicycle Plan as the Green Network, Neighborhood Network and Backbone 
Network has been slightly reconfigured and is redefined in detail below.  The Technical Design Handbook 
has been incorporated into the Complete Streets Design Guide, including sections on design needs, bicycle 
paths, bicycle lanes, bicycle routes and neighborhood friendly streets, network gaps, signalized intersections, 
bicycle parking, bikeway signage, non-standard treatments, and street sections.  The proposed MP 2035 
includes: 

 Policies – that support the goals and objectives described above; 
 A Map Atlas – that identifies: 

o Enhanced Complete Street System that includes selected roadways for pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or 
vehicle enhancements and programmed projects from a variety of sources; 

o Generalized Circulation System (Highways and Freeways Map); 
o Scenic Highways;  
o Goods Movement System; and 

 An Action Plan – that identifies programs that support implementation of the Plan’s goals and policies 
and aids the City in achieving its objectives (Implementation of all or a portion of the Action Plan is 
incumbent upon staffing capacity and future funding). 

The MP 2035 is further supported by the following documents: 

 A Complete Streets Design Guide – a living document that provides a compilation of design concepts 
and best practices that promote the major tenets of Complete Streets-safety and accessibility;  

 Update of the Complete Streets Standards (Standard Plan S-470) – to include an expanded suite of 
complete street arterials and non-arterials; and  

 A Five-Year Implementation Strategy – that prioritizes programs in the Action Plan for 
implementation within a defined five-year time period and identifies metrics upon which the success of 
each program should be evaluated.  The Strategy is incumbent upon staff and funding availability. 

Each of these components is described in more detail below. 

MOBILITY PLAN 2035 COMPONENTS 

POLICIES 

Each of the MP 2035’s goals is supported by multiple policies that seek to advance the plan’s goals and 
objectives, as described above.  In total, the plan includes more than fifty distinct policies, each of which relates 
to a particular goal.  The policies are listed in Chapters 1 through 5 of the MP 2035, attached as Appendix B. 

MAP ATLAS  

Enhanced Complete Street System 

All city streets must serve the needs of all roadway users by accommodating pedestrians, bicyclists, 
motorists, movers of commercial goods, and users of public transportation, consistent with the Complete 
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Streets Act.  In addition to basic complete street infrastructure a subset of streets are proposed to receive 
mode specific improvements.  

The development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street System outlines modal enhancements for 
particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced networks/districts that together create a system of 
complete streets that will improve the overall multimodal transportation system.  The Enhanced Complete 
Street System comprises four enhanced networks, one each to support pedestrian (neighborhoods), bicycle, 
transit, and vehicle travel, as well as PEDs.  The Backbone Network from the 2010 Bicycle Plan has also 
been retained but is simply referred to as the Bicycle Lane Network.  

While the MP 2035 identifies suggested streets to comprise the networks and/or districts it is important to note 
that, at the time that funding becomes available to implement network or district improvements within a selected 
corridor, that land use and/or transportation investments may have altered the landscape in such a way to warrant 
the consideration of an alternative street than is initially identified in the MP 2035.  Should an alternative street 
be determined to better serve the needs of the individual network (than the street originally identified), it is 
expected that the alternative would serve users similar to the originally selected street.  The build-out strategy for 
the networks and districts described below is intended to provide for a flexible and iterative process based upon 
prioritization criteria, funding, roadway capacity, community support and political interest. 

Enhanced Networks 

Neighborhood Enhanced Network.  The NEN, established in the 2010 Bicycle Plan as a network of local 
streets that are comfortable for bicycling, is recognized in the MP 2035 as a network that can also serve local 
neighborhood pedestrian activity.  To align the terminology of the Neighborhood Network with the other 
networks being established in MP 2035, the network is being re-named as the NEN.  The NEN provides a 
network of slow, locally serving streets that connect communities to schools, retail, parks and open space, 
health care and employment opportunities.  Streets on the NEN are typically local and/or collector streets 
with one lane in each direction that are enhanced with street calming that can include, but are not limited to: 
bump outs, round-a-bouts, ample sidewalks and street trees.  The NEN streets are intended to provide a safe 
and convenient place to walk, roll, skate, scooter, bike and stroll.  Some streets (or street segments) on the 
NEN may already provide a quality pedestrian and bicycle experience and will require little, if any, 
improvements.  Others may require the addition of a signalized crosswalk to assist non-motorized users to 
cross a fast moving arterial street.  Others also may require a more intense number of improvements to 
provide the desired comfort level. (See Complete Street Design Guide for an expanded list of street-calming 
enhancements.) 

A portion of the NEN has been prioritized to provide gap closures to the network of cycle-tracks/protected 
bicycle lanes proposed by the BEN, described below.  

While an initial NEN map has been included for reference in the MP 2035, it is expected that additional 
streets may be added as funding criteria for programs, such as Safe Routes to School, are modified and/or as 
communities identify specific needed improvements.  

The following definitions are provided to enhance the readers understanding of the BEN and Bicycle Lane 
Network described below.  

The State transportation system recognizes four primary bikeway facilities; Class I/Bicycle Paths, Class II/ 
Bicycle Lanes, Class III/Bicycle Routes and Class IV/Cycle Tracks (Protected Bicycle Lanes). 

 Class I/Bicycle Path. Exclusive car free facilities that are typically not located within a roadway area.  
 Class II/Bicycle Lanes.  Part of the street design that is dedicated only for bicycles and identified by a 

striped lane typically 5-7 feet in width separating vehicle lanes from bicycle lanes. 
 Class III/Bicycle Routes (a sharrow is a way of indicating a bicycle route).  In road bikeways where 

bicycles and motor vehicles share the roadway. 
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 Class IV/Cycle Tracks (also commonly referred to as Protected Bicycle Lanes).  Similar to the bicycle 
lane as it is also part of the street design that is dedicated only for bicycles but is differentiated from a 
bicycle lane by the addition of additional features (parked cars, vertical stanchions) that separate the 
bicycle lane from vehicle lanes.  Separate bicycle signals may also be included as a feature of a cycle 
track.  

Bicycle Enhanced Network.  The BEN is a regional network of low-stress, separated bikeways that is comprised 
primarily of 150 miles of Class I/bicycle paths (Green Network in the 2010 Bicycle Plan) and 264 miles of Class 
IV/cycle tracks/protected bicycle lanes.  The Class IV bikeways represent a portion of the Bicycle Lane Network 
described below.  Due to limited arterial roadway capacity, primarily on the Westside and within the 
Hollywood/Mid-Cities area, where opportunities to install a protected bicycle lane is limited, the BEN would be 
completed with priority streets from the NEN.  These Priority NEN streets would typically receive street calming 
enhancements that provide a safer bicycling experience without reducing vehicle travel capacity.  

Bicycle Lane Network. The Bicycle Lane Network represents a 775-mile system of bicycle lanes that 
includes the 719 miles of lanes referred to as the Backbone Network in the 2010 Bicycle Plan, as well as 
additional lanes that were either installed between 2011 and 2015 or identified as needed.  Of the 775 Lane 
Network, 264 miles are intended to be upgraded as Class IV/cycle tracks and are, therefore, also represented 
on the BEN map.  These bikeways are included in the overall Bicycle Lane Network due to the iterative 
process that will be utilized to build them out.  Most typically a cycle track will initially be installed as a 
bicycle lane and, in most cases, will be upgraded at a later date to cycle track.  Of the 264 miles of planned 
cycle tracks, 113 miles are existing bicycle lanes.  Of the 511 (775-264) miles of bicycle lanes, 174 miles 
have already been installed.  In locations where a transit only lane is installed on a street within the Bicycle 
Lane Network, the transit lane will serve as the de-facto bicycle lane as bicycles are permitted by State law 
within transit lanes.  Of the 337 (511-174) miles of lanes that have not yet been installed, 150 miles have 
been identified as Priority Bicycle lanes.  Due to funding constraints, it is expected that resources would be 
initially focused on the Priority Bicycle Lanes before focus is placed on the other planned lanes.  As with the 
other networks, development of the Bicycle Lane Network will depend upon future funding and overall 
political and community support.  

Transit Enhanced Network.  The TEN consists of approximately 300 miles of streets that complement the 
region’s existing and planned rail and busway system.  The TEN would improve existing and future bus 
service on a select group of arterial streets by prioritizing improvements for transit riders relative to 
improvements for other roadway users.  The transit-enhanced streets aim to provide reliable and frequent 
transit service that is convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips; 
and integrate transit infrastructure investments with the identity of the surrounding street.  The transit 
technology on these streets would primarily be high-capacity buses.  Bus service would be improved with 
infrastructure improvements in the right-of-way, signal timing and technology improvements, and stop 
enhancements.  Corridor improvements would largely be dependent upon the population and employment 
densities, congestion levels, roadway conditions and bus frequency.  Transit enhancements would evolve 
over time, such as a progression from curb-running bus-only lanes to center-running lanes with boarding 
platforms, and possibly light rail in the longer-term.  As conditions change, additional corridors may need to 
be added or improvements upgraded beyond what is initially being considered.  The implementation of the 
TEN would be inherently intertwined with the region’s bus providers including, but not limited to, the City’s 
own Department of Transportation, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), Big 
Blue Bus, Culver City Bus and Foothill Transit.  

Vehicle Enhanced Network.  The VEN consists of approximately 80 miles of streets that would improve the 
through movement of traffic on a select group of streets by prioritizing the efficient movement of motor 
vehicle occupants relative to other roadway users.  Enhancements include investments in intelligent 
transportation systems, access management and consolidation, parking restrictions and removal, improved 
signal timing, and turning restrictions.  
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Pedestrian Enhanced Districts. Whereas NEN streets would be typically located on neighborhood-serving 
streets, the PEDs are proposed in locations with higher traffic volumes that include intense retail and/or 
employment activities.  The PEDs are typically focused on a relatively defined geographical area, such as an 
intersection or series of connected intersections.  Every trip, regardless of mode, includes walking, and 
pedestrians are the most vulnerable roadway users.  The PEDs establish areas where improvements for 
pedestrians would be prioritized relative to improvements for other roadway users.  The PEDs would be 
located near schools, transit stations, areas of high pedestrian activity, areas with high collision frequency, or 
other placemaking opportunities.  Additional pedestrian safety and enhancements, such as increasing 
sidewalk widths and improved pedestrian crossing and safety treatments, would also be considered as 
appropriate.  Pedestrian needs are closely linked to the TEN because of the conditions encountered walking 
to or from transit services as well as waiting at stops and stations.  As cities are dynamic places where the 
addition of a single new development can change pedestrian patterns, it is envisioned that the PEDs map 
would be modified over time.  For this reason the PEDs included in MP 2035 is considered preliminary and 
would be added to as needed.  

Classification of Enhancements 

Neighborhood and Pedestrian Enhancements.  Pedestrian enhancements along the NEN and within PEDs 
would primarily consist of infrastructure improvements within the sidewalk and street right-of-way, as well as 
pedestrian signal timing infrastructure improvements.  Typical pedestrian enhancements include way-finding, 
street trees, pedestrian-scaled street lighting, enhanced crosswalks at all legs of the intersection, automatic 
pedestrian signals, reduced crossing length (e.g., bulb-outs, median pedestrian refuges), wider sidewalks (greater 
than 15 feet where feasible), and specialty paving and seating areas where special maintenance funding exists.  
The streets that make up the PEDs are identified based on an assessment analysis that took into consideration 
population density, job density, retail job concentrations, commercial land-use intensity, transit facility proximity 
and intensity, concentration of landmark destinations, intersection density, pedestrian collisions, park proximity, 
and school proximity.  The NEN network conceived of during the 2010 Bicycle Plan was similarly proposed 
based on community assets (parks, schools, retail), geographic density, and was supported by community input 
that identified existing and frequently used travel patterns.  

For the PEDs, please see Figure 3-2.  For the NEN, please see Figure 3-3. 

Enhancements along the BEN, TEN, and VEN streets are classified as Moderate, Moderate Plus, or 
Comprehensive; in the case of the BEN, some streets are classified as Neighborhood Streets.  As part of the 
proposed project, each enhanced network is composed of a combination of one or more of these 
enhancement types; for example, the TEN includes Moderate, Moderate Plus, and Comprehensive 
enhancements, while the BEN and Bicycle Lane Network represent Moderate, Moderate Plus, 
Comprehensive, and Neighborhood Streets enhancements.  The facility enhancement types for each 
enhanced network are described in more detail below. 

Bicycle Network Enhancements.  Improvements along the BEN and/or Bicycle Lane Network primarily consist 
of right-of-way infrastructure improvements, signal-timing infrastructure improvements, and end of trip 
facilities.  Bicycle enhancements are classified as Moderate, Moderate Plus, Comprehensive or Neighborhood 
based on their benefits and intensity of implementation.  Moderate enhancements include standard 5-foot to 7-
foot bicycle lanes alongside the vehicular lane, and can also be provided through a shared transit/bike lane.  
Moderate Plus enhancements typically include a buffered bicycle lane that has no physical on-street parking 
buffer; these lanes would not require intersection signalization for bicycles or turning-movement restrictions for 
motor vehicles, and in some cases, can be implemented as an early options for a future cycle track and/or an 
enhanced treatment opportunity on the Bicycle Lane Network.  Comprehensive enhancements include cycle 
tracks/protected bicycle lanes that offer an increased degree of separation between bicyclists and the adjacent 
travel lanes (e.g., a physical on-street parking buffer between the vehicular travel lanes and the bicycle lane); in 
addition, these lanes would likely implement signalization for bicycles and turning-movement restrictions for 
motor vehicles.  
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In addition to standard wayfinding and street markings, the streets selected for Moderate, Moderate Plus or 
Comprehensive enhancements may receive a selection of treatments listed below and as further defined in 
the Complete Street Design Guide:  

 Wide Bicycle Lane with Additional Pavement Markings; 
 Shared Transit/Bike Lanes;  
 Raised Bicycle Lanes; or 
 Cycle Tracks/Protected Bicycle Lanes. 

An assortment of additional treatments could include: 

 Colored Bicycle Lanes in Conflict Areas; 
 Colored Bicycle Lanes at Interchanges; 
 Bicycle Box; or 
 Two Stage Turn Queue Boxes.  

The Priority Neighborhood Streets included in the BEN would be designed to provide a roadway experience 
whereby 85 percent of the vehicles would be traveling at 20 miles per hour or less.  Roadway improvements 
could include:   

 Mini-roundabouts; 
 Stop Signs on Cross-Streets; 
 Curb Bulbouts and High-Visibility Crosswalks; 
 Diagonal Diverter; 
 Bicycle Signals at Major Intersection Crossings; 
 Crossing Islands; or 
 Bicycle Only Left Turn Pocket. 

Please see Figure 3-4A for the BEN and Figure 3-4B for the Bicycle Lane Network. 

Transit Network Enhancements.  Transit enhancements are classified as Moderate, Moderate Plus or 
Comprehensive based on their benefits and intensity of implementation.  Moderate enhancements typically 
include stop enhancements and increased service, with transit vehicles continuing to operate in mixed traffic.  
Moderate Plus enhancements include an exclusive lane during the peak period only, while comprehensive 
enhancements typically include transit vehicles operating in an all-day exclusive lane.  Additional 
characteristics of the TEN are provided in Table 3-1. 

See Figure 3-5 for the TEN. 

Vehicle Network Enhancements.  Vehicular enhancements are classified as Moderate or Comprehensive 
based on their benefits and intensity of implementation.  Moderate enhancements typically include 
technology enhancements and peak-hour restrictions for parking and turning movements.  Comprehensive 
enhancements include access management, all-day lane conversions of parking, and all-day turning 
movement restrictions or permanent access control. Additional characteristics of the VEN are provided in 
Table 3-2. 

Please see Figure 3-6 for the VEN. 

As discussed above, the proposed project is a mix of policies and conceptual-level improvements to the 
transportation network.  Detailed roadway designs for improvements to individual roadways or corridors are 
not yet available.  Therefore, this Recirculated Draft EIR analyzes impacts at an area-level of detail.  For 
purposes of comparison of impacts between different areas of the City the APC boundaries were selected as 
the most appropriate scale to analyze the various issue areas considered in this Recirculated Draft EIR and to 
provide an area-level assessment of impacts.  As individual projects move forward they will be evaluated at a 
project level as appropriate.  
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TABLE 3-1:  TRANSIT-ENHANCED NETWORK FEATURES 
 Moderate Moderate Plus Comprehensive 
SERVICE 
Off-board fare collection  Majority of stations on the route Majority of stations on the route Majority of stations on the route  
Peak Hour Frequency  10 - 15 minutes 5-10 minutes < 5 minutes 
Off-Peak Frequency  15 minutes 10-15 minutes < 10-15 minutes 
Hours of Operation  Late Night and Weekend 

service required 
Late Night and Weekend 
service required 

Late Night and Weekend service 
required 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
Alignment  Mixed flow curb adjacent lane Curb adjacent exclusive part-

time (peak period) lane 
Two-way Center Running or 
curb adjacent exclusive corridor  

OR 
Physically Protected or Separate 
right-of-way (e.g., Orange Line) 

Priority Treatments at 
Intersections  

Signal Priority across the 
majority of Busway intersections 

Signal Priority and Turn 
Prohibitions across the majority 
of Busway intersections 

Signal Priority and Turn 
Prohibitions across the majority 
of Busway intersections 

Passing Lanes at Stations    Majority of stations 
Clean Fuels  Includes use of clean fuels Includes use of clean fuels Includes use of clean fuels 
STATION DESIGN 
Level Boarding    Majority of stations and vehicles Majority of stations and vehicles 
SERVICE 
Safe and Comfortable  Protected at majority of stations, 

e.g., shade, benches, lighting 
Protected at majority of stations, 
e.g., shade, benches, lighting 

Protected at majority of stations, 
e.g., shade, benches, lighting 

Multiple Door Boarding    2+ doors on majority of buses 2+ doors on majority of buses 
Enclosed Stations     Sliding Doors and multiple doors 

at high ridership locations (85th 
percentile) 

INFORMATION AND QUALITY 
Branding  All buses, routes, signs and 

stations provide unifying brand 
elements  

All buses, routes, signs and 
stations provide unifying brand 
elements 

All buses, routes, signs and 
stations provide unifying brand 
elements  

Passenger Information  Real time passenger information 
provided at stations, on 
vehicles, and via internet 

Real time passenger information 
provided at stations, on 
vehicles, and via internet 

Real time passenger information 
provided at stations, on vehicles, 
and via internet 

INTERCONNECTIVITY 
Intermodal Connections  Integrated with physical design, 

fare payment, and information 
systems at intermodal hubs  

Integrated with physical design, 
fare payment, and information 
systems at intermodal hubs  

Integrated with physical design, 
fare payment, and information 
systems at intermodal hubs  

Universal Access  Full accessibility at stations and 
on all vehicles 

Full accessibility at stations and 
on all vehicles 

Full accessibility at stations and 
on all vehicles 

Pedestrian Access  Safe crossings within 300 feet of 
station at all locations  

Safe crossings within 300 feet of 
station at all locations  

Safe crossings within 300 feet of 
station at all locations  

Secure Bicycle Parking  Bicycle racks or lockers within 
300 feet of all stations 

Bicycle racks or lockers within 
300 feet of all stations 

Bicycle racks or lockers within 
300 feet of all stations 

Bicycle Sharing    Bicycle sharing at majority of 
stations 

Bicycle sharing at majority of 
stations 

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers and DCP, 2015.  

 

Other Transportation Improvements.  In addition to the enhanced network improvements, the MP 2035 also 
considers programmed transportation projects from the Metro Call for Projects (CFP), the Southern 
California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, and the City of Los Angeles’ Street 
and Transportation Projects Oversight Committee (STPOC).  Transportation improvements included in the 
modeling for this project include projects beyond the TEN, BEN, and VEN, such as pedestrian access 
enhancements and the installation of mobility hubs at Metro rail stations, complete street enhancements, and 
other automobile, transit, goods movement, bicycle, and pedestrian-related projects throughout the City. 
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TABLE 3-2:  VEHICLE-ENHANCED NETWORK FEATURES 
 Moderate Comprehensive 
PARKING 
Peak Period Restrictions Uniform peak period parking restrictions Uniform peak period parking restrictions 
Parking Lane Conversion Added travel lanes through peak period parking 

restrictions 
Added travel lanes through peak period parking 
restrictions 

Parking Removal  Strategic removal of on-street parking for added 
full-time lanes; may also need to provide 
centralized off-street parking program 

Management Expand ExpressPark to parking meter districts to 
minimize "cruising" for parking 

Expand ExpressPark to parking meter districts 
to minimize "cruising" for parking 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
Medians  Install raised median (reduces left-turns in and 

out of driveways and or minor streets) 
Access Consolidation  Consolidate driveways; for new developments, 

restrict driveways where side street or alley access 
is available 

Consolidate driveways; for new developments, 
restrict driveways where side street or alley 
access is available 

CAPACITY / FLOW 
Intersection Treatments Strategically install roundabouts Strategically install roundabouts 

Install left-turn arrows at intersections of 
major/major 

Install left-turn arrows at intersections of 
major/major 

Turn Restrictions  Restrict turns at strategic intersections Restrict turns at strategic intersections 
Technology Provide directional signal priority Provide directional signal priority 

Upgrade all traffic signals to the Adaptive Traffic 
Control System (ATCS) 

Upgrade all traffic signals to the ATCS 

Implement event and incident management 
strategies; install dynamic roadside signs to alert 
drivers of conditions 

Implement event and incident management 
strategies; install dynamic roadside signs to 
alert drivers of conditions 

Lane Conversions  Install reversible lanes 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2013. 

 

Generalized Circulation System  

Each of the city’s arterial streets included in the Highways and Freeways map (Generalized Circulation 
System) have been re-designated from the 1999 Transportation Element to reflect the new arterial types 
included in the Street Standard Plan S-470.  The updated S-470 (see details below) includes five arterial road 
types (Boulevard I, II, Avenue I, II, III) whereas the current S-470 has only three (Major Highway Class I, II, 
Secondary Highway).  The expanded range of dimensions more accurately reflects the range of street 
dimensions that exist today and acknowledges that there are many arterial streets that are, and should remain, 
narrower than their current designation would permit.  In a majority of instances, today’s arterial streets have 
not yet been expanded to reflect the full dimension envisioned by the current designation, as physical 
changes to the roadway are not made until adjacent parcels are redeveloped.  

In recognition of this, and since the 1999 Transportation Element was last adopted, there has been growing 
interest in restricting streets from being widened to match their currently assigned designation.  To align with 
this interest, as community and specific plans have been updated and/or introduced over the past 14 years 
(since 1999), footnotes have been added and street modifications have been made that would restrain a street 
from future widening.  In most instances, the street retained its designation in name only, but the footnotes 
and modifications indicated that the street was not to be widened in the future.  Unfortunately, this collection 
of footnotes and modified references has made it difficult for city engineers, consultants, property owners, 
developers and community members alike to have a full grasp of the city’s long-term vision for its streets.  

To rectify this situation, the MP 2035, in most cases, assigns new street designations that are more closely 
aligned with the streets’ current dimensions and thus future dedications and/or widenings will be smaller in 
dimension than would be required under the current designation.  Streets that had been previously 
“modified” will retain their corresponding “modified” dimension under the new designations.  
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Table 3-3 summarizes the existing street classifications, including their designated and approximate built 
right-of-way and roadway dimensions.  The table also presents the corresponding revised street classification 
on the same row.  In some cases, an existing classification could correspond to more than one revised 
classification; in these cases, the existing built dimensions indicate which revised street classification applies.  
Table 3-4 summarizes the new designations.  Figure 3-1 illustrates the locations of the streets designated as 
Arterials.  

TABLE 3-3:  STREET DESIGNATIONS AND STANDARD ROADWAY DIMENSIONS 

Previous Designation 

Previous Designated
Dimensions 

Example of Previous 
Built Dimensions 

New Designation(s) 

New Designated 
Dimensions 
right-of-way/  

roadway widths, feet right-of-way/roadway widths, feet 

Major Highway Class I 126/102 
126/102 Boulevard I 136/100 
110/80 Boulevard II 110/80 

Major Highway Class II 104/80 
104/80 Boulevard II 110/80 
100/70 Avenue I 100/70 
86/56 Avenue II 86/56 

Secondary Highway 90/70 

90/70 Avenue I 100/70 
86/56 Avenue II 86/56 
72/46 Avenue III 72/46 
66/40 Collector Street 66/40 

Collector Street 64/44 64/44 Collector Street 66/40 

Industrial Collector Street 64/48 64/48 Industrial Collector 
Street 68/48 

Local Street 60/36 
60/36 Local Standard 60/36 
50/30 Local Limited 50/30 

Industrial Local 60/44 60/44 Industrial Local 64/44 
Standard Walkway 10 10 Pedestrian Walkway 10–25 

(New Designation) Shared Street 30/10 
(New Designation) Access Roadway 20 (right-of-way) 

Service Road 20 Various 

One-Way Service 
Road – Adjoining 
Arterial Streets 

28–35/12 or 18 

Bi-Directional 
Service Road – 
Adjoining Arterial 
Streets 

33–41/20 or 28 

Hillside Collector 50/40 50/40 Hillside Collector 50/40 
Hillside Local 44/36 44/36 Hillside Local 44/36 
Hillside Limited 36/26 36/26 Hillside Standard 36/26 
None 26/20 26/20 Hillside Limited 26/20 
SOURCE:  City of Los Angeles, 2015. 

 

Scenic Highways 

All of the existing 69 Scenic Highways, identified and described in the 1999 Transportation Element, will 
retain their Scenic Highway distinction regardless of the shift in street classification nomenclature from 
Major or Secondary Highway to Boulevard or Avenue.  Beyond the nomenclature shift there are no plans to 
alter the scenic highways in any way.  The information contained in Appendix B of the MP 2035 contains 
the full inventory of designated scenic highways and guidelines as provided for in the 1999 Transportation 
Element.  
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TABLE 3-4:  NEW STREET DESIGNATION EXAMPLES 

New Designation 
Previous 

Designation(s) Examples 

Right-
of-Way 
Width 
(feet) 

Roadway 
Width 
(feet) 

Typical 
No. of 

Vehicle 
Travel 

Lanes /a/ 

Targeted 
Operating 

Speed 
(miles per 
hour) /a,b/ 

Boulevard I Major Highway 
Class I 

Lincoln Blvd.  
(south of Venice) 
Sepulveda Blvd.  
(I-105 to Culver City limits) 

136 100 6–8 40  

Boulevard II 

Major Highway 
Class I 

Santa Monica Blvd.  
(I-405 to Beverly Hills city 
limits) 

110 80 4–6 35  
Major Highway 

Class II 

Olympic Blvd. 
Beverly Blvd. 
Venice Blvd. 
Ventura Blvd. 
Lankershim Blvd. 

Avenue I 

Major Highway 
Class II 

Wilshire Blvd.  
(Alvarado to Beverly Hills city 
limits) 
Sunset Blvd. 
Pico Blvd.  
(west of Crenshaw Blvd.) 

100 70 4 35  

Secondary 
Highway 

Chatsworth St.  
(east of De Soto Ave.) 

Avenue II 

Major Highway 
Class II Alvarado St. 

86 56 2–4 30  Secondary 
Highway 

3rd St. 
7th St. 
Robertson Blvd. 
Pico Blvd.  
(east of Crenshaw Blvd.) 

Avenue III Secondary 
Highway 

Normandie Ave.  
(north of Pico Blvd.) 
Rose Ave. 
Fountain Ave. 
Crescent Heights Blvd. 

72 46 2 25 

Collector Street 
Secondary 
Highway Monte Mar Dr. 66 40 2 25  

Collector Street All current collector streets 66 40 2 25  
Industrial Collector 
Street 

Industrial Collector 
Street 

All current Industrial Collector 
Streets 68 48 2 25  

Local Standard Local Street Some current Local Streets 60 36 2 20  
Local Limited Local Street Some current Local Streets 50 30 2 15  

Industrial Local Industrial Local All current Industrial Local 
Streets 64 44 2 20  

Pedestrian Walkway Standard Walkway All current Standard 
Walkways 10–25 – 2 N/A 

Shared Street – None existing 30 10 2 5  
Access Roadway Access Roadway – 20 – 2 – 
One-Way Service 
Road–Adjoining 
Arterial Streets 

Service Road – 28–35 12 or 18 2 – 

Bi-Directional Service 
Road–Adjoining 
Arterial Streets 

Service Road – 33–41 20 or 28 2 – 

Hillside Collector Hillside Collector All current Hillside Collectors 50 40 2 – 
Hillside Local Hillside Local All current Hillside Locals 44 36 2 – 

Hillside Standard Hillside Limited Some current Hillside 
Limiteds 36 28 2 – 

Hillside Limited None Some current Hillside 
Limiteds 26 20 2 – 

Note:  N/A – Not Applicable 
/a/ Typical No. of Vehicle Travel Lanes and Targeted Operating Speeds reflect conditions both with existing and new designations. 
/b/ Targeted Operating Speeds are 25 miles per hour in an area defined as a community, downtown, or regional center, or within a mixed-use Boulevard    

or neighborhood district (as per new S-470). 
SOURCE:  City of Los Angeles, 2015. 
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Goods Movement 

As with the Scenic Highways, there have been no modifications to the Goods Movement infrastructure as 
described in the 1999 Transportation Element.  The Goods Movement map included in MP 2035 includes 
reference to the established truck routes (for trucks greater than three tons), the Alameda Corridor, rail yards, 
the Port of Los Angeles and both the Los Angeles International (LAX) and Van Nuys Airports.  While the 
map is fairly limited in its scope, it is not to imply that there is not a more extensive network of corridors that 
trucks have available to them.  Because goods movement is an important regional effort and the movement 
of trucks typically extends through multiple jurisdictions on a daily basis, the city participates in the regional 
planning efforts of SCAG and Metro to determine the more extensive truck system.  The most recent 
Countywide Strategic Truck Arterial Network (CSTAN) effort was completed in 2014.  Because the CSTAN 
is not adopted or maintained by the City, it is not included on the Goods Movement map.  The CSTAN 
identified the arterials that are primarily used by trucks to access industrial uses from freeway facilities.  The 
CSTAN includes 449 miles of arterials within the City of Los Angeles.  Routes included on the CSTAN are 
prioritized for future funding and are promoted to the trucking industry as the region’s designated truck 
routes.  

Knowledge of streets that are frequented by trucks allows the city to ensure that design features incorporated 
into those streets are compatible with trucks while also meeting the needs of other modes (pedestrians, 
bicyclists, transit) that might be prevalent on a particular street segment.  Goods movement (i.e., trucks 
traveling on City streets) is reflected in the travel demand forecasting model and roadway operations analysis 
conducted for MP 2035.  In addition, major goods movement generators, such as the Port of Los Angeles and 
LAX Airport, are included in the land use forecasts contained in the travel demand forecasting model applied 
to the MP 2035.  

ACTION PLAN  

The Action Plan contains the programs that carry out the MP 2035 policies.  The set of programs 
encompasses amendments to existing plans, ordinances, development standards and design guidelines; 
capital investments/projects; coordination of economic development/development review processes; and 
interagency/inter-jurisdictional coordination.  The Action Plan describes each of the implementation 
programs and identifies the City agencies responsible for implementation.  Each program includes reference 
to the pertinent policies that it implements. The programs are organized into the following 15 categories: 

 Communication 
 Data + Analysis 
 Education 
 Enforcement  
 Engineering 
 Funding 
 Legislation 
 Maintenance 
 

 Management 
 Operations 
 Parking/Loading Zones 
 Planning + Land Use 
 Public Space 
 Schools 
 Support Features 

Program implementation is in large part contingent upon the availability of adequate funding.  Funding is 
likely to change over time due to economic conditions and to fluctuations in the priorities of federal, state 
and regional funding agencies.  None of the programs included in the Action Plan can be implemented unless 
specific funding is made available.   

In order to assist the City in prioritizing annual transportation related funding, the various departments 
including, planning, transportation and public works will collectively prepare for Council a Five-Year 
Implementation Strategy (see Supporting Documents below). 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

Complete Streets Design Guide 

To assist the city in designing future street improvements to align with both the complete street concept and 
the Enhanced Complete Street Network, the Complete Streets Design Guide presents a vision for designing 
safe, accessible and vibrant streets in Los Angeles.  The Complete Streets Design Guide provides not only a 
compilation of design concepts and best practices that promote the major tenents of Complete Streets - safety 
and accessibility, but also includes strategies for incorporating “green street” improvements to facilitate the 
retention and detention of stormwater.  The Complete Streets Design Guide also recognizes the need to 
provide safe and comfortable passageways for equestrians, especially in the northern sections of the city and, 
therefore, has included a section on equestrian trails.   

The Complete Streets Design Guide establishes selection and performance criteria, guiding principles, 
stormwater management, street targeted operating design speeds, prototypical cross sections, and street design 
standards that guide planners, city engineers, and urban designers in determining the application of specific street 
improvements within the roadway and overall right-of-way and/or the actual street designation for a specific 
street segment.  

Complete Street Standards - (S-470 Standard Plan) 

With the passage of the Complete Streets Act in 2008, and added emphasis on accommodating a variety of 
travel modes within our City’s streets, there has been further interest in rethinking street widths and street 
nomenclature.  To respond to this, the City is updating its S-470 Standard Plan to acknowledge roadway 
widths that either more closely resemble existing right-of-way dimensions and/or reflect the expanded role 
that streets play in our modern transportation system.  In response to the State’s Complete Street mandate, the 
City is in the process of amending its street classifications and standard street dimensions.  The current 
classifications are described in the Transportation Element and the dimensions are formally articulated in the S-
470 Standard Plan.  Last adopted in 1999, the street classifications and their corresponding dimensions reflect the 
previous continued focus on moving vehicles.  The new expanded list of classifications and revised S-470 aims 
to acknowledge the multi-modal role and objectives of complete streets. 

The current S-470 is divided into Arterial, Non-Arterial and Hillside Streets.  Standards for standard flare 
sections, alleys, and cul-de-sacs are also illustrated.   

The updated S-470 expands the Arterial and Non-Arterial categories.  While the current S-470 includes three 
arterial street classifications: Major Highway Class I, Major Highway Class II, and Secondary, the updated 
S-S-470 is expanded to five arterial streets: Boulevard I, Boulevard II, Avenue I, Avenue II, and Avenue III.  
The Boulevard I and II streets align with the Class I and II categories and the Secondary street classification 
is sub-divided into three Avenue categories.  The Non-Arterial category is expanded from eight to 11 street 
classifications.  The Hillside Streets are not modified.  Narrative descriptions of the revised classifications 
and exceptions to the correspondence presented in the table follow. 

The new Boulevard (I and II) and Avenue (I, II, and III) street names are but one step in moving away from 
thinking of the streets as simply “highways” to move cars.  The broader range of arterial street types (five 
instead of three), also reflect the variety of dimensions that are currently evident within the city’s streets.  
Non-arterial streets are designated in 14 types, with five new types for unique street conditions, including 
shared streets, stormwater greenways, access roadways, and service roads.  Similar to the existing process, 
the new roadway and right-of-way dimensions would be implemented as adjacent parcels are redeveloped. 

Arterial Streets.  The new arterial types were selected to reflect, by and large, the variety of street dimensions 
that are exhibited in today’s actual physical street cross-sections.  Streets were then re-classified based upon the 
new classification that most closely resembled its current physical configuration.  The new Highways and 
Freeways map included in the MP 2035 Map Atlas illustrates the new street classification assigned to each 
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arterial street.  Due to the multiple references to Major and Secondary Highways throughout the City’s 
documents, Boulevards will continue to be recognized as Major Highways and Avenues will also be recognized 
as Secondary Highways.  

The following information identifies each of the new arterial street classifications and describes how the existing 
arterial streets were reclassified.  The right-of-way describes the distance from property line to property line.  
The roadway dimension illustrates the distance between the curbs.  The sidewalk width is calculated by 
subtracting the roadway width from the right-of-way dimension and dividing by two.   

Boulevard I (Major Highway Class I).  In most instances, Major Highway Class I streets are simply relabeled 
as Boulevard I.  The new Boulevard I closely resembles the Major Highway Class I except the standard 
roadway dimension will be 100 feet instead of 102 feet.  The right-of-way will be 136 feet instead of 126 feet 
to allow for a more generous sidewalk width of 18 feet instead of the existing 12 feet.  Class I streets that had 
not yet been widened to a Class I roadway or right-of-way dimensions, and more closely resembled 
Boulevard II dimensions, were relabeled as Boulevard II’s. 

Boulevard II (Major Highway Class II).  Here, the 80-foot roadway dimension is retained and the right-of-
way is expanded from 104 feet to 110 feet to accommodate a future 15-foot sidewalk in lieu of the current 12 
feet.  Today, many streets designated as Major Highway Class IIs have been built proximate to the 80/104-
foot dimensions.  In these instances, the streets have been relabeled as Boulevard IIs.  However, many Class 
II streets today more closely resemble a 70/100-foot configuration.  In such instances, the Class II streets 
have been relabeled as Avenue I (Secondary Highway).  Hollywood, Santa Monica, and Sunset Boulevards 
are all examples of streets that have been relabeled as Avenue Is.  

Avenue I (Secondary Highway).  The Avenue I (70/100 feet) closely resembles the existing Secondary 
Highway (70/90 feet).  The wider right-of-way width again allows for a wider sidewalk, in this case 15 feet 
instead of 10 feet.  While the vast majority of Avenue I’s are former Major Highway Class IIs, there are 
some situations where a Secondary Highway had been built out close to a 70-foot roadway dimension.  In 
these situations, the street was identified as an Avenue I.  Bundy Drive is an example of this.  

Avenue II (Secondary Highway).  The vast majority of streets that are today labeled as Secondary Highways 
have not been widened to that standard but instead more closely resemble a 56/86-foot cross-section.  In 
these cases, the street has been labeled Avenue II.  

Avenue III (Secondary Highway).  While not as common as the Avenue II, the new Avenue III was 
developed in response to the number of arterials currently labeled as Secondary Highways that 
predominantly function with only one lane in each direction and have dimensions approximating a 46/72-
foot cross-section.  Crescent Heights Boulevard and Fountain Avenue are examples of this new street 
classification.  

Non-Arterial Streets.  There are three street collector and four local street types. They each include a standard 
(collector or local), industrial and hillside type.  The fourth local street type is the non-continuous local.  The 
standard and industrial and non-continuous types are described below and hillside streets are described 
further below under Hillsides.  The standard collector or local is the most common whereas industrial and 
hillside streets are found in only limited circumstances.  

Collector.  All streets today that are currently collector streets will continue as collectors.  In some limited 
instances, a designated secondary street that today functions as a collector will be re-designated to this non-
arterial classification.  The dimensions for collectors have been modified slightly to provide for calmer street 
travel and additional pedestrian sidewalk area.  

Industrial Collector.  The roadway area of the industrial collector remains unchanged but the sidewalk 
dimensions have been widened from 8 to 10 feet to provide additional pedestrian capacity.  
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Local Standard.  The local standard has not been changed and remains as a 60-foot right-of-way with a 36-
foot roadway.   

Industrial Local. The roadway dimension of the industrial local remains unchanged at 44 feet but the overall 
right-of-way has been increased to 64 feet to allow for 10-foot sidewalks.  

Local Limited. The local limited street provides a narrower local street option with a 50-foot right-of-way 
and a 36-foot roadway. This local street option reflects the existing dimensions of many local streets 
throughout the city today and it is anticipated that during future community plan updates local streets may be 
designated to this non-continuous label so that the designation is more closely aligned with the actual 
dimensions and that future widenings would not occur.         

Other Public Right-of-ways 

A new sub-set of streets has been added to describe the variety of unique street conditions that exist today as 
well as to accommodate the opportunity for additional unique configurations in the future.  Existing roadway 
conditions for access roads and service roads are included in this category.  The Standard Walkway has been 
redefined as a Pedestrian Walkway and the 10-foot dimension is identified as a minimum distance so that 
future walkways need not be constrained to the 10-foot dimension.  A Shared Street has been added with a 
minimum of 12 feet in width plus 5-foot protected pedestrian areas.  A Shared Street typically is designed 
without a raised sidewalk to differentiate between the vehicular and pedestrian areas.  Instead, a Shared 
Street allows all users (pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles) to share the same area.  In these situations, the 
vehicles typically operate at 3 to 5 miles per hour.  A Public Stairway category is proposed to be added to 
this collection of right-of-ways so that new additional stairways may be built throughout the City in those 
unique hillside conditions where the opportunity may present itself.  

Hillside Streets.  Hillside streets have been modified to include a fourth type.  The Hillside streets include a 
Hillside Collector, Local, Standard and Limited types.  The Collector Street is defined as a 50-foot right-of-
way with a 40-foot roadway. The Hillside Local is a bit narrower with a 44-foot right-of-way and a 36-foot 
roadway. The Hillside Standard is a new name given to the street dimensions that were originally described 
as the Hillside Limited. The Hillside Standard dimensions are a 36-foot right-of-way and a 28-foot roadway.  
The new dimensions of the Hillside Limited are a 26-foot right-of-way and a 20-foot roadway.  This name 
and dimension change has been done to align with the dimensions and naming convention described in Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 12.21.A.17.e.1-3.  

Five-Year Implementation Strategy  

The Five-Year Implementation Strategy reflects a list of programs from the Action Plan that have been 
prioritized by city departments for implementation during a five-year cycle.  The Implementation Strategy 
also identifies the extent to which a program is expected to be implemented.  In this way, the success of a 
particular program can be measured against the benchmarks that were established for that particular program. 
As with all of the policies and programs in the MP 2035, the Implementation Strategy is inherently linked to 
the extent that funding and staff are dedicated to the prioritized programs.  

3.5  PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
There are a number of different ways that the MP 2035 could be implemented in terms of what types of 
treatment is applied to each roadway.  During the development of the MP 2035, packages of treatment 
options ranging from Moderate to Comprehensive improvements were considered to reflect the policies of 
the MP 2035.  The more comprehensive set of improvements more fully implements the MP 2035 and is 
analyzed in this Recirculated Draft EIR as the proposed project.  However, even the comprehensive package 
of improvements includes a mix of levels of improvement (i.e., Moderate, Moderate Plus and 
Comprehensive) because the comprehensive treatment is not appropriate for every location.  The more 
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comprehensive package of improvements that represents the proposed project is shown in Figure 3-2 
through Figure 3-6.  Figure 3-2 shows the PEDs, Figure 3-3 shows the NEN, Figure 3-4A shows the BEN 
and Figure 3-4B shows the Bicycle Lane Network, Figure 3-5 shows the TEN, and Figure 3-6 shows the 
VEN.  Chapter 5.0 Alternatives of this Recirculated Draft EIR contains an evaluation of the range of 
potential project alternatives that consider a combination of Moderate, Moderate Plus and Comprehensive 
treatments.   

Where more than one enhanced network is identified for a specific segment, design modifications would 
include elements of each enhanced network.  Where a roadway is designated as part of an enhanced network 
and also has a bicycle lane (or other treatments), the enhanced network design elements would take 
precedence.  For example, on a facility that is designated as both a TEN and a BEN, designs would include 
both dedicated transit facilities and separated bicycle facilities.  On a facility that is designated as a TEN that 
also shows a bicycle lane, design elements for transit would take precedence over provision of a bicycle lane. 

3.6  CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND PHASING 
The MP 2035 is an element of the General Plan that would guide mobility policies, programs, and projects in 
the City of Los Angeles through 2035.  There is no specifically planned development that is part of this 
proposed project.  Program implementation is in large part contingent upon the availability of adequate 
funding.  Funding is likely to change over time due to economic conditions and to fluctuations in the 
priorities of federal, state and regional funding agencies.  None of the projects included can be implemented 
unless specific funding is made available.  In order to assist the City in prioritizing annual transportation 
related funding the various departments including, planning, transportation and public works will collectively 
prepare for Council a sub-set of programs to be implemented in each forthcoming budget cycle.  Therefore, 
there is no construction schedule or phasing. 

3.7  DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS AND APPROVALS 
The following actions will be required in order to implement the proposed MP 2035 and its constituent goals, 
objectives, and policies. 

 General Plan Amendment to update the Transportation Element of the General Plan with the proposed 
MP 2035 and associated implementation guidelines.  Changes to other Elements of the General Plan may 
also be necessary to implement MP 2035. 

 Revisions to Zoning Code Section 17.05 to expand the role of the Street Standards Committee and to 
reflect the City’s new focus on complete streets. 

 A new LAMC ordinance to align the street designations of streets previously designated by ordinance to 
reflect the corresponding revised S-470 Complete Streets Standards. 

 Update the S-470 Standard Plan to include revised Complete Street Standards. 
 Revise the Street Dedication Guidelines/Checklist developed in response to LAMC 12.37-A.5 to reflect 

the revised S-470 Complete Street Standards.  
 Certification of the proposed MP 2035 EIR. 
 Update nomenclature of freeways on Land Use and Corresponding Zone Maps for all community plans 

to read as Public Facilities-Freeway. 
  















City of Los Angeles MP 2035 4.0 Environmental Impacts 
Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

taha 2012-095 4-1 

4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
This chapter evaluates the significant environmental impacts that could result from the implementation of the 
Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project).  These potential impacts are analyzed for the following 
environmental issues: transportation, parking and safety; land use and planning; air quality; greenhouse gas 
emissions; noise and vibration; and biological resources.  Discussion is focused on the identification of 
changes that may be considered to be environmentally significant (a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in the environment) relative to the existing environmental conditions.  

Analysis of each environmental issue is organized to include the following subsections: 

• Regulatory Framework - An identification of applicable federal, State and local regulations. 
• Existing Setting - A description of existing conditions that precede implementation of the proposed 

project.  
• Thresholds of Significance - Lists the thresholds used in identifying significant impacts as identified in 

Appendix G of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
• Impacts - Discuss the methodology used to assess impacts, including an overall discussion of 

methodology and assumptions, followed by a listing of thresholds and how the MP 2035 is expected to 
perform for each of them.   

• Mitigation Measures are identified as necessary and feasible to reduce identified significant adverse 
impacts.   

• Significance of Impacts after Mitigation identifies residual impacts after application of mitigation 
measures. 
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4.1 TRANSPORTATION, PARKING AND SAFETY 
 
This section provides an overview of transportation and traffic and evaluates the construction and operational 
impacts associated with Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project).  Topics addressed include the 
circulation system; congestion management plan; emergency access; public transit; bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; and safety. 

The section is organized as follows: 

 Regulatory Framework describes the pertinent federal, state, and local laws and guidelines. 
 Existing Setting provides a general summary and overview of transportation systems as well as 

measures of travel patterns and operating conditions. 
 Thresholds of Significance lists the thresholds used in identifying significant impacts.  
 Impacts discusses the methodology used to assess impacts, including an overall discussion of 

methodology and assumptions, followed by a listing of thresholds and how the MP 2035 is expected to 
perform for each of them.   

 Mitigation Measures are identified as necessary and feasible to reduce identified significant adverse 
impacts.   

 Significance of Impacts after Mitigation identifies residual impacts after application of mitigation 
measures. 

 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.  Titles I, II, III, and V of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (ADA) have been codified in Title 42 of the United States Code, beginning at section 12101. Title III 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in “places of public accommodation” (businesses and non-
profit agencies that serve the public) and “commercial facilities” (other businesses). The regulation includes 
Appendix A to Part 36 (Standards for Accessible Design), establishing minimum standards for ensuring 
accessibility when designing and constructing a new facility or altering an existing facility. Examples of key 
guidelines include detectable warnings for pedestrians entering traffic where there is no curb, a clear zone of 
48 inches for the pedestrian travelway and a vibration-free zone for pedestrians. 

STATE 

Complete Streets Act.  Assembly Bill 1358, the Complete Streets Act (Government Code Sections 65040.2 
and 65302), was signed into law by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in September 2008.  As of 
January 1, 2011, the law requires cities and counties, when updating the part of a local general plan that 
addresses roadways and traffic flows, to ensure that those plans account for the needs of all roadway users. 
Specifically, the legislation requires cities and counties to ensure that local roads and streets adequately 
accommodate the needs of bicyclists, pedestrians and transit riders, as well as motorists. 

At the same time, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) unveiled a revised version of 
Deputy Directive 64, an internal policy document that now explicitly embraces Complete Streets as the 
policy covering all phases of state highway projects, from planning to construction to maintenance and 
repair. 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program.  Caltrans administers the Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) for the State.  Transportation programming is the public decision-making 
process that sets priorities and funds projects envisioned in long-range transportation plans.  It commits 
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expected revenues over a multi-year period to transportation projects.  The STIP is a multi-year capital 
improvement program of transportation projects on and off the State Highway System, funded with revenues 
from the State Highway Account and other funding sources. 

Congestion Management Program.  The Congestion Management Program (CMP) became required with 
the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990 (also known as Senate Constitutional Amendment 1) and forged new 
ground in linking transportation, land use, and air quality decisions.  The CMP addresses the impact of local 
growth on the regional transportation system. Statutory elements of the CMP include Highway and Roadway 
System monitoring, multi-modal system performance analysis, the Transportation Demand Management 
program, the Land Use Analysis program, and local conformance for all the county's jurisdictions.  State 
statute (Section 65088) requires that a congestion management program be developed, adopted, and updated 
biennially for every county that includes an urbanized area, and shall include every city and the county 
government within that county. 

Senate Bill 743.  Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) directs the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop 
revisions to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines by July 1, 2014 to establish new 
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for traffic 
level of service.  Since this guidance is still not yet defined, the transportation analysis in this document 
relies on the legal context and policy framework in place at the time of project initiation.  It is possible that 
some or all of the impacts related to vehicular level of service (LOS) that are considered significant under the 
current legal and policy framework would no longer be considered significant if analyzed using the new 
criteria. 

Office of Planning and Research Guidance.  On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed 
SB 743 into law and started a process that could fundamentally change transportation impact analysis as part 
of CEQA compliance.  These changes will include elimination of auto delay, LOS, and other similar 
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts in many 
parts of California (if not statewide).  Further, parking impacts will not be considered significant impacts on 
the environment for select development projects within infill areas with nearby frequent transit 
service.  According to the legislative intent contained in SB 743, these changes to current practice were 
necessary to “…more appropriately balance the needs of congestion management with statewide goals 
related to infill development, promotion of public health through active transportation, and reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions.” 

On August 6, 2014, the Governor’s OPR released the Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the 
CEQA Guidelines, Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates to the CEQA Guidelines Implementing Senate 
Bill 743.  Of particular relevance to this project is the text of the proposed new Section 15064.3 that relates to 
the determination of the significance of transportations impacts, alternatives and mitigation measures.  The 
following key text concerning the analysis of transportation impacts is taken directly from the document: 

(b) Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts. 

Section 15064 contains general rules governing the analysis, and the determination of significance, 
of environmental effects. Specific considerations involving transportation impacts are described in 
this section. For the purposes of this section, “vehicle miles traveled” refers to distance of 
automobile travel associated with a project. 

(1) Vehicle Miles Traveled and Land Use Projects. Generally, transportation impacts of a project 
can be best measured using vehicle miles traveled. A development project that is not exempt and that 
results in vehicle miles traveled greater than regional average for the land use type (e.g. residential, 
employment, commercial) may indicate a significant impact. For the purposes of this subdivision, 
regional average should be measured per capita, per employee, per trip, per person-trip or other 
appropriate measure. Also for the purposes of this subdivision, region refers to the metropolitan 
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planning organization or regional transportation planning agency within which the project is 
located. Development projects that locate within one-half mile of either an existing major transit 
stop or a stop along an existing high quality transit corridor generally may be considered to have a 
less than significant transportation impact. Similarly, development projects, that result in net 
decreases in vehicle miles traveled, compared to existing conditions, may be considered to have a 
less than significant transportation impact. Land use plans that are either consistent with a 
sustainable communities strategy, or that achieve at least an equivalent reduction in vehicle miles 
traveled as projected to result from implementation of a sustainable communities strategy, generally 
may be considered to have a less than significant impact. 

(2) Induced Vehicle Travel and Transportation Projects. To the extent that a transportation project 
increases physical roadway capacity for automobiles in a congested area, or adds a new roadway to 
the network, the transportation analysis should analyze whether the project will induce additional 
automobile travel compared to existing conditions. The addition of general purpose highway or 
arterial lanes may indicate a significant impact except on rural roadways where the primary 
purpose is to improve safety and where speeds are not significantly altered. Transportation projects 
that do not add physical roadway capacity for automobiles, but instead are for the primary purpose 
of improving safety or operations, undertaking maintenance or rehabilitation, providing rail grade 
separations, or improving transit operations, generally would not result in a significant 
transportation impact. Also, new managed lanes (i.e. tolling, high-occupancy lanes, lanes for transit 
or freight vehicles only, etc.), or short auxiliary lanes, that are consistent with the transportation 
projects in a Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy, and for which 
induced travel was already adequately analyzed, generally would not result in a significant 
transportation impact. Transportation projects (including lane priority for transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian projects) that lead to net decreases in vehicle miles traveled, compared to existing 
conditions, may also be considered to have a less than significant transportation impact. 

REGIONAL 

A number of regional improvement plans affect transportation in the City of Los Angeles.  They include the 
Los Angeles County CMP and the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) prepared by Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), the Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP), the 
Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), and the Compass Growth Vision prepared by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), and the City of Los Angeles General Plan, which includes the 2010 
Bicycle Plan. 

Southern California Association of Governments 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ 
Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Improvement Program.  SCAG 
adopted the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS in April 2012.  The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is a planning document required 
under state and federal statute that encompasses the SCAG region, including six counties: Los Angeles, 
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial.  The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS forecasts long-term 
transportation demands and identifies policies, actions, and funding sources to accommodate these demands. 
The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS consists of the construction of new transportation facilities, transportation systems 
management strategies, transportation demand management and land use strategies.  The RTIP, also prepared 
by SCAG based on the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, lists all of the regional funded/programmed improvements over 
a six year period.  

Southern California Association of Governments Regional Comprehensive Plan.  SCAG has prepared 
the RCP in collaboration with its constituent members and other regional planning agencies.  The SCAG 
Regional Council adopted the RCP in October 2008 as an advisory informational document only.  The 2008 
RCP is intended to serve as a framework to guide decision-making with respect to the growth and changes 
that can be anticipated in the region through the year 2035.  The RCP features nine chapters that focus on 



City of Los Angeles MP 2035 4.1 Transportation, Parking & Safety 
Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

taha 2012-058 4.1-4 

specific areas of planning or resource management that includes: Land Use and Housing; Open Space and 
Habitat; Water; Energy; Air Quality; Solid Waste; Transportation; Security and Emergency Preparedness and 
Economy. Local governments are required to use the RCP as the basis for their own plans and are required to 
discuss the consistency of projects of regional significance with the RCP. The Transportation chapter of the 
RCP focuses on addressing demand on the transportation system from growth in population, employment 
and households; preserving, wisely utilizing, and, when necessary, expanding our infrastructure, and funding. 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Agency Congestion Management Program.  Metro, 
the local CMP agency, has established an approach to implement the statutory requirements of the CMP.  
The Metro Board adopted the 2010 CMP in October 2010. The approach includes designating a highway 
network that includes all State highways and principal arterials within the County and monitoring the 
network’s congestion.  The CMP identifies a system of highways and roadways, with minimum levels of 
service performance measurements designated at LOS E (unless exceeded in base year conditions) for 
highway segments and key roadway intersections on this system. For all CMP facilities within the project 
study area a traffic impact analysis (TIA) is required. The analysis must: investigate measures which will 
mitigate the significant CMP system impacts; develop cost estimates, including the fair share costs to 
mitigate impacts of a proposed project; and, indicate the responsible agency. Selection of final mitigation 
measures is left at the discretion of the local jurisdiction. Once a mitigation program is selected, the 
jurisdiction self-monitors implementation through the existing mitigation monitoring requirements of CEQA. 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Agency Long Range Transportation Plan.  The 2009 
LRTP includes funding for general categories of improvements, such as Arterial Improvements, Non-
motorized Transportation, Rideshare and Other Incentive Programs, Park-and-Ride Lot Expansion, and 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) improvements for which Call for Project Applications can be 
submitted for projects in the City of Los Angeles.  Metro also has a Short Range Transportation Plan to define 
the near-term (through year 2024) transportation priorities in Los Angeles County.  In addition to the regional 
transportation plans, Metro has recently adopted a Complete Streets Policy and a First Last Mile Strategic Plan. 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Agency Complete Streets Policy.  Metro’s recently 
adopted Complete Streets policy is reinforcing the Complete Streets Act (AB 1358).  Effective January 1, 
2017, Metro is requiring that all local jurisdictions within Los Angeles County must adopt a Complete 
Streets Policy, an adopted City Council Resolution supporting Complete Streets, or an adopted General Plan 
consistent with the Complete Streets Act of 2008 in order to be eligible for Metro capital grant funding 
programs, starting with the 2017 grant cycles. 

LOCAL 

City of Los Angeles General Plan – General Plan Transportation Element.  The City of Los Angeles 
General Plan provides growth and development policies by providing a comprehensive long-range view of 
the City as a whole. The General Plan provides a comprehensive strategy for accommodating long-term 
growth should it occur as projected. The City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element, adopted 
in 1999, includes a discussion of the existing roadway infrastructure in the City of Los Angeles. Goals, 
objectives, and policies are included in the Transportation Element to ensure the efficient circulation within 
the City and region.  The MP 2035 builds upon the goals, objectives, and policies of the City’s 
Transportation Element.  

Great Streets for Los Angeles – Los Angeles Department of Transportation Strategic Plan.  In 
September 2014, the Mayor's Office and City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
released the Great Streets for Los Angeles, LADOT's first strategic plan to turn the city’s essential 
infrastructure -- its streets and sidewalks -- into safer, more livable 21st Century public spaces that 
accommodate everyone who uses them. The plan builds upon Mayor Garcetti's Great Streets Initiative, which 
looks at Los Angeles’s streets as valuable assets that can help revitalize neighborhoods across the city and 
make it easier for Angelenos to get around whether they walk, bike, drive, or take transit. The plan also 
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stresses the importance of working closely with other city and regional agencies, such as the Bureau of Street 
Services and Metro, to improve safe, accessible transportation services and infrastructure. 

The plan focuses on Mayor Garcetti's priorities of making the city safe, prosperous, and livable with a well-
run government and includes the following key goals: 

 Vision Zero: Eliminate traffic deaths by 2025 and design streets to increase the safety of pedestrians--
including adding 100 new high-visibility continental crosswalks. 

 Great Streets: Implement changes to the 15 Great Street corridors and launch programs to reduce 
dangerous speeding in residential neighborhoods. Increase bike infrastructure and launch a regional bike 
share program.  Expand bus service and improve its quality and connectivity with surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

 A 21st Century LADOT:  Streamline LADOT's operations to implement needed safety and mobility 
projects quickly and efficiently.  Enhance technologies to manage traffic, meters, and parking operations.   

 World-Class Streets for a World-Class Economy:  Real-time traffic information and more efficient 
allocation of the street to support local foot traffic and better manage freight traffic.  Build Great Streets 
for vibrant and prosperous neighborhood business districts. 

City of Los Angeles Community Plans.  Community plans guide the physical development of 
neighborhoods by establishing the goals and policies for land use.  The land use element is one of the state-
required elements of a City's General Plan and is required to be updated periodically.  While the General 
Plan sets out a long-range vision and guide to future development, the 35 community plans provide the 
specific, neighborhood-level detail, transportation network, relevant policies, and implementation strategies 
necessary to achieve the General Plan objectives. 

City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan.  The City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan or 2010 
Plan) adopted on March 1, 2011 is a component of the Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan.  
The purpose of the Bicycle Plan is to increase, improve, and enhance bicycling in the City as a safe, healthy, 
and enjoyable means of transportation and recreation.  The Bicycle Plan establishes policies and programs to 
increase the number and type of bicyclists in the City and to make every street in the City a safe place to ride 
a bicycle. 

The City is implementing the Bicycle Plan in a series of Five-Year Implementation Strategies, monitored, 
advised, and assisted by the Bicycle Advisory Council and the Bicycle Plan Implementation Team.  The First 
Five-Year Implementation Strategy, started in 2011, prioritizes the first 253 miles of new bikeways for 
implementation.  As the City updates each of its 35 community plans, it can include localized 
recommendations that address community-specific conditions and are consistent with and complementary to 
the 2010 Bicycle Plan.  As each community plan is updated, future bicycle lanes in that planning area will be 
analyzed for potential environmental impacts. 

The Bicycle Plan has been updated to reflect public input received since the Bicycle Plan was adopted on 
March 1, 2011.  The Bicycle Plan, in its entirety, has been incorporated into the MP 2035 and is no longer a 
standalone chapter devoted to a single mode but instead reflects the City’s commitment to a holistic and 
balanced complete street approach that acknowledges the role of multiple modes (pedestrians, bicycles, 
transit, and vehicles).  The planned bicycle facilities have been incorporated into the Bicycle Lane Network, 
Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN), and Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN) as described in Chapter 
3.0, Project Description.  The Technical Design Handbook has been incorporated into the new Complete 
Streets Design Guide and includes sections on design needs, bicycle paths, bicycle lanes, bicycle routes and 
neighborhood friendly streets, network gaps, signalized intersections, bicycle parking, bikeway signage, non-
standard treatments, and street sections. 

Los Angeles City Municipal Code.  Los Angeles City Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.37 contains 
requirements related to highway and collector street dedication and improvement.  
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LAMC Section 17.05 contains standards that would be updated to expand the role of the Street Standards 
Committee and to reflect the City’s new focus on complete streets. 

Ordinance No. 182242 amends LAMC Sections 12.04, 12.24, 12.32, and 13.15 and adds a new Section 13.17 
to enable the establishment of Modified Parking Requirement (MPR) Districts.  MPR Districts allow the 
modification of parking requirements within the MPR District to maintain the required number of parking 
spaces for any permitted use in the District, to allow off-site parking within 1,500 feet of the site, to reduce 
parking requirements for individual projects, to establish less restrictive parking requirements by use within 
the District, to establish more restrictive parking requirements by use within the District, to create a 
commercial parking credit program, or to establish maximum parking requirements within the District. 

EXISTING SETTING  

OVERVIEW 

The study area is defined by the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles, illustrated in Figure 4.1-1.  The City 
of Los Angeles is served by a circulation system that facilitates travel by multiple modes, including walking, 
bicycling, public transit, and motor vehicles.  This circulation system includes an extensive network of 
freeways, highways, and local streets.  The City of Los Angeles General Plan contains definitions, goals and 
objectives, and regulatory requirements for a variety of roadway classifications that make up the City’s 
roadway system.  The City has five general categories of roadway classifications, including Major Highway, 
Secondary Highway, Collector Street, and Local Street.  These roadway classifications consider the level of 
traffic volume, roadway capacity, and its functions:   

 Major highways generally provide four to eight lanes of travel and have access to intersecting freeways;  
 Secondary highways typically have four travel lanes; and  
 Collector and local streets provide two travel lanes.   

The General Plan also recognizes Transit Priority Streets, Scenic Highways, and Non-Motorized Streets.  
Designations of Transit Priority Streets include Primary Transit Priority Streets, Transit Priority Streets, and 
Future Transit Priority Streets.  Designations of Non-Motorized Streets include Class I, Class II, and Class III 
Bikeways, and Commuter Bikeways. 

EXISTING HIGHWAY AND STREET SYSTEM 

Regional Access 

The City of Los Angeles includes seven freeways that traverse the 181 miles of the City and connect Los 
Angeles to its outer regions in the north-south and the east-west directions.  They include Interstates (I) 5, 10, 
105, 110, 210, 405, and United States Highway (US) 101.  The City has eleven state highways (SR) 1, 2, 47, 
60, 90, 103, 110, 118, 134, 170 and 187.  Bicycles and pedestrians are not allowed on freeways, but are 
allowed on some state highways that function as arterial roads.  Portions of state highways, including Pacific 
Coast Highway (SR-1), Santa Monica Boulevard (SR-2), Slauson Avenue (SR-90), and Venice Boulevard 
(SR-187), are currently designated as part of the citywide bikeway network.  Freeways and state highways 
also accommodate transit vehicles. 

Local Roadway Network 

Los Angeles has over 7,500 miles of public streets that accommodate a variety of motorized vehicles, 
including private motor vehicles, taxis, freight vehicles, and transit vehicles.  The experiences of pedestrians 
and bicyclists are also important users of the local roadway network.  Pursuant to the California Vehicle 
Code, bicycles are allowed on any street within the local street system.  The existing citywide bicycle 
network identifies a series of interconnected streets and pathways on which bicycling is encouraged.  Most 
roadways are aligned on a grid system providing multiple route options for traveling throughout the City. 
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The City’s street system is currently divided into four functional classifications: Major Highways, Secondary 
Highways, Collector Streets, and Local Streets, each described in Table 4.1-1.  Local Streets comprise 
approximately 60 percent of the City’s street system, while Major Highways, Secondary Highways, and 
Collector Streets, collectively known as “select streets,” comprise approximately 40 percent of the local 
roadway network.1 

TABLE 4.1-1:  CITY OF LOS ANGELES STREET SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 
Functional 
Classification 

Approximate Share 
of Public Streets Description 

Major Highways 

40% 

Serve the major centers of activity of a metropolitan area, the highest traffic 
volume corridors, and the longest trip desires; carry a high proportion of the 
total urban area travel on a minimum of mileage.  The system should be 
integrated, both internally and between major urban connections. 

Secondary 
Highways 

Interconnect with and augment the urban principal arterial system and provide 
service to trips of moderate length at a somewhat lower level of travel mobility 
than principal arterials.  This system also distributes travel to geographic areas 
smaller than those identified with the Major Highway system. 

Collector Streets 

Provide both land access service and traffic circulation within residential 
neighborhoods, commercial and industrial areas.  It differs from the arterial 
system in that facilities on the collector system may penetrate residential 
neighborhoods, distributing trips from the arterials through the area to the 
ultimate destination. 

Residential Streets / 
Local Streets 60% 

Comprises all facilities not on one of the higher systems.  It serves primarily to 
provide direct access to abutting land and access to the higher order systems.  
It offers the lowest level of mobility and usually contains no bus routes.  
Service to through, traffic movement usually is deliberately discouraged. 

SOURCE: State of the Streets, City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Street Services, 2011. 

 

EMERGENCY ACCESS 

California state law requires that drivers yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles and remain stopped 
until the emergency vehicles have passed.  Generally, multi-lane arterial roadways allow the emergency 
vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit other traffic to maneuver out of the path of the emergency 
vehicle.   

The Los Angeles Fire Department in collaboration with LADOT has developed a Fire Preemption System 
(FPS), a system that automatically turns traffic lights to green for emergency vehicles travelling on 
designated streets in the City.  The City of Los Angeles has over 205 miles of routes equipped with FPS.2  

EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICE 

The study areas are served by multiple transit operators, with networks connecting different communities 
within and outside of the City of Los Angeles.  The primary transit operator in the City is Metro.  Metro 
provides bus, light rail and heavy rail (subway) services within Los Angeles County.  In addition, the 
LADOT operates local and commuter bus routes, which mainly connect the downtown area and the 
remaining parts of the City.  There are also several regional rail and municipal bus operators which provide 
regional transit services between the City of Los Angeles and municipalities in the outer region. 

                                                           
1State of the Streets, City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Street Services, 2011. 
2Training Bulletin: Traffic Signal Preemption System for Emergency Vehicles, Los Angeles Fire Department, Bulletin 

No. 133, October, 2008. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority.  Metro provides bus, light rail and heavy 
rail services within Los Angeles County.  There are two Metro heavy rail lines (i.e., Red and Purple) that 
operate in a dedicated subway.  Metro’s four light rail lines (i.e., Blue, Green, Gold, and Expo) use shorter 
trains than heavy rail, generally operate at slower speeds, receive power from overhead wires, and run along 
rights-of-way ranging from complete grade separation to at-grade operation in mixed-flow traffic.  Metro’s 
six types of bus service can be divided by operating conditions.  Metro Liner service (i.e., the Orange and 
Silver Lines) operates either in an exclusive right-of-way or along High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) or High 
Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes.  During the weekday PM peak period, headways are generally 5 to 10 minutes 
for each line.  Metro also operates approximately 180 bus routes in mixed traffic on its Rapid, Express, 
Limited Stop, Local, and Shuttle services.  These bus services vary considerably in speed, frequency and 
capacity. 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation.  LADOT provides local and commuter express bus services in 
the City.  The DASH (originally Downtown Area Short Hop) operates 31 local routes covering Downtown 
Los Angeles and many outlying communities within the City.  The Commuter Express operates 14 routes 
making a limited number of stops and transporting passengers between Downtown Los Angeles and other 
major centers within the City.  All Commuter Express routes except for one operate during the peak hours 
only in the peak direction. 

Other Transit Operators.  There are several other transit operators that provide transit services between the 
City of Los Angeles and outlying cities.  These transit operators include Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines 
(Big Blue Bus); Culver City Transit; Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA); Riverside Transit 
Agency; OmniTrans, which serves the San Bernardino Valley; Santa Clarita Transit; Gardena Transit; 
Torrance Transit; and Montebello Bus Lines. 

In addition, commuter rail services to Downtown are primarily provided by Metrolink and Amtrak.  
Metrolink covers six counties (Los Angeles County, Orange County, San Diego County, Riverside County, 
San Bernardino County and Ventura County) in Southern California with seven lines.  Amtrak also serves 
communities along the coast in Southern California.  Most passengers on Metrolink and Amtrak arrive at 
Union Station, from which connecting services to their destinations are provided by Metro or LADOT. 

EXISTING BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITES 

Bicycle Facilities. The existing bicycle network within the City of Los Angeles consists of approximately 
500 miles of on- and off-street facilities, shown in Figure 4.1-2.  Bicycle facilities are classified based on the 
typology presented in Table 4.1-2. 

TABLE 4.1-2:  BICYCLE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 
Bicycle Facility 
Classification 

Approximate 
Length Description 

Class I Bikeways  
(Bike Paths) 

58 miles Exclusive, car-free facilities that are typically not located within a roadway area.  They 
are located within or adjacent to river corridors (Arroyo Seco, Ballona Creek, Los 
Angeles River), transit corridors (Orange Line), City parks (Balboa Park), or the coast 
(Venice Beach/Marvin Braude). 

Class II Bikeways  
(Bike Lanes) 

324 miles Part of the street design that is dedicated only for bicycles and identified by a striped 
lane separating vehicle lanes from bicycle lanes.  Lanes are most commonly found on 
major arterials (Sunset and Venice Boulevard) and on wide collector streets 
(Chandler Boulevard, Griffith Park Boulevard). 

Class III Bikeways  
(Bike Routes and 
Bicycle Friendly Stre

121 miles In-road bikeways where bicycles and motor vehicles share the roadway.  They are 
typically intended for streets with low traffic volumes, signalized intersections at 
crossings or wide outside lanes.  A Bicycle-Friendly Street shall be defined as a Local 
(Residential) and/or Collector Street that includes at least two traffic-calming 
engineering treatments in addition to signage and shared lane markings. 

SOURCE: Approximate Length from City of Los Angeles Bikeways, Los Angeles Department of Transportation, accessed 
http://www.bicyclela.org/maps_main.htm, September 2013; Description adapted from 2010 Bicycle Plan, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
2011. 
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Bicycle integration with transit allows cyclists to bring their bikes on board transit for a portion of their trips.  
Bicycles are allowed in designated areas on Metro trains at no extra charge at all times.  Most Metro and 
LADOT buses are equipped with two bicycle racks at the front of the bus, and bicyclists are allowed to load 
their bicycles on the rack when there is space available at no extra charge.  If the rack is full, bicyclists are 
asked to wait for the next bus. 

Bikes are allowed on all Metrolink trains at all times with a capacity of up to three bikes per car.  As part of 
its green initiative program, Metrolink also added special bike cars which could accommodate up to 18 bikes 
per car on select trains.  Amtrak generally allows bikes onboard for free on select routes including Pacific 
Surfliner.  

Pedestrian Facilities. In Los Angeles County, approximately 14 percent of trips are made by walking and 
nearly all trips require at least some amount of walking.3  There are 40,000 intersections in the City of Los 
Angeles, 4,300 of which are signalized, and approximately 22,000 marked crosswalks.4 An estimated 
42 percent of the City’s 10,750 miles of sidewalks are in disrepair.5  

While nearly the entire City is heavily developed, development patterns and streetscape conditions vary 
considerably across the City.  Parts of Downtown Los Angeles, Koreatown, Hollywood, and Westwood 
Village, for example, have a variety of pedestrian-oriented uses fronting the sidewalk.  Some residential 
portions of the San Fernando Valley have narrower street widths and less-connected residential streets than 
other parts of the city, while other areas of the Valley are characterized by long blocks fronted by surface 
parking lots.  Still other parts of the City are characterized by industrial land uses offering little in the way of 
pedestrian amenities.  

The City of Los Angeles General Plan designates commercial and neighborhood activity centers that are 
characterized by ground floor retail and service uses oriented to pedestrians along the sidewalk as Pedestrian 
Priority Street segments.  In general, sidewalks are 10 to 12 feet wide.  Pedestrian Priority Street segments 
are recommended to have wider sidewalks of 15 to 17 feet in width and other pedestrian friendly features 
such as curb side parking, wide crosswalks with a minimum width of 15 feet, and traffic signal modifications 
to ensure longer pedestrian crossing times, where warranted. 

EXISTING TRAVEL PATTERNS AND OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Mode Split.  The City of Los Angeles’ Travel Demand Forecasting Model (travel demand model or model) 
estimates the mode split of existing peak period person trips within the City.  Overall, over 80 percent of 
peak period person trips are made by automobile, over 14 percent are made by walking, over 3 percent by 
transit, and nearly 1 percent by bicycle.  Table 4.1-3 provides additional existing mode split detail by APC 
and Table 4.1-4 provides a summary of peak period person trips by mode for all trips occurring in the City. 
By comparison, the survey-based SCAG Profile of the City of Los Angeles reports that 82 percent of year 
2012 journey-to-work trips were made by auto, 12 percent by public transit, and 6 percent by other modes.6 
Since the purpose of most transit trips nationwide is work (59.2 percent),7 it is reasonable to expect a higher 
transit mode share for journey-to-work trips than for peak period trips of all purposes.   

                                                           
3Metro, Pedestrian Planning website, http://www.metro.net/projects/ped/, accessed March 1, 2012. 
4The City of Los Angeles Transportation Profile, City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 2009. 
5“A citizens sidewalk brigade for L.A.,” Los Angeles Times, September 11, 2012. 
6Profile of the City of Los Angeles. Southern California Association of Governments. May 2013. 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/LosAngeles.pdf. 
72011 Public Transportation Fact Book. American Public Transportation Association. April 2011. 

http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/FactBook/APTA_2011_Fact_Book.pdf 
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TABLE 4.1-3:  EXISTING PEAK PERIOD MODE SPLIT 
Area Planning Commission Auto Transit Bike Walk 
1. North Valley 84.2% 2.3% 0.8% 12.7% 
2. South Valley 83.1% 2.5% 0.9% 13.5% 
3. Central 78.9% 4.4% 1.1% 15.6% 
4. East Los Angeles 81.7% 3.5% 0.9% 13.9% 
5. West Los Angeles 81.7% 2.4% 1.1% 14.9% 
6. South Los Angeles 80.5% 4.0% 0.9% 14.7% 
7. Harbor 83.9% 2.2% 0.8% 13.1% 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 81.7% 3.1% 0.9% 14.2% 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 
 

TABLE 4.1-4:  EXISTING PEAK PERIOD PERSON TRIPS BY MODE (IN THOUSANDS) 
Area Planning Commission Auto Transit Bike Walk 
1. North Valley 962 27 9 146 
2. South Valley 1,161 35 12 188 
3. Central 1,252 70 17 248 
4. East Los Angeles 505 22 5 86 
5. West Los Angeles 773 22 10 141 
6. South Los Angeles 779 39 8 142 
7. Harbor 275 7 3 43 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 5,710 219 65 993 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

SCAG is currently updating the regional travel demand forecasting model for use in the 2016 Regional 
Transportation Plan and is in the process of updating the mode split data within the region.  Given the 
investments in additional transit and bicycling facilities over the last several years, the mode split data is 
expected to show a decrease in the number of auto trips with a corresponding increase to other modes.   

Vehicular Travel Patterns.  The City’s travel demand model provides information about the type and number 
of trips and the amount of travel on the City’s roadways. It should be noted that since traffic volumes are a 
result of the aggregate travel choices of thousands of individual drivers, variation in the daily and peak 
period volumes on any given facility is both expected and observed.  The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines recommend traffic models are calibrated to within 7-15 percent for arterials 
and freeway segments to account for this regular variation.8 This range is based on studies that show that this 
range represents the average daily fluctuation in traffic for major roadways.9 Accordingly, while specific and 
detailed LOS calculations are provided throughout this document, these estimates of both existing and 
operating conditions are subject to regular variation due to fluctuations in travel demand. 

Trips Crossing City of Los Angeles Boundaries 

Table 4.1-5 summarizes the share of trips in the City of Los Angeles by their origin and destination.  Trips 
internal to the City (I-I) both begin and end within the City, though they might cross into other jurisdictions 
during some portion of the trip.  Internal-to-External (I-X) trips begin in the City and end in another 
jurisdiction, while External-to-Internal (X-I) trips begin in a jurisdiction outside the City of Los Angeles and 
end within the City.     

                                                           
8Per the FHWA Calibration & Adjustment of System Planning Models (FHWA, December 1990); Caltrans Travel 

Forecasting Guidelines (Caltrans, 1992). 
9Variability in Traffic Monitoring Data: Final Summary Report (US Department of Energy, August 1997). 
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TABLE 4.1-5:  INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL DISTRIBUTION OF VEHICLE TRIPS WITH ORIGINS 
AND/OR DESTINATIONS IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning Commission Internal to City of L.A. Internal-to-External External-to-Internal 
1. North Valley 70% 15% 15% 
2. South Valley 75% 12% 13% 
3. Central 60% 20% 20% 
4. East Los Angeles 45% 27% 28% 
5. West Los Angeles 47% 27% 27% 
6. South Los Angeles 52% 24% 24% 
7. Harbor 30% 35% 35% 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 58% 21% 21% 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

Overall, more than half of the City’s daily trips both begin and end within the City.  There are a few 
exceptions: in the East Los Angeles, West Los Angeles, and Harbor Area Planning Commissions (APC), less 
than half and as few as 30 percent of trips are internal to the City; these APCs share boundaries with 
neighboring jurisdictions that have many attractive trip origins and destinations. 

Vehicle Trips 

On a typical weekday, travelers take over 9 million trips by automobile that either start from a point within 
the City of Los Angeles, end at a point within the City of Los Angeles, or both.  More than one third of these 
trips are taken during the four-hour PM Peak Period between 3:00 and 7:00 p.m.  Table 4.1-6 provides 
additional vehicle trip information by APC. 

TABLE 4.1-6:  EXISTING VEHICLE TRIPS WITH ORIGINS AND/OR DESTINATIONS IN THE CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning 
Commission 

AM Peak Period 
(3-Hour) 

PM Peak Period 
(4-Hour) 

Off-Peak Period 
(17-Hour) Daily Total 

1. North Valley 341,100 502,500 646,000 1,489,600 
2. South Valley 420,500 637,300 819,300 1,877,100 
3. Central 452,800 697,400 914,600 2,064,800 
4. East Los Angeles 184,100 265,100 333,900 783,100 
5. West Los Angeles 304,200 466,600 624,600 1,395,400 
6. South Los Angeles 266,100 373,400 483,400 1,122,900 
7. Harbor 98,000 140,800 180,400 419,200 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 2,066,900 3,083,000 4,002,200 9,152,200 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Motorists travel over 75 million vehicle miles on roadways within the City of Los Angeles on an average 
weekday.  Nearly one third of these vehicle miles are traveled during the four-hour PM Peak Period between 
3:00 and 7:00 p.m.  Although they comprise only 181 miles of roadway network in support of the nearly 
7,500 miles of surface roadways in the City of Los Angeles, freeway travel accounts for over half of all daily 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the City.  Table 4.1-7 provides additional vehicle miles traveled 
information by APC. 
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TABLE 4.1-7:  EXISTING VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning Commission 
AM Peak Period

(3-Hour) 
PM Peak Period

(4-Hour) 
Off-Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily Total 
1. North Valley 1,526,300 2,214,500 2,308,300 6,049,100 
2. South Valley 1,641,900 2,441,500 2,682,800 6,766,200 
3. Central 1,589,300 2,404,200 2,496,000 6,489,500 
4. East Los Angeles 751,700 1,113,100 1,058,700 2,923,500 
5. West Los Angeles 1,275,200 1,907,000 2,305,700 5,487,900 
6. South Los Angeles 1,447,700 2,191,300 2,049,800 5,688,800 
7. Harbor 485,500 711,100 807,300 2,003,900 

Surface Streets 8,717,500 12,982,800 13,708,600 35,408,900 
Freeways (Mainline) 8,291,800 11,686,800 19,878,800 39,857,400 

TOTAL, CITY OF LOS ANGELES 17,009,400 24,669,600 33,587,200 75,266,200 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

Table 4.1-8 provides additional detail on vehicle miles traveled on freeway mainline segments within the 
City of Los Angeles.  Interstates 405, 5, and 110 and US-101 are the most-traveled freeways in the City.  
Collectively, the four freeways account for over 25 million vehicle miles traveled, nearly two thirds of all 
freeway vehicle miles traveled within the City and more than one third of total vehicle miles traveled within 
the City. 

TABLE 4.1-8:  EXISTING VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS IN THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Freeway 
AM Peak Period 

(3-Hour) 
PM Peak Period 

(4-Hour) 
Off-Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily Total 
I-5 1,207,500 1,673,500 2,943,700 5,824,700 
I-10 741,500 1,056,400 1,922,000 3,719,900 
US-101 1,226,100 1,725,800 3,079,900 6,031,800 
I-105 358,900 514,000 953,000 1,825,900 
I-110 1,058,400 1,504,200 2,510,100 5,072,700 
I-210 487,600 702,400 945,200 2,135,200 
I-405 1,685,600 2,372,300 4,390,100 8,448,000 
SR-2 153,100 221,300 287,100 661,500 
SR-60 94,700 129,500 207,300 431,500 
SR-118 489,300 700,900 1,000,800 2,191,000 
SR-134 524,000 719,100 1,075,200 2,318,300 
SR-170 211,100 292,500 449,600 953,200 
SR-47,103 54,000 75,100 114,400 243,500 

TOTAL 8,291,800 11,686,800 19,878,800 39,857,400 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

Vehicle Hours Traveled 

Motorists spend over 3.7 million vehicle hours on roadways within the City of Los Angeles on an average 
weekday.  More than 40 percent of these vehicle hours are traveled during the four-hour PM Peak Period 
between 3:00 and 7:00 p.m.  Although they account for over half of all daily vehicle miles traveled within the 
City, freeways account for only about 40 percent of all vehicle hours, reflecting their higher travel speeds.  
Table 4.1-9 provides additional vehicle hours traveled information by APC. 
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TABLE 4.1-9:  EXISTING VEHICLE HOURS TRAVELED IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning Commission 
AM Peak Period

(3-Hour) 
PM Peak Period

(4-Hour) 
Off-Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily Total 
1. North Valley 78,600 117,100 87,400 283,100 
2. South Valley 93,900 146,000 112,500 352,400 
3. Central 133,400 214,000 142,900 490,300 
4. East Los Angeles 56,100 87,200 50,800 194,100 
5. West Los Angeles 106,300 168,000 124,200 398,500 
6. South Los Angeles 92,300 149,900 95,100 337,300 
7. Harbor 25,700 38,900 33,600 98,200 

Surface Streets 586,300 921,100 646,400 2,153,800 

Freeways (Mainline) 405,800 602,400 560,600 1,568,800 
TOTAL, CITY OF LOS ANGELES 992,100 1,523,400 1,207,100 3,722,600 

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

Table 4.1-10 provides additional detail on vehicle hours traveled on freeway mainline segments within the 
City of Los Angeles.  Motorists in the City spend the most time traveling on Interstates 405, 5, and 110 and 
US-10.  Collectively, the four freeways account for over 1 million vehicle hours traveled, nearly 70 percent 
of all freeway vehicle hours traveled within the City.  One out of every three minutes that motorists spend 
behind the wheel in the City is on these four freeways. 

TABLE 4.1-10:  EXISTING VEHICLE HOURS TRAVELED ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS IN 
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Freeway 
AM Peak Period 

(3-Hour) 
PM Peak Period 

(4-Hour) 
Off-Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily Total 
I-5 71,100 94,600 86,800 252,500 
I-10 38,400 60,700 55,200 154,300 
US-101 69,400 103,800 96,600 269,800 
I-105 13,800 21,800 23,600 59,200 
I-110 49,300 75,900 70,500 195,700 
I-210 15,100 22,500 18,100 55,700 
I-405 93,300 142,300 137,500 373,100 
SR-2 6,500 9,500 6,000 22,000 
SR-60 4,200 6,000 5,600 15,800 
SR-118 13,400 20,300 19,800 53,500 
SR-134 21,300 31,300 26,300 78,900 
SR-170 8,200 11,200 11,600 31,000 
SR-47,103 1,800 2,400 3,100 7,300 

TOTAL 405,800 602,400 560,600 1,568,800 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

Existing Levels of Service.  The AM and PM peak period vehicle/capacity (V/C) and corresponding LOS 
for the roadways in the City of Los Angeles are summarized in Table 4.1-11 and Table 4.1-12 by APC.  The 
results reported in these tables reflect the operating conditions of all roadway segments classified as major 
highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles.  In both the AM and 
PM peak periods, the Central APC has the highest share of segments operating at LOS E or F, followed 
closely by East Los Angeles and West Los Angeles.  In the AM peak, over 20 percent of Central APC 
segments operate at LOS E or F, increasing to 30 percent in the PM peak.  Citywide, nearly 13 percent of 
street segments operate at LOS E or F in the AM peak, rising to nearly 18 percent in the PM peak. 
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TABLE 4.1-11:  SUMMARY OF EXISTING AM PEAK PERIOD ROADWAY SEGMENTS OPERATING 
CONDITIONS 

Area Planning Commission 

Percent of Segments Operating at: /a/ Weighted Average 
V/C Ratio  

(all segments) /a/ 
LOS D or 

Better LOS E LOS F 
Unsatisfactory 

LOS (E or F) 
1. North Valley 95.7% 1.6% 2.6% 4.3% 0.583 (LOS A) 
2. South Valley 95.1% 2.1% 2.9% 4.9% 0.614 (LOS B) 
3. Central 78.8% 8.6% 12.6% 21.2% 0.774 (LOS C) 
4. East Los Angeles 79.5% 6.0% 14.5% 20.5% 0.815 (LOS D) 
5. West Los Angeles 79.6% 6.7% 13.8% 20.4% 0.791 (LOS C) 
6. South Los Angeles 87.2% 5.4% 7.3% 12.8% 0.715 (LOS C) 
7. Harbor 94.9% 2.2% 2.9% 5.1% 0.614 (LOS B) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 87.2% 4.8% 8.0% 12.8% 0.712 (LOS C)
/a/ Segments include major highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2013. 

 

TABLE 4.1-12:  SUMMARY OF EXISTING PM PEAK PERIOD ROADWAY SEGMENTS OPERATING 
CONDITIONS 

Area Planning 
Commission 

Percent of Segments Operating at: /a/ Weighted Average 
V/C Ratio  

(all segments) /a/ 
LOS D or 

Better LOS E LOS F 
Unsatisfactory 

LOS (E or F) 
1. North Valley 94.8% 2.1% 3.1% 5.2% 0.599 (LOS A) 
2. South Valley 92.2% 3.9% 3.9% 7.8% 0.649 (LOS B) 
3. Central 70.0% 11.0% 19.0% 30.0% 0.814 (LOS D) 
4. East Los Angeles 73.8% 8.6% 17.6% 26.2% 0.806 (LOS D) 
5. West Los Angeles 70.9% 9.3% 19.8% 29.1% 0.828 (LOS D) 
6. South Los Angeles 81.3% 7.5% 11.2% 18.7% 0.769 (LOS C) 
7. Harbor 93.5% 3.1% 3.4% 6.5% 0.624 (LOS B) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 82.1% 6.7% 11.3% 17.9% 0.743 (LOS C) 
/a/ Segments include major highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2013. 

 

Existing Transit Ridership.  Metro ridership data indicate a total of 1.1 million daily boardings at transit 
stops within the City of Los Angeles under existing conditions.  The Central APC, well connected by bus and 
rail transit, is home to 17 percent of the City’s population and 29 percent of its jobs, but accounts for nearly 
half of its transit boardings.10 Table 4.1-13 presents details by APC and time of day. 

TABLE 4.1-13:  EXISTING TRANSIT BOARDINGS 

Area Planning Commission 
Peak Period 

(7-Hour) 
Off-Peak Period  

(17-Hour) Daily 

1. North Valley 33,100 28,000 61,100 

2. South Valley 77,200 62,900 140,100 

3. Central 280,800 245,700 526,500 

4. East Los Angeles 44,900 38,600 83,600 

5. West Los Angeles 19,100 16,300 35,400 

6. South Los Angeles 140,500 118,700 259,300 

7. Harbor 6,100 5,200 11,300 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 601,800 515,500 1,117,200 
SOURCE: Metro, 2013. 

                                                           
10SCAG, 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, Socioeconomic Data. 
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to transportation/traffic if it would: 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 

 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of 
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways; 

 Substantially change transportation safety in the City of Los Angeles; 
 Result in inadequate emergency access; and/or 
 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

The above thresholds are general in nature and address a broad range of projects.  In addition, as noted 
above, the Governor’s OPR has circulated suggested (preliminary discussion draft) changes to these 
thresholds to remove automobile delay as a significant impact under CEQA and to focus on VMT and the 
potential to induce more traffic into an area.  These changes are currently being circulated for comment and 
are therefore not used in this document.  

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CEQA THRESHOLDS GUIDELINES 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Threshold Guidelines provides thresholds of significance for intersection 
capacity, street segment capacity, freeway capacity, neighborhood intrusion, project access, transit system 
capacity, parking, and in-street construction impacts. 

The methodology and thresholds for street segments are incorporated in the Circulation System threshold 
used in this Recirculated Draft EIR as described below.   

Thresholds for intersections are not used because the street segment capacity analysis incorporated in the 
Circulation System threshold is sufficient and appropriate to characterize the flow of traffic and to analyze 
potential impacts of the proposed project given the programmatic level of analysis. 

The methodology and thresholds for freeway capacity are incorporated in the CMP – Freeway Segment 
Analysis threshold used in this Recirculated Draft EIR as described below. 

The methodology and thresholds for neighborhood intrusion impacts are included in the Neighborhood 
Intrusion Impacts threshold used in this Recirculated Draft EIR as described below. 

The methodology and thresholds for project access are incorporated in the Safety, Emergency Access, and 
Consistency with Plans thresholds used in this Recirculated Draft EIR as described below. 

Parking has been removed as a threshold under CEQA as described below. 

This Recirculated Draft EIR evaluates the thresholds for in-street construction impacts qualitatively because 
there is currently no specific project or detailed information regarding a particular construction projects that 
would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

The following sections describe how the above criteria have been applied to the MP 2035, a long-range 
transportation planning project. 
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CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS 

The proposed project would have a significant impact related to transportation if it would conflict with 
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

CIRCULATION SYSTEM 

The proposed project would have a significant impact to the circulation system if it would exceed the 
applicable thresholds identified below. 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation Threshold Guidelines for Street Segments. Based on the 
criteria set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006), the determination of 
significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis.  The roadway system is considered to be significantly 
impacted by traffic generated as a result of future development under the proposed project if one or both of 
the following criteria are met: 

 The “volume-weighted” average of the V/C ratio under the Year 2035 Project conditions for all of the 
analyzed roadway segments exceeds that of the Existing traffic conditions and/or Future No Project 
(2035) traffic conditions; and/or 

 The number of roadway links projected to operate at unsatisfactory levels of service (LOS E or F) under 
the Year 2035 Project conditions exceeds the number for Existing traffic conditions and/or Future No 
Project (2035) traffic conditions. 

For the purposes of evaluating the significant impacts based on the above criteria, the analyzed roadway 
segments include major highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles. 

NEIGHBORHOOD INTRUSION 

The proposed project would have a significant impact related to neighborhood intrusion if it increases the 
average daily traffic (ADT) volume on a local residential street in an amount equal to or greater than the 
following: 

ADT increase ≥ 16% if final ADT < 1,000 
ADT increase ≥ 12% if final ADT ≥ 1,000 and < 2,000 
ADT increase ≥ 10% if final ADT ≥ 2,000 and < 3,000 
ADT increase ≥ 8% if final ADT ≥ 3,000 

Final ADT is defined as total projected future daily volume including project, ambient, and related project 
growth.  

Because the routing of traffic to local residential streets depends on the roadway network changes that will be 
determined through further evaluation and selection of the preferred design, the proposed project is assessed 
qualitatively against these thresholds for purposes of this Recirculated Draft EIR. 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The Metro CMP was implemented to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the regional 
transportation system.  Local jurisdictions are responsible for assessing the impacts of new development on 
the CMP system as part of the development review and entitlement process.  Since the MP 2035 is not 
resulting in land use changes within the City of Los Angeles, the CMP analysis is not required.  However, for 
the purposes of showing changes in travel demand on the state highway system within the City, the CMP 
analysis was conducted for the CMP freeway segments.  The CMP defines a significant impact to a CMP 
freeway or arterial monitoring location as follows: 
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 For purposes of the CMP, a significant impact occurs when a project increases traffic demand on a CMP 
facility by 2 percent of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already at 
LOS F, a significant impact occurs when a project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 
2 percent of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02). 

EMERGENCY ACCESS 

The proposed project would have a significant impact if it would result in inadequate emergency vehicle 
access.  

PUBLIC TRANSIT, BICYCLE, OR PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

The proposed project would have a significant impact if it would disrupt existing public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities or interfere with planned facilities, or create conflicts or inconsistencies with adopted 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian system plans, guidelines, policies, or standards.  No other specific LOS 
methodologies or quantitative thresholds for performance have been defined by the City. 

PARKING 

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environment as 
defined by CEQA, but there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic 
congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, noise impacts caused by congestion, or land 
use impacts.  The proposed project would have a significant impact if secondary effects related to parking 
contribute to impacts described by the other significance thresholds (noise, air quality, etc.). 

SAFETY 

The proposed project would have a significant impact if it would substantially change transportation safety.  
No specific methodologies or quantitative thresholds for safety have been defined by the City.  CEQA 
guidelines broadly define a safety impact threshold as “substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible land uses (farm equipment).  MP 2035 does not 
include specific design features or modify land uses that are expected to be incompatible with safe 
transportation operations. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The proposed project would have a significant impact if it would require construction activities to take place 
within a major or secondary highway right-of-way which would necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street 
closures for more than one day; require construction activities to take place within a collector or local street 
right-of-way which would necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more than seven days; 
result in the loss of regular vehicular or pedestrian access to an existing land use for more than one day; or 
result in the temporary loss for more than one day of an existing bus stop or rerouting of a bus route that 
serves the project site. 

A discussion of each of these impact areas is presented in the Impacts section. 

ADDITIONAL PERFORMANCE METRICS AND RECOMMENDED THRESHOLDS 

California Senate Bill 743 directs the Office of Planning and Research to “prepare, develop, and transmit to 
the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency for certification and adoption proposed revisions to the 
guidelines adopted pursuant to Section 21083 establishing criteria for determining the significance of 
transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas … Upon certification of the guidelines by the 
Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency pursuant to this section, automobile delay, as described solely by 
level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion within a transit priority area, 
shall not support a finding of significance pursuant to this division…” 
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In addition to vehicular LOS and the other CEQA significance thresholds described above, the following 
performance metrics are also evaluated for informational purposes: 

Mode Split.  Any increase in the peak-period auto mode share would be an undesirable outcome. 

Transit Boardings.  Any decrease in the number of daily transit boardings would be an undesirable outcome. 

Vehicle Trips. Any increase in the number of daily vehicle trips would be an undesirable outcome. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled.  Any increase in the total number of vehicle miles traveled Citywide would be an 
undesirable outcome. 

Vehicle Hours Traveled.  Any increase in the total number of vehicle hours traveled Citywide would be an 
undesirable outcome. 

Accessibility.  Any decrease in the percent of the City’s total population or employment within one-quarter 
mile of the BEN would be an undesirable outcome. 

Any decrease in the percent of the City’s total population or employment within one-quarter mile of the 
Transit Enhanced Network (TEN) would be an undesirable outcome. 

Accessibility to the Vehicle Enhanced Network (VEN) is presented for informational purposes; 
concentrating future growth in areas that can encourage travel by actives modes, such as in close proximity 
to the BEN and TEN, may result in a decrease in the percent of the City’s total population or employment 
within one quarter mile of the VEN. 

METHODOLOGY 

OVERVIEW 

This section describes the way this report assesses impacts on the transportation system.  It includes an 
overall discussion of methodology and assumptions, followed by a discussion of how the MP 2035 is 
expected to perform for each of the thresholds described above. 

Planning in response to Climate Change has been underway for some time.  In 2005 Executive Order (EO)  
S-3-05 set the following GHG emission reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 
2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 
levels.  In September 2006, the State passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, also 
known as Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), into law.  AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California, 
and requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt rules and regulations to achieve GHG 
emissions equivalent to Statewide levels in 1990 by 2020.  California SB 375 was passed by the State 
Assembly on August 25, 2008 and signed by the Governor on September 30, 2008.  SB 375 links regional 
planning for housing and transportation with the greenhouse gas reduction goals outlined in AB 32.  
Reductions in GHG emissions would be achieved by, for example, locating housing closer to jobs, retail, and 
transit.  GHG reduction targets have resulted in regional and local agencies reprioritizing their transportation 
investments to ensure that people have access to transit and active modes of transportation in an effort to 
reduce dependence on vehicular travel and reduce VMT and associated GHG emissions.   

On April 4, 2012, the Regional Council of the SCAG adopted the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS.  The 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS provides a regional plan to meet region-specific GHG reduction targets.  The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
identifies transportation corridors and transit routes, High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs), and a variety of 
strategies to be employed across the region to link transportation and land use planning in order to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.   

As part of its response to the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, the City of Los Angeles initiated the MP 2035.  The MP 2035 
provides a City-wide coherent transportation plan to provide the transportation framework on which to build 
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balanced land use plans.  The City undertakes land use planning through its 35 community plans (that are on an 
approximate 15-year update cycle).  Presuming the MP 2035 is approved (in a form deemed acceptable to 
decision-makers), future community plans would start with the MP 2035 as one of the components around which 
land use plans are oriented.  Priority would be given to updating community plans with high concentrations of 
transit in order to maximize the use of regional transit.  The City is undertaking a number of complimentary, 
parallel planning efforts.  Because these efforts are being undertaken in parallel they cannot be fully reflective of 
each other.  Therefore, the environmental analyses for each project take a conservative view when analyzing 
traffic impacts.  Land use plans are generally oriented towards reducing trips and trip lengths by locating uses in 
proximity to each other and in proximity to known transit.  These land use planning efforts would enhance the 
beneficial effects of the MP 2035. 

It is anticipated that both transportation infrastructure planning (as presented in the MP 2035) as well as future 
land use planning efforts (community plans, specific plans and occasionally individual projects) will be 
undertaken in an iterative manner.  The MP 2035 will provide the framework for future community plans and 
specific plans that will take a closer look at the MP 2035 VEN, BEN, TEN and Pedestrian Enhanced Districts 
(PEDs) in specific areas of the City and will recommend more-detailed implementation strategies to realize the 
MP 2035.  More detailed land use planning may reveal the need for changes to the MP 2035, which will be 
undertaken (through a General Plan Amendment process) as needed to reflect these more detailed planning 
efforts. 

The transportation analysis methods used in this document reflect the policy and legal context in place at the time 
of project initiation and input from the lead agency on methods.  During the course of the project, Senate Bill 743 
was considered and ultimately enacted into state law.  SB 743 makes several changes to the California 
Environmental Quality Act related to both the location and analysis of transportation impacts.  Most relevant to 
this document are changes to the criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts by projects in 
transit priority areas and changes to congestion management law.  The legislation directs the Office of Planning 
and Research to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines that establish new criteria for determining the 
significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for traffic level of service.  The legislation 
does not preclude the application of local general plan policies, zoning codes, conditions of approval, thresholds, 
or any other planning requirements.  Since this guidance is not yet defined, the transportation analysis in this 
document relies on the legal context and policy framework in place at the time of project initiation.  It is possible 
that some or all of the impacts related to vehicular level of service that are considered significant under the current 
legal and policy framework would no longer be considered significant if analyzed using the new criteria. 

STUDY AREA AND REPORTING FRAMEWORK 

The study area is generally defined by the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles.  Analysis results are 
summarized both at the citywide level and by APC.  Figure 4.1-3 displays the seven APCs.  Although the MP 
2035 policies do not directly apply to freeways in the City, the policies could influence motorists’ decisions to use 
the freeway network; potential impacts at Congestion Management Program freeway monitoring stations within 
the City of Los Angeles are reported.  Finally, because Los Angeles is an important part of the greater Southern 
California region and many trips that use facilities within Los Angeles originate or are destined for locations 
beyond the city boundaries, impacts to traffic on roadways in neighboring jurisdictions are also reported.  The 
specific reporting framework for each analyzed threshold is described in more detail below. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE METHODOLOGY 

LOS is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of traffic flow, ranging from excellent conditions at 
LOS A to overloaded conditions at LOS F.  LOS definitions for street segments are summarized in Table 4.1-14.  
LADOT has established LOS D as a minimum satisfactory LOS.  LOS can be determined by dividing demand 
volume by capacity, and the resulting V/C ratio is then used to obtain the corresponding LOS.  The capacity 
values for analyzed roadway segments are obtained from the calibrated City of Los Angeles Travel Demand 
Model.  
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TABLE 4.1-14:  ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

Level of Service 
Volume/ 

Capacity Ratio Definition 
A 0.00 - 0.60 Describes primarily free flow-operations at average travel speeds usually 

about 90 percent of the free flow speed for the arterial class.  Vehicles are 
completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream.  
Stopped delay at signalized intersections is minimal. 

B 0.61 - 0.70 Represents reasonably unimpeded operations at average travel speeds 
usually about 70 percent of the free flow speed for the arterial class.  The 
ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and 
stopped delays are not bothersome. 

C 0.71 - 0.80 Represents stable operations.  Ability to maneuver and change lanes in 
midblock locations may be more restricted than LOS B, and longer queues 
and/or adverse signal coordination may contribute to lower average travel 
speeds of about 50 percent of average free flow speed for the arterial class. 

D 0.81 - 0.90 Borders on a range on which small increases in flow may cause substantial 
increases in approach delay and, hence, decreases in arterial speed.  This 
may be due to adverse signal progression, inappropriate signal timing, high 
volumes, or some combination of these.  Average travel speeds are about 
40 percent of free flow speed. 

E 0.91 - 1.00 Is characterized by significant approach delays and average travel speeds of 
one-third the free flow speed or lower.  Such operations are caused by some 
combination of adverse progression, high signal density, extensive queuing 
at critical intersections, and inappropriate signal timing. 

F > 1.00 Characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds below one-third to one-
quarter of the free flow speed.  Intersection congestion is likely at critical 
signalized locations, with high approach delays resulting.  Adverse 
progression is frequently a contributor to this condition. 

SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 1985.  

 

Plans that involve large areas and are not expected to be fully implemented until Year 2035 or beyond (such 
as mobility element updates) are not analyzed effectively by detailed intersection V/C analyses.  In this case, 
roadway segment analysis is sufficient to determine service capacity of the roadway network within the City. 

SB 743 directs the OPR to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish new criteria for 
determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for traffic LOS.  Since 
this guidance is not yet available in final form, the transportation analysis in this document relies on the legal 
context and policy framework in place at the time of project initiation.  It is possible that some or all of the 
impacts related to vehicular LOS that are considered significant under current legal and policy framework 
would no longer be considered significant if analyzed using the new criteria. 

TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL DEVELOPMENT  

The model used to analyze the MP 2035 is based on the City’s Transportation Strategic Plan (TSP) model, 
developed by Fehr & Peers, which uses the TransCAD Version 4.8 Build 500 modeling software and was 
initially calibrated and validated to 2008 conditions.  Since the development of the TSP model, the City has 
used this forecasting tool on multiple projects and it is now referred to as the City of Los Angeles’ Travel 
Demand Forecasting (TDF) Model.  A more complete description of the TDF is contained in Appendix C.  

The City of Los Angeles TDF model has been updated by Fehr & Peers to reflect additional land use and 
transportation network detail related to recent planning studies, such as the City’s Wilmington EMPOWER 
(a mobility plan for the Wilmington neighborhood) and Westside Mobility Plan, and reflect travel conditions 
based on more recent available data (2009, 2010, and 2011 traffic counts). Within the model, the City of Los 
Angeles is divided into 1,411 Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs), each with corresponding 
socioeconomic data (SED) and connections to the roadway and transit networks.  The model captures 
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planned growth within the City, including special generators, such as the Port of Los Angeles, LAX Airport, 
and Universities.  The model forecasts AM and PM peak period and daily vehicle and transit flows on the 
transportation network within the study. 

Since the development of the City’s TDF Model, SCAG adopted the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS.  The 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS Model forecasts long-term transportation demands and identifies policies, actions, and funding 
sources to accommodate these demands. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Model provides a regionally consistent 
model of traffic conditions in the six-county SCAG region and serves as the platform for many sub-area 
models.  As part of the MP 2035, the SED for the City’s TDF Model were updated to reflect the most recent 
growth forecasts in 2012-2035 RTP/SCS.  In addition, the roadway and transit networks have been updated 
to reflect the assumptions contained in the 2012-2035 SCAG RTP. Appendix C summarizes the updates 
made to the City’s TDF Model used in the MP 2035. Table 4.1-15 summarizes the existing and future model 
population assumptions. 

TABLE 4.1-15:  SUMMARY OF MODEL POPULATION VALUES 
Area Planning Commission Existing (2012) Future (2035) Growth Percent Change 
1. North Valley 712,500 743,700 31,200 4.4% 
2. South Valley 763,700 819,200 55,500 7.3% 
3. Central 727,100 842,200 115,100 15.8% 
4. East Los Angeles 429,600 445,500 15,900 3.7% 
5. West Los Angeles 433,900 459,000 25,100 5.8% 
6. South Los Angeles 730,000 803,100 73,100 10.0% 
7. Harbor 207,600 210,200 2,600 1.3% 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 4,004,400 4,322,900 318,500 8.0% 
SOURCE: SCAG RTP Model, 2012. 

 

The City’s TDF Model future year network assumptions have been updated to include funded projects 
expected to be implemented by year 2035 from: 

 The Metro 2013 Call For Projects; 
 The Street and Transportation Projects Oversight Committee project list; and 

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS (financially constrained) Model. 

The updated City of Los Angeles TDF model was used to generate the baseline (existing) and future 
conditions data for the MP 2035.  Given the programmatic nature of the impact analysis and large study area, 
the City’s TDF model reflects the most recent and applicable data at a Citywide level to report baseline and 
future transportation characteristics.  Through the model updates described above and outlined in 
Appendix C, the City’s TDF model is consistent with the growth and transportation improvements in the 
adopted the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, which reflects both the City of LA and SCAG region.    

The MP 2035 includes the same land use assumptions as the Future No Project conditions.  In order to 
analyze project impacts, a set of Future With Project transportation network assumptions was developed by 
modifying the transportation network for Future No Project to incorporate new facilities associated with MP 
2035.  To determine changes in travel patterns and identify potential impacts, a reasonable set of assumptions 
needed to be made on how the network would change with the implementation of MP 2035.  In addition, 
Table 4.1-16 lists the modeling assumptions applied to the roadway network in areas covered by each of MP 
2035’s enhanced networks. 
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TABLE 4.1-16:  PROJECT ENHANCED NETWORKS MODEL ASSUMPTIONS 
Enhanced Network Treatment Level Model Assumptions 
Vehicle-Enhanced Network  
 

Moderate  Reduce vehicle travel times by 10 percent 
 Add one vehicular travel lane per direction if all-day parking is 

available, or convert one off-peak parking lane per direction to a 
full-time vehicular travel lane 

 
Comprehensive  Reduce vehicle travel times by 10 percent 

 Add one vehicular travel lane per direction if all-day parking is 
available –OR– convert one off-peak parking lane per direction to 
a full-time vehicular travel lane 

 Increase effective vehicular capacity by 10 percent 
 

Transit-Enhanced Network  Moderate  No change to lane configuration 
 Double frequency of bus service 

 
Moderate Plus  Convert one vehicular travel lane per direction to a bus only lane 

during peak periods 
 Double frequency of bus service 

 
Comprehensive  Convert one vehicular travel lane per direction to a bus only lane 

for the full day 
 Double frequency of bus service 

 
Bicycle-Enhanced Network/ 
Bicycle Lane Network 

Moderate and 
Moderate Plus 

 Remove one vehicular travel lane per direction to accommodate 
a bicycle lane or buffered bicycle lane 

 
Comprehensive  Remove one vehicular travel lane per direction to accommodate 

a cycle track 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

 

The model simulates existing conditions and can forecast future year conditions for the network, with and 
without the effects of the proposed project, allowing for evaluation of a range of automobile and transit 
performance measures.  Because the travel demand model itself is not sensitive to certain effects of travel 
demand management (TDM) policies or of changes in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure to be 
implemented as part of the MP 2035, a mode split adjustment tool (MSAT) is applied to the model results to 
quantify the effect of these programs and projects on automobile travel.  The MSAT applies mode share 
elasticities and vehicle trip reduction factors gathered from relevant academic and practitioner literature at 
the TAZ level to calculate the effects of the MP 2035’s TDM policies and active transportation network 
improvements on mode share and the level of vehicle trip-making. 

Used together, the travel demand model and mode split adjustment tool outputs provide information on the 
performance of the transportation system at the APC level, including: 

 Travel mode shares (“mode split”) 
 Transit boardings 
 Vehicle trips 

 Vehicle miles traveled 
 Vehicle hours traveled 
 Volume-to-capacity ratios 

 
There is a complex interplay between City actions and desired MP 2035 outcomes.  Even with the best 
available forecasting and analytical methods, there are multiple possible outcomes.  This analysis takes a 
conservative approach toward vehicle-related congestion impacts.  Outcomes are related to a number of 
factors, many of which are outside of the City’s direct influence.  Additional changes in demographics, 
vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to walkable and transit-served locations will likely 
lead to increasing mode shift to lower-energy and lower-cost transportation provision consistent with the 
regional SCS.  If these outcomes are not realized with the proposed project actions described in MP 2035, the 
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City may implement increased or additional travel demand management strategies including but not limited 
to congestion pricing, tolling, local fuel and/or VMT taxes, vehicle conversion incentives, transit passes, bike 
share passes, additional regional SCS strategies, and other strategies as appropriate to further shift travel to 
more efficient modes. 

Changing Travel Behavior and VMT Trends.  As discussed throughout this Recirculated Draft EIR, 
federal, State, regional and local regulations and policies are increasingly addressing reducing emissions of 
GHGs.  SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (SCAG in the Los Angeles area) to identify 
land use strategies to achieve specified GHG reductions from automobiles and light trucks.  The 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS contains the regional-scale Sustainable Communities Strategy to achieve per capita GHG reduction 
targets specified by CARB.  However, the RTP presents only a regional strategy that local jurisdictions are 
required to interpret at the local level to ensure consistency with the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and required 
reductions in VMT and therefore GHGs.   

Traffic models are substantially based on past precedent.  The model-estimated changes in circulation system 
conditions are conservative, vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not 
account for additional changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to 
walkable and transit-served locations that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes. Transportation 
demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when forecasting future 
traffic projections. Recent research in this area suggests that factors correlated with annual VMT over the last 
sixty years include the economy, demographics, technology, and the urban form of the built environment. 
Specifically, this research shows both cyclical recession effects and a structural leveling of the economy and 
travel.  In addition, research in areas served by high capacity transit shows significantly higher than expected 
transit ridership and lower than expected trip rates that typical ITE trip generation rates.11 

The traffic model used for the proposed project is primarily validated and calibrated to forecast vehicular 
travel.  While it also includes forecasts of transit ridership and short trips that are likely to be walking or 
bicycling trips, the sensitivity of the model to shifts in demographics, vehicle ownership, walkability, and 
active transportation networks at a city-wide scale is limited.  Accordingly, expected increases in bicycling 
and pedestrian activity anticipated to result from changing land use policies, as well as increasing regulations 
and fuel pricing, have not been directly quantified and incorporated in to the traffic model.  It is possible that 
current traffic studies that rely on the traffic model for vehicle trip generation may overstate future traffic 
congestion, possibly by a substantial amount.   

In response to increased focus on reducing GHG emissions, the State is shifting the approach to the 
assessment of traffic impacts – away from the traditional metrics such as LOS that measure levels of traffic 
congestion and towards metrics that address GHG emissions such as per capita VMT.  Also as noted above, 
it is anticipated the Governor’s OPR will provide additional guidance on CEQA review of transportation 
impacts. 

Analysis Scenarios.  Two recent CEQA cases address analysis scenarios:  1) Sunnyvale West Neighborhood 
Assoc. v. City of Sunnyvale City Council (6th Dist. 2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 1351 (Sunnyvale West) and 2) 
Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439 (Expo II).  
The first case indicated that project impacts should be compared directly to existing conditions.  The second 
case clarified that comparison to an existing condition may not be appropriate if there is, “substantial 
evidence that an analysis based on existing conditions would tend to be misleading or without informational 
value to EIR users.” 

For a planning project that would be implemented over time, comparison of full buildout to existing 
conditions would be misleading and of no informational value because the MP 2035 cannot be built out 
                                                           

11Boarnet, Marlon J., Andy Hong, Jeongwoo Lee, Xize Wang, Weijie Wang. 2013. The Exposition Light Rail Line Study 
A Before-and-After Study of the Impact of New Light Rail Transit Service. USC Sol Price School of Public Policy. 59-61. 
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immediately.  Impacts would not occur in the context of existing conditions but rather in the future context 
once the MP 2035 has had time to be realized.  For a planning project, significance of impacts is 
appropriately assessed based on a comparison between Future (at the earliest time buildout could reasonably 
be expected) Project conditions and Future No Project conditions.  The MP 2035 is a plan that is anticipated 
to be implemented over time with all improvements anticipated to be realized in 2035 or beyond.  Therefore, 
an analysis of potential transportation network changes and associated traffic impacts compared to existing 
traffic could be misleading since the land uses changes will not occur immediately.   

Nonetheless, for purposes of disclosure, an analysis of what would happen if the proposed project were fully 
implemented by 2035 was compared to both Future No Project and Existing conditions.  For CEQA 
purposes, significance of impacts is assessed based on a comparison between Project conditions to both 
Existing and Future No Project conditions to inform the decision-maker as to how impacts would change in 
the future with adoption of the MP 2035 compared to conditions without the implementation of the project.    

ACCESSIBILITY METRICS.  

The accessibility metrics evaluate how well the enhanced networks proposed as part of the MP 2035 provide 
access to employment and residential locations within the City of Los Angeles.  For purposes of this analysis, 
the enhanced networks are defined as follows: 

 BEN 
o Future No Project – includes all bicycle paths and protected bicycle lanes expected to be completed 

by year 2035 without the implementation of the MP 2035. 
o Project – includes Future No Project, NEN, Bicycle Lane Network, and Moderate, Moderate Plus 

and Comprehensive treatments from the BEN.  

 TEN  
o Future No Project – includes existing and funded rail, Metrolink, and fixed bus guideway facilities 

expected to be completed by year 2035 without the implementation of the MP 2035. 
o Project – includes Future No Project, Moderate, Moderate Plus, and Comprehensive treatments from 

the TEN.   

 VEN  
o Future No Project – consists of the freeway network within the City of Los Angeles. 
o Project – includes Future No Project, Moderate, and Comprehensive treatments from the VEN. 

Three accessibility metrics, Population Accessibility, Employment Accessibility, and Network Coverage, 
were calculated for each enhanced network, scenario, and treatment type described above. 

Population and Employment Accessibility.  The Population and Employment Accessibility metrics are 
expressed as the percentage of the City of Los Angeles’ total 2035 population or employment located within 
a quarter-mile, street-network buffer of each combination of enhanced network, scenario, and treatment type.  
Calculations using a one-mile, street-network buffer are also provided for comparison. 

Calculation of the BEN accessibility metrics can serve as an example of the process used to calculate 
accessibility.  First, a separate quarter-mile, network-based buffer is created for each facility type identified 
for the BEN: Future No Project, Neighborhood Streets, Bicycle Lane Network, and Moderate, Moderate Plus 
and Comprehensive treatments.  Rather than calculating a straight-line or “as the crow flies” buffer, each 
buffer searches out from the enhanced segment for a quarter-mile distance along the city’s entire street 
network.  2035 population data from the TAZs within these buffers are then aggregated and presented as a 
percentage of the total population of all TAZs within City of Los Angeles limits.  The calculation process for 
employment accessibility is comparable, aggregating 2035 total employment instead of total population. 

In situations where an area falls within the buffer of two or more treatment types for a given network and 
scenario, it is classified as having access only to the most intense treatment.  For example, population and 
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employment in a block that is within a quarter-mile of both a project Neighborhood Street and a project 
Comprehensive segment is included in the Comprehensive calculation only, not the Neighborhood Street 
calculation, to avoid double-counting population and employment.  The hierarchy from highest to lowest 
priority is: Comprehensive, Moderate Plus, Moderate, Neighborhood Streets, Future No Project; not all 
treatments apply in all enhanced networks and scenarios. 

Future No Project accessibility is initially calculated to capture all population and employment within the 
quarter-mile network buffer and again to capture only the population and employment that is not already 
covered by one of the other enhanced treatments.  The same calculation process is repeated for the TEN and 
VEN. 

Network Coverage.  Network Coverage is a simple measure of the length of each enhanced network facility 
type, by scenario.  The citywide value for the entire 7,500-mile Los Angeles street network is provided for 
comparison. 

IMPACTS 

IMPACT 4.1-1 The proposed project would have a significant impact related to transportation if it 
would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities.  This is a less than significant impact. 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element, adopted in 1999, includes a discussion of the 
existing roadway infrastructure in the City of Los Angeles. Goals, objectives, and policies are included in the 
1999 Transportation Element to ensure the efficient circulation within the City and region.  The MP 2035 
builds upon the goals and policies of the 1999 Transportation Element and proposes an extensive network of 
transit, bicycle and vehicle corridors (TEN, BEN, NEN and VEN) as well as neighborhood and pedestrian 
enhancements (NEN and PED) to achieve the City’s transportation objectives. 

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS provides a regional plan to meet region-specific GHG reduction targets.  The 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS identifies a variety of strategies to be employed across the region to link transportation 
and land use planning in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As part of its response to the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS, the City of Los Angeles initiated MP 2035.  MP 2035 provides a City-wide coherent 
transportation plan to provide the transportation framework on which to build balanced land use plans 
through community plan updates.  These land use planning efforts would enhance the beneficial effects of 
MP 2035. 

Policies included in the proposed project are analyzed for consistency with the goals of the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS.  Table 4.1-17 presents the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS goals.  While the MP 2035 would replace the 
1999 Transportation Element, it builds upon many of the concepts included in that document; the MP 2035 
consistency with the goals and objectives of the current City of Los Angeles 1999 Transportation Element of 
the General Plan is presented in Table 4.1-18 in order to illustrate that the proposed MP 2035 is consistent 
with and builds upon the previous Transportation Element that it would replace. 

The MP 2035 would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to consistency with other plans. 
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TABLE 4.1-17:  ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL CONFLICTS WITH SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS 
Goal Analysis 
RTP/SCS G1: Align the plan investments 
and policies with improving regional 
economic development and 
competitiveness. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies related to establishing a Great Streets Program 
including economic revitalization efforts; increasing public awareness about the economic value 
and necessity of goods movement; providing regionally significant transportation improvements for 
goods movement; facilitating the provision of adequate on- and off-street loading areas; and 
promoting economic revitalization through investments in the Great Streets Initiative and the 
development of transit-oriented development corridors. 

RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and 
accessibility for all people and goods in 
the region. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes a goal of “Access for All Angelenos” that aligns directly with 
RTP/SCS G2.  The MP 2035 recommends policies for transportation improvements that support 
mobility for people and goods through enhancements of public transportation, walking and bicycling 
to make them viable alternatives to automobile travel.  The MP 2035 includes supporting policies 
that relate to considering walking as a component of all other transportation modes; 
accommodating the needs of disabled persons when modifying or installing infrastructure in the 
public right-of-way; providing efficient, convenient, affordable, and attractive transit services for all 
residents, workers, and visitors; supporting “first-mile, last-mile solutions”; promoting Union Station 
as the major regional rail hub; improving transit access to major regional destinations, job centers 
and inter-modal facilities; and maintaining public alley access. 

RTP/SCS G3: Ensure travel safety and 
reliability for all people and goods in the 
region. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes a goal of “Safety First” that aligns directly with RTP/SCS G3.  
MP 2035 includes policies that relate to considering the safety of school children as a priority over 
vehicular movement; prioritizing the implementation of bicycling and pedestrian safety 
improvements around community facilities and locations with strong pedestrian presence; 
promoting awareness of safe driving, walking, and bicycling habits; promoting design and 
enforcement approaches to encourage motorist adherence to speed limits; evaluating the 
effectiveness of the state’s speed limit requirements; reducing conflicts and improving safety at 
railroad crossings; and maintaining the street system in safe, good to excellent condition. 

RTP/SCS G4: Preserve and ensure a 
sustainable regional transportation 
system. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies related to seeking equitable and reliable resources for 
capital improvements; expanding funding to improve the built environment for bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and vulnerable users; and dedicating revenues generated by commercial vehicles to 
roadway related purposes. 

RTP/SCS G5: Maximize the productivity 
of our transportation system. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies that relate to supporting a comprehensive, integrated 
transportation database and digital platform that manages existing assets and dynamically updates 
users with new information; communicating and partnering with SCAG, Metro, adjacent cities and 
local transit operators to plan and operate a cohesive regional transportation system; facilitating 
the development of innovative mobility technologies and models in the private sector; evaluating 
the effectiveness of new strategies through the collection and analysis of information on the 
transportation system; and prioritizing future transportation, operations, and maintenance related 
improvements based upon the following criteria: person throughput, safety improvements, 
environmental benefits, population density served;  

RTP/SCS G6: Protect the environment 
and health for our residents by improving 
air quality and encouraging active 
transportation (non-motorized 
transportation, such as bicycling and 
walking). 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies related to establishing a Great Streets Program 
including green street design features; reducing vehicle miles traveled per capita; preserving and 
enhancing a greenway network that provides opportunity for both leisure and active travel, 
ecological habitat and stormwater capture and infiltration; limiting exposure to air pollution from 
transportation-related sources; developing design standards for new and retrofitted parking lots 
and parking structures; facilitating regular “street opening” events and repurposing of the roadway; 
continuing to encourage the adoption of alternative fuels and vehicle technologies, and supporting 
infrastructure; considering walking as a component of all other transportation modes and ensure 
high-quality pedestrian access in all site planning and public roadway improvements; implementing 
a balanced transportation system using Complete Streets Standards to ensure the safety and 
mobility of all users, including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, children, seniors, homeless, and 
people with disabilities; prioritizing the implementation of bicycling and pedestrian safety 
improvements around community facilities and locations with a strong presence of pedestrians; 
and expanding funding to improve the built environment for bicyclists, pedestrians, and vulnerable 
users by dedicating at least 20 percent of the Measure R local return set-asides for bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. 

RTP/SCS G7: Actively encourage and 
create incentives for energy efficiency, 
where possible. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to facilitating the development of innovative 
mobility technologies and models in the private sector; continuing to encourage the adoption of 
alternative fuels and vehicle technologies, and supporting infrastructure; and evaluating the 
effectiveness of new strategies through the collection and analysis of information on the 
transportation system. 

RTP/SCS G8: Encourage land use and 
growth patterns that facilitate transit and 
non-motorized transportation. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to supporting land use decisions and design 
features that result in fewer vehicle trips by providing greater proximity and access to 
neighborhood services; encouraging a mix of land uses that serve residents’, students’, and/or 
employees’ needs in areas near transit and prioritizing land uses that generate high levels of 
transit ridership at major transit stops; and prioritizing future transportation, operations, and 
maintenance related improvements based upon the following criteria: person throughput, safety 
improvements, environmental benefits, population density served. 

RTP/SCS G9: Maximize the security of 
the regional transportation system 
through improved system monitoring, 
rapid recovery planning, and coordination 
with other security agencies. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to expanding the safety and security of truck 
related operations through the establishment of inspection stations, freeway service patrols and 
increased security measures at the Port of Los Angeles; and supporting a comprehensive, 
integrated transportation database and digital platform that manages existing assets and 
dynamically updates users with new information. 

SOURCE: SCAG RTP/SCS Goals provided by Nadler, Jonathan.  “SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the City of Los Angeles Mobility Element Update [120130087]” May 2013.  Consistency with MP 2035 provided by Fehr & Peers, 2014. 
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TABLE 4.1-18:  ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL CONFLICTS WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES 1999 
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT  GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal/Objective Goal/Objective Description Analysis 
Goal A Adequate accessibility to work 

opportunities and essential 
services, and acceptable levels of 
mobility for all those who live, 
work, travel, or move goods in Los 
Angeles. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes a goal of “Access for All Angelenos” that aligns directly with 
Goal A.  MP 2035 recommends policies for transportation improvements that support mobility 
for people and goods through enhancements of public transportation, walking and bicycling to 
make them viable alternatives to automobile travel.  The MP 2035 includes supporting policies 
that relate to considering walking as a component of all other transportation modes; 
accommodating the needs of disabled persons when modifying or installing infrastructure in the 
public right-of-way; providing efficient, convenient, affordable, and attractive transit services for 
all residents, workers, and visitors; supporting “first-mile, last-mile solutions”; promoting Union 
Station as the major regional rail hub; improving transit access to major regional destinations, 
job centers and inter-modal facilities; and maintaining public alley access. 

Objective 1 Expand neighborhood 
transportation services and 
programs to enhance 
neighborhood accessibility.  

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to implementing a balanced transportation 
system using Complete Streets Standards to ensure the safety and mobility of all users, 
including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, children, seniors, homeless, and people with 
disabilities; prioritizing the implementation of bicycling and pedestrian safety improvements 
around community facilities and locations with a strong presence of pedestrians; supporting 
“first-mile, last-mile solutions” such as multi-modal transportation services, organizations, and 
activities in the areas around transit  stations and major bus stops (transit stops) to maximize 
multi-modal connectivity and access for transit riders; considering walking as a component of all 
other transportation modes and ensuring high-quality pedestrian access in all site planning and 
public roadway improvements; and continuing to preserve and enhance a series of inter-
connected scenic highways and byways, Neighborhood Friendly Streets, paths (walking, 
bicycle), and trails (hiking, walking, bicycle, equine) that provide opportunity for both leisure and 
active travel, ecological habitat and stormwater capture and infiltration that connects 
communities with open space parks, beaches, schools, and other community assets. 

Objective 2 Mitigate the impacts of traffic 
growth, reduce congestion, and 
improve air quality by 
implementing a comprehensive 
program of multimodal strategies 
that encompass physical and 
operational improvements as well 
as demand management. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to implementing a balanced transportation 
system using Complete Streets Standards to ensure the safety and mobility of all users, 
including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, children, seniors, homeless, and people with 
disabilities; prioritizing the implementation of bicycling and pedestrian safety improvements 
around community facilities and locations with a strong presence of pedestrians; considering the 
installation of context sensitive, multi-modal improvements (transit, bicycle, pedestrian) to 
mitigate a project’s traffic impacts before considering a roadway widening or other vehicle 
enhancing features; considering walking as a component of all other transportation modes and 
ensuring high-quality pedestrian access in all site planning and public roadway improvements; 
providing all residents, workers and visitors with efficient, convenient, affordable, and attractive 
transit services; supporting “first-mile, last-mile solutions” such as multi-modal transportation 
services, organizations, and activities in the areas around transit  stations and major bus stops 
(transit stops) to maximize multi-modal connectivity and access for transit riders; improving 
transit access and service to major regional destinations, job centers, and inter-modal facilities; 
partnering with the private sector to foster the success of Transportation Management 
Organizations (TMOs) in the City’s commercial districts; encouraging employers to adopt TDM 
strategies such as commuter incentives, telecommuting programs, and flexible work schedules; 
continuing to encourage the adoption of alternative fuels and vehicle technologies, and 
supporting infrastructure; establishing a series PEDs and accompanying evaluation criteria to 
prioritize areas for pedestrian improvements; establishing the TEN within the City’s arterial 
system to improve the performance and reliability of existing and future bus service; establishing 
the BEN within the City’s arterial system to provide safe, convenient, and comfortable regional 
facilities for cyclists of all types and abilities; and establishing the Vehicle VEN on a sub-set of 
the City’s arterial system to provide access to the regional freeway system. 

Objective 3 Support development in regional 
centers, community centers, major 
economic activity areas and along 
mixed-use boulevards as 
designated in the Community 
Plans. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to supporting land use decisions and 
design features that result in fewer vehicle trips by providing greater proximity and access to 
neighborhood services; encouraging a mix of land uses that serve residents’, students’, and/or 
employees’ needs in areas near transit and prioritize land uses that generate high levels of 
transit ridership at major transit stops; improving transit access and service to major regional 
destinations, job centers, and inter-modal facilities; and promoting economic revitalization and 
growth through smart investments in the Great Streets Initiative and the development of transit-
oriented development (TOD) corridors. 

Objective 4 Preserve the existing character of 
lower density residential areas and 
maintain pedestrian-oriented 
environments where appropriate. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to designing streets and enforcing speed 
laws so that motorists adhere to intended speeds on all City roadways; evaluating the 
effectiveness of the State’s speed limit requirements on street safety and performance; 
establishing a series of PED areas and accompanying evaluation criteria to prioritize areas for 
pedestrian improvements; continuing to preserve and enhance a series of inter-connected 
scenic highways and byways, Neighborhood Friendly Streets, paths (walking, bicycle), and trails 
(hiking, walking, bicycle, equine) that provide opportunity for both leisure and active travel, 
ecological habitat and stormwater capture and infiltration that connects communities with open 
space parks, beaches, schools, and other community assets; considering walking as a 
component of all other transportation modes and ensure high-quality pedestrian access in all 
site planning and public roadway improvements; and limiting exposure to air pollution from 
transportation-related sources. 
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TABLE 4.1-18:  ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL CONFLICTS WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES 1999 
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT  GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal/Objective Goal/Objective Description Analysis 
Objective 5 Provide for the efficient movement 

of goods and for adequate access 
to intermodal facilities. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to reducing conflicts and improving safety 
at railroad crossings; expanding the safety and security of truck related operations through the 
establishment of inspection stations, freeway service patrols and increased security measures 
at the Port of Los Angeles; establishing the VEN on a sub-set of the City’s arterial system to 
provide access to the regional freeway system; implementing projects that would provide 
regionally significant transportation improvements for goods movement; discouraging the 
vacation and/or closure of public alleys; increasing public awareness about the economic value 
and necessity of goods movement in the Los Angeles region; balancing on and off-street 
parking supply with other transportation and land-use objectives; facilitating the provision of 
adequate on and off-street loading areas; and dedicating revenues generated by commercial 
vehicles to roadway related purposes. 

Objective 6 Incorporate available local, state, 
and federal funding opportunities 
to provide sufficient financing for 
transportation improvements and 
programs. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to seeking equitable and reliable resources 
for capital improvements such as the maintenance and operations of streets, bridges, and 
stormwater management/green streets; expanding funding to improve the built environment for 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and vulnerable users by dedicating at least 20% of the Measure R local 
return set-asides for bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and dedicating revenues generated by 
commercial vehicles to roadway related purposes. 

Objective 7 Provide an ongoing evaluation of 
transportation programs to 
determine whether the goals and 
objectives of the Citywide General 
Plan Framework and this element 
are being met, or if these goals 
and objectives should be modified 
to reflect changing circumstances. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to evaluating the effectiveness of the State’s 
speed limit requirements on street safety and performance; supporting a comprehensive, integrated 
transportation database and digital platform that manages existing assets and dynamically updates 
users with new information; facilitating communications between citizens and the City in reporting 
and receiving responses on non-emergency street improvements; communicating and partnering 
with SCAG, Metro, adjacent cities and local transit operators to plan and operate a cohesive regional 
transportation system; and evaluating the effectiveness of new strategies through the collection and 
analysis of information on the transportation system. 

Goal B A street system maintained in a 
good to excellent condition 
adequate to facilitate the 
movement of those reliant on the 
system. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 has a goal of “World Class Infrastructure that aligns directly with 
Goal B.  The MP 2035 includes policies relating to enhancing roadway safety by maintaining the 
street system in good to excellent condition adequate to facilitate the movement of those reliant 
on the system; maintaining the City’s Bridges in quality condition and incorporating pedestrian 
and bicycle enhancements when retrofitting or installing a new bridge; and supporting a 
comprehensive, integrated transportation database and digital platform that manages existing 
assets and dynamically updates users with new information. 

Objective 8 Operate a pavement management 
system designed to provide, on a 
continuing basis, the status of the 
maintenance needs of the City's 
street and bikeway systems. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to supporting a comprehensive, integrated 
transportation database and digital platform that manages existing assets and dynamically 
updates users with new information; and facilitating communications between citizens and the 
City in reporting and receiving responses on non-emergency street improvements. 

Objective 9 Ensure that adequate 
maintenance of the street system 
is provided to facilitate the 
movement of current and future 
traffic volumes, as well as 
emergency services. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to enhancing roadway safety by 
maintaining the street system in good to excellent condition adequate to facilitate the movement 
of those reliant on the system; maintaining the City’s Bridges in quality condition and 
incorporating pedestrian and bicycle enhancements when retrofitting or installing a new bridge; 
and supporting a comprehensive, integrated transportation database and digital platform that 
manages existing assets and dynamically updates users with new information. 

Goal C An integrated system of pedestrian 
priority street segments, bikeways, 
and scenic highways which 
strengthens the City's image while 
also providing access to 
employment opportunities, 
essential services, and open 
space. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to establishing a series of PED areas and 
accompanying evaluation criteria to prioritize areas for pedestrian improvements; establishing 
the BEN within the City’s arterial system to provide safe, convenient, and comfortable regional 
facilities for cyclists of all types and abilities; and continuing to preserve and enhance a series of 
inter-connected scenic highways and byways, Neighborhood Friendly Streets, paths (walking, 
bicycle), and trails (hiking, walking, bicycle, equine) that provide opportunity for both leisure and 
active travel, ecological habitat and stormwater capture and infiltration that connects 
communities with open space parks, beaches, schools, and other community assets. 

Objective 10 Make the street system 
accessible, safe, and convenient 
for bicycle, pedestrian, and school 
child travel. 

Consistent: The MP 2035 includes policies relating to implementing a balanced transportation 
system using Complete Streets Standards to ensure the safety and mobility of all users, 
including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, children, seniors, homeless, and people with 
disabilities; considering the safety of school children as a priority over vehicular movement on all 
streets regardless of highway classifications, especially near schools; prioritizing the 
implementation of bicycling and pedestrian safety improvements around community facilities 
and locations with a strong presence of pedestrians; promoting awareness on safe driving, 
walking, and bicycling habits to decrease transportation risks and increase safe, efficient and 
enjoyable travel in the City; maintaining the City’s bridges in quality condition and incorporate 
pedestrian and bicycle enhancements when retrofitting or installing a new bridge; considering 
the installation of context sensitive, multi-modal improvements (transit, bicycle, pedestrian) to 
mitigate a project’s traffic impacts before considering a roadway widening or other vehicle 
enhancing features; considering walking as a component of all other transportation modes and 
ensure high-quality pedestrian access in all site planning and public roadway improvements; 
accommodate the needs of disabled persons when modifying or installing infrastructure in the 
public right-of-way; supporting “first-mile, last-mile solutions” such as multi-modal transportation 
services, organizations, and activities in the areas around transit  stations and major bus stops 
(transit stops) to maximize multi-modal connectivity and access for transit riders; facilitating 
regular “street opening” events and repurposing of the roadway; prioritizing future transportation, 
operations, and maintenance related improvements based upon person throughput, safety 
improvements, environmental benefits, population density served; and expanding funding to 
improve the built environment for bicyclists, pedestrians, and vulnerable users by dedicating at 
least 20% of the Measure R local return set-asides for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles General Plan, Transportation Element, adopted 1999 and Fehr Peers, 2013. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

IMPACT 4.1-2 The proposed project would have a significant impact to the circulation system, as it 
would exceed the applicable thresholds established by the City.  This is a significant 
adverse impact.   

V/C ratios and LOS calculations were prepared for Future No Project and Project conditions using the same 
methodology as described in the Existing Setting section.  The AM and PM peak period V/C and corresponding 
LOS for the roadways in the City of Los Angeles are summarized in Table 4.1-19 and Table 4.1-20 by APC for 
Existing Conditions, Future No Project, and Project conditions.  Because of the large number of segments among 
the Existing conditions, Future No Project, and Project scenarios LOS calculations are presented on a percent-of-
total basis. 

TABLE 4.1-19:  SUMMARY OF AM PEAK PERIOD ROADWAY OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Area Planning 
Commission 

Percent of Segments /a/ Operating at: 
Weighted Average V/C 
Ratio (all segments) /a/ 

LOS D or 
Better LOS E LOS F 

Unsatisfactory 
LOS (E or F) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
1. North Valley 95.70% 1.60% 2.60% 4.30% 0.583 (LOS A) 
2. South Valley 95.10% 2.10% 2.90% 4.90% 0.614 (LOS B) 
3. Central 78.80% 8.60% 12.60% 21.20% 0.774 (LOS C) 
4. East Los Angeles 79.50% 6.00% 14.50% 20.50% 0.815 (LOS D) 
5. West Los Angeles 79.60% 6.70% 13.80% 20.40% 0.791 (LOS C) 
6. South Los Angeles 87.20% 5.40% 7.30% 12.80% 0.715 (LOS C) 
7. Harbor 94.90% 2.20% 2.90% 5.10% 0.614 (LOS B) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 87.20% 4.80% 8.00% 12.80% 0.712 (LOS C) 
FUTURE NO PROJECT 
1. North Valley 94.80% 1.70% 3.50% 5.20% 0.664 (LOS B) 
2. South Valley 93.10% 3.10% 3.80% 6.90% 0.649 (LOS B) 
3. Central 73.30% 9.00% 17.70% 26.70% 0.824 (LOS D) 
4. East Los Angeles 77.10% 6.80% 16.10% 22.90% 0.835 (LOS D) 
5. West Los Angeles 74.00% 8.10% 17.90% 26.00% 0.849 (LOS D) 
6. South Los Angeles 83.80% 6.70% 9.50% 16.20% 0.750 (LOS C) 
7. Harbor 93.20% 2.80% 4.10% 6.80% 0.648 (LOS B) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 83.90% 5.60% 10.50% 16.10% 0.759 (LOS C) 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT 
1. North Valley 87.06% 4.70% 8.24% 12.94% 0.747 (LOS C) 
2. South Valley 84.57% 6.57% 8.86% 15.43% 0.738 (LOS C) 
3. Central 51.58% 10.76% 37.67% 48.42% 1.063 (LOS F) 
4. East Los Angeles 66.71% 7.65% 25.64% 33.29% 0.946 (LOS E) 
5. West Los Angeles 64.67% 7.58% 27.75% 35.33% 0.932 (LOS E) 
6. South Los Angeles 70.91% 9.79% 19.29% 29.09% 0.855 (LOS D) 
7. Harbor 85.17% 4.40% 10.43% 14.83% 0.745 (LOS C) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 71.43% 7.78% 20.79% 28.57% 0.886 (LOS D) 
/a/ Segments include major highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles.  Weighted Average V/C Ratios reflect the average 
V/C ratio of all segments in a given category, weighted proportionally by the volume of vehicular travel that occurs on each segment. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 
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TABLE 4.1-20:  SUMMARY OF  PM PEAK PERIOD ROADWAY OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Area Planning 
Commission 

Percent of Segments /a/ Operating at: 
Weighted Average V/C 
Ratio (all segments) /a/ 

LOS D or 
Better LOS E LOS F 

Unsatisfactory 
LOS (E or F) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
1. North Valley 94.80% 2.10% 3.10% 5.20% 0.599 (LOS A) 
2. South Valley 92.20% 3.90% 3.90% 7.80% 0.649 (LOS B) 
3. Central 70.00% 11.00% 19.00% 30.00% 0.814 (LOS D) 
4. East Los Angeles 73.80% 8.60% 17.60% 26.20% 0.806 (LOS D) 
5. West Los Angeles 70.90% 9.30% 19.80% 29.10% 0.828 (LOS D) 
6. South Los Angeles 81.30% 7.50% 11.20% 18.70% 0.769 (LOS C) 
7. Harbor 93.50% 3.10% 3.40% 6.50% 0.624 (LOS B) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 82.10% 6.70% 11.30% 17.90% 0.743 (LOS C) 
FUTURE NO PROJECT 
1. North Valley 92.90% 2.70% 4.40% 7.10% 0.705 (LOS C) 
2. South Valley 90.30% 4.00% 5.80% 9.70% 0.712 (LOS C) 
3. Central 58.50% 12.90% 28.60% 41.50% 0.917 (LOS E) 
4. East Los Angeles 63.50% 9.80% 26.70% 36.50% 0.944 (LOS E) 
5. West Los Angeles 71.40% 8.80% 19.80% 28.60% 0.913 (LOS E) 
6. South Los Angeles 81.00% 8.00% 11.00% 19.00% 0.855 (LOS D) 
7. Harbor 93.10% 3.30% 3.60% 6.90% 0.712 (LOS C) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 78.10% 7.30% 14.60% 21.90% 0.839 (LOS D) 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT 
1. North Valley 82.68% 6.42% 10.90% 17.32% 0.791 (LOS C) 
2. South Valley 79.18% 7.99% 12.83% 20.82% 0.805 (LOS D) 
3. Central 38.77% 11.31% 49.92% 61.23% 1.154 (LOS F) 
4. East Los Angeles 52.91% 9.41% 37.68% 47.09% 1.060 (LOS F) 
5. West Los Angeles 59.63% 9.52% 30.84% 40.37% 1.003 (LOS F) 
6. South Los Angeles 66.00% 11.11% 22.89% 34.00% 0.967 (LOS E) 
7. Harbor 84.76% 3.94% 11.30% 15.24% 0.813 (LOS D) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 64.26% 9.04% 26.71% 35.74% 0.971 (LOS E) 
/a/ Segments include major highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

 

Under Existing conditions in both the AM and PM peak periods, the Central APC has the highest share of 
segments operating at LOS E or F, followed closely by East Los Angeles and West Los Angeles.  In the AM 
peak, over 20 percent of Central APC segments operate at LOS E or F, increasing to 30 percent in the PM 
peak.  Citywide, nearly 13 percent of street segments operate at LOS E or F in the AM peak, rising to nearly 
18 percent in the PM peak. 

Under Future No Project conditions, the percent of segments operating at LOS E or F increases in all APCs 
during both the AM and PM peak periods, except in the West Los Angeles APC during the PM peak, where 
the share of segments operating at LOS E or F decreases slightly from 29.1 percent to 28.6 percent.  
Citywide, the share of segments operating at LOS E or F increases from 12.8 percent to 16.1 percent in the 
AM peak and from 17.9 percent to 21.9 percent in the PM peak. 

Under Project conditions, the share of roadway links projected to operate at LOS E or F exceeds the share for 
both Existing traffic conditions and Future No Project conditions in both the AM and PM peak periods.  The 
“volume-weighted” average of the V/C ratio under Project conditions for all of the analyzed roadway 
segments also exceeds that of both the Existing traffic conditions and Future No Project conditions in both 
the AM and PM peak periods.  On BEN and TEN roadways, converting selected vehicle travel lanes to 
transit lanes or bicycle lanes reduces the capacity available to vehicular traffic, increasing the V/C ratio.  
Although some of this increase is offset by a reduction in vehicular traffic due to shifts to other modes and 
routes (see discussion of Vehicle Trips below), motorists will continue to drive on BEN and TEN roadways.  
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V/C ratios also increase on some roadways parallel to the BEN and TEN when motorists divert to other 
routes.   

The EIR modeling analysis accounts for potential redistribution of vehicular traffic from highly congested 
links to links that have more available capacity. Along roadways where the proposed project would cause 
significant traffic congestion, diversion of trips is anticipated to occur onto adjacent parallel routes. It is 
anticipated that diversion would not occur on streets that operate at LOS D or better during peak periods 
because the average delay is not substantial. However, for the street segments where the LOS would degrade 
from D to E or F, some trips would divert to adjacent streets to avoid longer travel times through congested 
locations. Travel route changes on the City’s arterial and collector roadways have been captured through the 
travel model’s peak hour forecasts and LOS results. The extent to which trips would divert to adjacent 
roadways, and specific roadway segments that may experience an increase in trips due to diversion from 
parallel routes, cannot be precisely defined at this time given the broad scope of the project and the 
uncertainty around the final design options that may be implemented.  However, it is anticipated that 
increased traffic would occur on some roadways parallel to the BEN and TEN. Therefore, without 
mitigation, the proposed project would result in a significant impact to the vehicular circulation system based 
on peak period LOS and V/C ratios. 

The model-estimated changes in circulation system conditions reflect a likely worst-case, vehicle-centric 
estimate based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not account for additional changes in 
demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to walkable and transit-served 
locations that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  Transportation demand models are largely 
dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when forecasting future traffic projections.  Recent 
research in this area suggests that factors correlated with annual VMT over the last sixty years include the 
economy, demographics, technology, and the urban form of the built environment.  Specifically, this research 
shows both cyclical recession effects and a structural leveling of the economy and travel.   

SB 743 directs the Office of Planning and Research to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish 
new criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for 
traffic level of service.  Since this guidance is not yet defined, the transportation analysis in this document 
relies on the legal context and policy framework in place at the time of project initiation.  It is possible that 
some or all of the impacts related to vehicular LOS that are considered significant under the current legal and 
policy framework would no longer be considered significant if analyzed using the new criteria.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures identify physical improvements to intersections that would reduce project 
impacts. Physical intersection improvements that would conflict with the MP 2035 goals were considered to 
be infeasible. 

T1   LADOT will adjust traffic signal timing after the implementation of the proposed project (both 
along project routes and parallel roadways if traffic diversions have occurred as a result of the 
proposed project).  This adjustment would be necessary, especially at the intersections where 
roadway striping would be modified.  Signal timing adjustment could reduce traffic impacts at 
impacted intersections.  (LADOT routinely makes traffic signal timing changes and signal 
optimization on an as-needed basis to accommodate the changes in traffic volumes to reduce 
congestion and delay in the City.) 

T2   The City shall implement appropriate TDM measures in the City of Los Angeles including 
potential trip-reducing measures such as bike share strategies, bike parking, expansion of car share 
programs near high density areas, bus stop improvements (e.g. shelters and “next bus” 
technologies), crosswalk improvements, pedestrian wayfinding signage, etc.   
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SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts related to transportation were determined to be significant without mitigation.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures T1 and T2 would ensure that mitigation measures would be completed to reduce the 
level of impacts and that detailed analyses would be completed for projects that could result in transportation 
impacts.  However, since the implementation of Mitigation Measures T1 and T2 cannot be certain to reduce 
the level of impacts to less than significant, the proposed project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact related to level of service of roadways within the City based on current thresholds.   

Mitigation Measures T1 and T2 are consistent with the Mayor's Office and LADOT’s Great Streets for Los 
Angeles Strategic Plan.  Specifically, the Strategic Plan stresses the importance of creating safe, accessible 
transportation services and infrastructure while protecting neighborhoods from traffic intrusion and vehicle 
speeding.  It also includes the implementation of real-time traffic information and more efficient allocation of 
the street to support local foot traffic and better manage freight traffic.       

SB 743 directs the Office of Planning and Research to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish 
new criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for 
traffic level of service.  Since this guidance is not yet defined, the transportation analysis in this document 
relies on the legal context and policy framework in place at the time of project initiation.  It is possible that 
some or all of the impacts related to vehicular LOS that are considered significant under the current legal and 
policy framework would no longer be considered significant if analyzed using the new criteria. 

IMPACT 4.1-3 The proposed project would have a significant impact related to neighborhood 
intrusion as it could exceed established thresholds.  This is a significant adverse impact. 

Under Project conditions, the share of roadway links projected to operate at LOS E or F exceeds the share for 
both Existing traffic conditions and Future No Project conditions in both the AM and PM peak periods.  The 
“volume-weighted” average of the V/C ratio under Project conditions for all of the analyzed roadway 
segments also exceeds that of both the Existing traffic conditions and Future No Project conditions in both 
the AM and PM peak periods.  On BEN and TEN roadways, converting selected vehicle travel lanes to 
transit lanes or bicycle lanes reduces the capacity available to vehicular traffic, increasing the V/C ratio.  
Although some of this increase is offset by a reduction in vehicular traffic due to shifts to other modes and 
routes (see discussion of Vehicle Trips below), motorists would continue to drive on BEN and TEN 
roadways.  V/C ratios would also increase on some roadways parallel to the BEN and TEN when motorists 
divert to other routes.   

The proposed project could increase ADT volume on local residential streets in amounts equal to or greater 
than the following: 

ADT increase ≥ 16% where final ADT would be < 1,000 
ADT increase ≥ 12% where final ADT would be ≥ 1,000 and < 2,000 
ADT increase ≥ 10% where final ADT would be ≥ 2,000 and < 3,000 
ADT increase ≥ 8% where final ADT would be ≥ 3,000 

The EIR modeling analysis accounts for potential redistribution of vehicular traffic from highly congested 
links to links that have more available capacity. While not every local street is included in the model, the 
cumulative effect of cut-through traffic is accounted for on the modeled links. Along roadways where the 
proposed project would cause significant traffic congestion, diversion of trips could occur onto adjacent 
parallel routes. It is anticipated that diversion would not occur on streets that operate at LOS D or better 
during peak periods because the average delay is not substantial. However, for the street segments where the 
LOS would degrade from D to E or F, some trips could divert to adjacent streets to avoid longer travel times 
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through congested locations. Travel route changes on the City’s arterial and collector roadways have been 
captured through the travel model’s peak hour forecasts and LOS results. The extent to which trips would 
divert to adjacent local roadways, and specific roadway segments that may experience an increase in trips 
due to diversion from parallel routes, cannot be precisely defined at this time given the broad scope of the 
project and the uncertainty around the final design options that may be implemented.  Therefore, impacts 
cannot be precisely determined. However, it is anticipated that increased traffic could occur on local 
roadways. Therefore the proposed project could result in a significant impact related to neighborhood 
intrusion. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

T3 In areas where implementation of the proposed project could potentially result in diversion of 
traffic to adjacent residential streets, LADOT shall monitor traffic on identified residential streets, 
upon request submitted through the Council Office, to determine if traffic diversion occurs. If 
traffic on residential streets is found to be significantly impacted, in accordance with LADOT’s 
Traffic Study Policies and procedures, LADOT will work with neighborhood residents to identify 
and implement appropriate traffic calming measures. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

The implementation of Mitigation Measure T3 would reduce the level of impact related to neighborhood 
intrusion but impacts could remain significant.  Mitigation Measure T3 is consistent with the Mayor's Office 
and LADOT’s Great Streets for Los Angeles Strategic Plan that identifies the need to protecting 
neighborhoods from traffic intrusion and vehicle speeding. 

IMPACT 4.1-4 The proposed project would have a significant impact related to CMP freeway 
segments, as it would increase the volume to capacity ratio on some freeway segments 
(already at or ending at, LOS F) by more than 2%.  This is a significant adverse 
impact. 

The CMP is a state-mandated program administered by Metro’s 2010 Congestion Management Program for 
Los Angeles County that provides a mechanism for coordinating land use and development decisions.  CMP 
requires establishment of LOS standards to measure congestion at specific monitoring locations on the 
freeway and arterial systems.  LOS ranges from LOS A to F, with LOS A representing free-flow conditions 
and LOS F representing a high level of congestion.  As previously described, the CMP was implemented by 
Metro to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the regional transportation system.  Since MP 
2035 is not resulting in land use changes within the City of Los Angeles, the CMP analysis is not required.  
However, for the purposes of showing changes in travel demand on the state highway system within the City, 
the CMP analysis was conducted for the CMP freeway segments.   

There are 28 CMP freeway monitoring locations within the City of Los Angeles.  Data from the Performance 
Measurement System (PeMS) along with the City of Los Angeles’ Travel Demand Model were used for 
evaluating freeway mainline segments at the CMP locations in the City of Los Angeles.  Morning and 
evening peak hour information and traffic volumes per direction were collected from the model. 

In accordance with the CMP guidelines, freeway (mainline) operating conditions during peak periods were 
evaluated using the general procedures established by the CMP.  Freeway mainline LOS is estimated with 
calculation of the V/C ratio.  Calculation of LOS based on V/C ratios is a surrogate for the speed-based LOS 
used by Caltrans for traffic operational analysis.  The LOS criteria for freeway segments using V/C ratios as 
the performance measure are shown in Table 4.1-21.   
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TABLE 4.1-21:  LEVEL OF SERVICE THRESHOLDS FOR CMP FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS 
Level of Service Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 

A 0.00-0.35 
B >0.35-0.54 
C >0.54-0.77 
D >0.77-0.93 
E >0.93-1.00 

F(0) >1.00-1.25 
F(1) >1.25-1.35 
F(2) >1.35-1.45 
F(3) >1.45 

SOURCE: Metro, Congestion Management Program, 2010. 

 

Capacity was determined based on the existing number of lanes and a single-lane capacity of 2,000 vehicles 
per hour per lane.  Highways and roadways designated in the CMP network are required to operate at LOS E, 
except where Future No Project LOS is worse than LOS E.  In such cases, the Future No Project LOS is the 
standard and any increase in V/C ratio ≥ 0.02 is an impact. 

Freeway segment volumes based on Caltrans PeMS data were used to establish the CMP LOS conditions 
during the PM peak hour for existing conditions.  The analysis was then performed to evaluate Project 
conditions for the 28 CMP freeway-monitoring locations within the City of Los Angeles.  Data from the City 
of Los Angeles’ Travel Demand Model were used for evaluating freeway mainline segments at the CMP 
locations in the City of Los Angeles under Project conditions.  Evening peak hour information and traffic 
volumes per direction were collected from the model.  Future No Project volumes were calculated as the 
difference between the model Future No Project volumes and the model Existing volumes added to the 
existing freeway segment volumes based on PeMS data.  Similarly, Future With Project volumes were 
calculated as the difference between the model Future With Project volumes and the model Existing volumes 
added to the existing freeway segment volumes based on PeMS data.  Southbound data were not available 
for CMP freeway monitoring location 1045 on Harbor Freeway (I-110) south of C Street from PeMS. 

Table 4.1-22 presents the freeway segment LOS for each of the 28 CMP freeway monitoring locations 
within the City of Los Angeles under both Existing and Future With Project conditions.  This analysis 
concludes that five CMP freeway segments in the City of Los Angeles are reported to operate LOS F during 
the PM peak hour under Future With Project conditions based on the CMP methodology (highlighted in grey 
in Table 4.1-22). 

The required CMP methodology compares the typical lane capacity for a freeway mainline segment to the 
number of vehicles traveling on the segment during the peak hour.  Due to bottlenecks in the freeway 
network, vehicle demand can often exceed vehicle throughput resulting in significant reductions in travel 
speeds and extensive vehicle queuing.  When this situation occurs, the number of vehicles passing a CMP 
monitoring location may be substantially lower than the actual vehicle demand for that location.  This results 
in an artificially low traffic count at the CMP monitoring station, that when compared to the typical lane 
capacity, can show better operations (i.e., a lower V/C) than experienced by drivers.      

As defined by the CMP, a significant impact occurs when a project increases traffic demand on a CMP 
facility by 2 percent of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already at 
LOS F, a significant impact occurs when a project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 2 percent of 
capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02).  Since bottlenecks in the freeway network are resulting in artificially low vehicle 
counts at some CMP monitoring stations and vehicle LOS experienced by drivers is worse than reported 
based on the CMP methodology, increases in V/C ≥ 0.02 for facilities shown to be operating at LOS E or 
better (highlighted in grey in Table 4.1-22) may also experience a significant impact resulting from the 
proposed project.   
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TABLE 4.1-22: CMP FREEWAY ANALYSIS – EXISTING AND FUTURE WITH PROJECT PM PEAK 
HOUR CONDITIONS 

CMP Station Direction Lanes Capacity 

Existing Conditions 
Future With Project 

Conditions 
Change 
in V/C Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS 

1001 
Glendale Freeway 
(SR-2) 
Round Top Drive 
Postmile R17.78 

NB 5 10,000 6,702 0.670 C 6,283 0.628 C -0.042 

SB 5 10,000 3,623 0.362 B 3,947 0.395 B 0.032 

1004 
Golden State Fwy 
(I-5) 
Stadium Wy 
Postmile 21.8 

NB 5 10,000 9,155 0.916 D 9,977 0.998 E 0.082 

SB 5 10,000 5,613 0.561 C 6,938 0.694 C 0.133 

1005 
Golden State Fwy 
(I-5) 
s/o Colorado Blvd 
Ext 
Postmile 25.5 

NB 5 10,000 8,264 0.826 D 8,435 0.843 D 0.017 

SB 5 10,000 7,491 0.749 C 8,496 0.850 D 0.101 

1007 
Golden State Fwy 
(I-5) 
n/o Jct Rte 170 @ 
Osborne St 
Postmile 36.9 

NB 6 12,000 6,784 0.565 C 6,722 0.560 C -0.005 

SB 6 12,000 8,132 0.678 C 8,650 0.721 C 0.043 

1011 
Santa Monica Fwy 
(I-10) 
e/o Overland Ave 
Postmile R6.75 

EB 5 10,000 5,661 0.566 C 6,308 0.631 C 0.065 

WB 4 8,000 7,024 0.878 D 7,354 0.919 D 0.041 

1012 
Santa Monica Fwy 
(I-10) 
e/o La Brea Ave 
UC 
Postmile R10.71 

EB 5 10,000 6,174 0.617 C 7,100 0.710 C 0.093 

WB 5 10,000 7,231 0.723 C 7,716 0.772 D 0.049 

1013 
Santa Monica Fwy 
(I-10) 
Budlong Ave 
Postmile R13.53 

EB 6.25 12,500 6,418 0.513 B 7,293 0.583 C 0.070 

WB 6.25 12,500 6,958 0.557 C 7,526 0.602 C 0.045 

1014 
San Bernadino 
Fwy (I-10) 
@ East LA City 
Limit 
Postmile 19.67 

EB 6 12,000 6,599 0.550 C 7,272 0.606 C 0.056 

WB 6 12,000 5,078 0.423 B 6,009 0.501 B 0.078 

1036 
Hollywood Fwy  
(I-101) 
n/o Vignes St 
Postmile 0.46 

NB 4 8,000 8,384 1.048 F(0) 9,429 1.179 F(0) 0.131 

SB 4 8,000 6,490 0.811 D 7,305 0.913 D 0.102 

1037 
Hollywood Fwy (I-
101) 
s/o Santa Monica 
Blvd 
Postmile 5.2 

NB 4 8,000 6,124 0.766 C 6,786 0.848 D 0.083 

SB 4 8,000 7,222 0.903 D 8,416 1.052 F(0) 0.149 
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TABLE 4.1-22: CMP FREEWAY ANALYSIS – EXISTING AND FUTURE WITH PROJECT PM PEAK 
HOUR CONDITIONS 

CMP Station Direction Lanes Capacity 

Existing Conditions 
Future With Project 

Conditions 
Change 
in V/C Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS 

1038 
Ventura Fwy  
(I-101) 
Coldwater Canyon 
Ave 
Postmile 13.98 

NB 5 10,000 7,758 0.776 D 8,128 0.813 D 0.037 

SB 5 10,000 7,804 0.780 D 8,502 0.850 D 0.070 

1039 
Ventura Fwy  
(I-101) 
Winnetka Ave 
Postmile 23.4 

NB 5 10,000 7,819 0.782 D 9,077 0.908 D 0.126 

SB 5 10,000 7,985 0.799 D 8,401 0.840 D 0.042 

1041 
Century Fwy (I-
105) 
e/o Sepulveda 
Blvd (Jct Rte 1) 
Postmile R1.00 

EB 3 6,000 2,617 0.436 B 2,758 0.460 B 0.024 

WB 3 6,000 2,717 0.453 B 2,611 0.435 B -0.018 

1045 
Harbor Fwy (I-110) 
Wilmington s/o C 
St 
Postmile 2.77 

NB 4 8,000 2,584 0.323 A 2,982 0.373 B 0.050 

SB 4 8,000 N/A  N/A N/A  435 0.054 A  N/A  

1046 
Harbor Fwy (I-110) 
Manchester Blvd 
Postmile 15.88 

NB 6 12,000 6,963 0.580 C 7,511 0.626 C 0.046 

SB 6 12,000 8,224 0.685 C 8,489 0.707 C 0.022 

1047 
Harbor Fwy (I-110) 
Slauson Ave 
Postmile 17.95 

NB 6 12,000 6,665 0.555 C 7,357 0.613 C 0.058 

SB 6 12,000 6,726 0.561 C 7,168 0.597 C 0.037 

1048 
Harbor Fwy (I-110) 
s/o Rte 101 
Postmile 23.96 

NB 4 8,000 6,878 0.860 D 7,881 0.985 E 0.125 

SB 4 8,000 6,944 0.868 D 8,095 1.012 F(0) 0.144 

1049 
Harbor Fwy (I-110) 
@ Alpine St 
Postmile 23.96 

NB 3 6,000 5,061 0.844 D 5,570 0.928 D 0.085 

SB 3 6,000 5,328 0.888 D 6,034 1.006 F(0) 0.118 

1052 
Ronald Reagan 
Fwy (SR-118) 
e/o Woodley Ave 
Postmile R9.10 

EB 6 12,000 5,959 0.497 B 7,306 0.609 C 0.112 

WB 6 12,000 7,327 0.611 C 8,868 0.739 C 0.128 

1053 
Ronald Reagan 
Fwy (SR-118) 
w/o Jct Rte 210 
Postmile R13.44 

EB 4 8,000 5,126 0.641 C 5,537 0.692 C 0.051 

WB 4 8,000 4,948 0.619 C 6,947 0.868 D 0.250 

1054 
SR-134 
@ Forman Ave 
Postmile 1.26 

EB 5 10,000 5,959 0.596 C 6,280 0.628 C 0.032 

WB 5 10,000 6,130 0.613 C 6,747 0.675 C 0.062 

1057 
Hollywood Fwy 
(SR-170) 
s/o Sherman Wy 
Postmile R17.62 

NB 5 10,000 4,188 0.419 B 4,813 0.481 B 0.063 

SB 5 10,000 2,490 0.249 A 2,473 0.247 A -0.002 
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TABLE 4.1-22: CMP FREEWAY ANALYSIS – EXISTING AND FUTURE WITH PROJECT PM PEAK 
HOUR CONDITIONS 

CMP Station Direction Lanes Capacity 

Existing Conditions 
Future With Project 

Conditions 
Change 
in V/C Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS 

1058 
Foothill Fwy (I-
210) 
e/o Polk St 
Postmile R3.57 

EB 3 6,000 2,205 0.368 B 392 0.065 A -0.302 

WB 3 6,000 4,013 0.669 C 6,046 1.008 F(0) 0.339 

1059 
Foothill Fwy (I-
210) 
@ Terra Bella St 
Postmile R7.19 

EB 4 8,000 5,575 0.697 C 5,052 0.632 C -0.065 

WB 4 8,000 4,205 0.526 B 5,736 0.717 C 0.191 

1069 
San Diego Fwy (I-
405) 
n/o La Tijera Blvd 
Postmile 24.27 

NB 5 10,000 6,829 0.683 C 7,026 0.703 C 0.020 

SB 5 10,000 8,001 0.800 D 7,937 0.794 D -0.006 

1070 
San Diego Fwy (I-
405) 
n/o Venice Blvd 
Postmile 28.3 

NB 5 10,000 6,054 0.605 C 6,668 0.667 C 0.061 

SB 5 10,000 7,852 0.785 D 8,155 0.815 D 0.030 

1071 
San Diego Fwy (I-
405) 
s/o Mullholland Dr 
Postmile 35.81 

NB 5 10,000 7,811 0.781 D 8,423 0.842 D 0.061 

SB 5 10,000 5,369 0.537 B 6,099 0.610 C 0.073 

1072 
San Diego Fwy (I-
405) 
n/o Roscoe Blvd 
Postmile 44.27 

NB 5 10,000 5,818 0.582 C 6,335 0.633 C 0.052 

SB 5 10,000 4,974 0.497 B 5,318 0.532 B 0.034 

N/A: Not Available. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 

 

Table 4.1-23 presents the freeway segment LOS for each of the 28 CMP freeway monitoring locations 
within the City of Los Angeles under both Future No Project and Future With Project conditions.  This 
analysis concluded that five CMP freeway segments in the City of Los Angeles are reported to operate at 
unacceptable LOS (LOS F) during the PM peak under Future With Project conditions based on the CMP 
methodology (highlighted in grey in Table 4.1-23), while only one CMP freeway segment (also highlighted 
in grey) is expected to operate at LOS F under Future No Project conditions.  Since bottlenecks in the 
freeway network are resulting in artificially low vehicle counts at some CMP monitoring stations and vehicle 
LOS experienced by drivers is worse than reported based on the CMP methodology, increases in V/C ≥ 0.02 
for facilities shown to be operating at LOS E or better (highlighted in grey in Table 4.1-23) may also 
experience a significant impact resulting from the proposed project.     
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TABLE 4.1-23:  CMP FREEWAY ANALYSIS –  FUTURE NO PROJECT AND FUTURE WITH PROJECT 
PM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS 

CMP Station Direction Lanes Capacity 

Future No Project 
Conditions Future With Project Conditions 

Change 
in V/C Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS 

1001 
Glendale 
Freeway (SR-2) 
Round Top Drive 
Postmile R17.78 

NB 5 10,000  6,430 0.643 C 6,283 0.628 C -0.015 

SB 5 10,000  4,038 0.404 B 3,947 0.395 B -0.009 

1004 
Golden State 
Fwy (I-5) 
Stadium Wy 
Postmile 21.8 

NB 5 10,000  9,149 0.915 D 9,977 0.998 E 0.083 

SB 5 10,000  6,221 0.622 C 6,938 0.694 C 0.072 

1005 
Golden State 
Fwy (I-5) 
s/o Colorado 
Blvd Ext 
Postmile 25.5 

NB 5 10,000  8,522 0.852 D 8,435 0.843 D -0.009 

SB 5 10,000  8,477 0.848 D 8,496 0.850 D 0.002 

1007 
Golden State 
Fwy (I-5) 
n/o Jct Rte 170 
@ Osborne St 
Postmile 36.9 

NB 6 12,000  5,937 0.495 B 6,722 0.560 C 0.065 

SB 6 12,000  8,306 0.692 C 8,650 0.721 C 0.029 

1011 
Santa Monica 
Fwy (I-10) 
e/o Overland Ave 
Postmile R6.75 

EB 5 10,000  6,038 0.604 C 6,308 0.631 C 0.027 

WB 4 8,000  7,050 0.881 D 7,354 0.919 D 0.038 

1012 
Santa Monica 
Fwy (I-10) 
e/o La Brea Ave 
UC 
Postmile R10.71 

EB 5 10,000  6,567 0.657 C 7,100 0.710 C 0.053 

WB 5 10,000  7,473 0.747 C 7,716 0.772 D 0.024 

1013 
Santa Monica 
Fwy (I-10) 
Budlong Ave 
Postmile R13.53 

EB 6.25 12,500  6,855 0.548 C 7,293 0.583 C 0.035 

WB 6.25 12,500  7,210 0.577 C 7,526 0.602 C 0.025 

1014 
San Bernadino 
Fwy (I-10) 
@ East LA City 
Limit 
Postmile 19.67 

EB 6 12,000  1,698 0.142 A 7,272 0.606 C 0.464 

WB 6 12,000  1,942 0.162 A 6,009 0.501 B 0.339 

1036 
Hollywood Fwy 
(I-101) 
n/o Vignes St 
Postmile 0.46 

NB 4 8,000  9,045 1.131 F(0) 9,429 1.179 F(0) 0.048 

SB 4 8,000  6,472 0.809 D 7,305 0.913 D 0.104 

1037 
Hollywood Fwy 
(I-101) 
s/o Santa Monica 
Blvd 
Postmile 5.2 

NB 4 8,000  6,327 0.791 D 6,786 0.848 D 0.057 

SB 4 8,000  5,317 0.665 C 8,416 1.052 F(0) 0.387 

1038 
Ventura Fwy  
(I-101) 
Coldwater 
Canyon Ave 
Postmile 13.98 

NB 5 10,000  8,268 0.827 D 8,128 0.813 D -0.014 

SB 5 10,000  8,105 0.810 D 8,502 0.850 D 0.040 
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TABLE 4.1-23:  CMP FREEWAY ANALYSIS –  FUTURE NO PROJECT AND FUTURE WITH PROJECT 
PM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS 

CMP Station Direction Lanes Capacity 

Future No Project 
Conditions Future With Project Conditions 

Change 
in V/C Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS 

1039 
Ventura Fwy  
(I-101) 
Winnetka Ave 
Postmile 23.4 

NB 5 10,000  8,932 0.893 D 9,077 0.908 D 0.015 

SB 5 10,000  8,591 0.859 D 8,401 0.840 D -0.019 

1041 
Century Fwy  
(I-105) 
e/o Sepulveda 
Blvd (Jct Rte 1) 
Postmile R1.00 

EB 3 6,000  2,779 0.463 B 2,758 0.460 B -0.003 

WB 3 6,000  2,646 0.441 B 2,611 0.435 B -0.006 

1045 
Harbor Fwy 
 (I-110) 
Wilmington s/o C 
St 
Postmile 2.77 

NB 4 8,000  2,724 0.340 A 2,982 0.373 B 0.032 

SB 4 8,000  -18 -
0.002 A 435 0.054 A 0.057 

1046 
Harbor Fwy  
(I-110) 
Manchester Blvd 
Postmile 15.88 

NB 6 12,000  7,507 0.626 C 7,511 0.626 C 0.000 

SB 6 12,000  8,391 0.699 C 8,489 0.707 C 0.008 

1047 
Harbor Fwy  
(I-110) 
Slauson Ave 
Postmile 17.95 

NB 6 12,000  7,183 0.599 C 7,357 0.613 C 0.015 

SB 6 12,000  6,920 0.577 C 7,168 0.597 C 0.021 

1048 
Harbor Fwy  
(I-110) 
s/o Rte 101 
Postmile 23.96 

NB 4 8,000  7,101 0.888 D 7,881 0.985 E 0.097 

SB 4 8,000  4,453 0.557 C 8,095 1.012 F(0) 0.455 

1049 
Harbor Fwy  
(I-110) 
@ Alpine St 
Postmile 23.96 

NB 3 6,000  5,180 0.863 D 5,570 0.928 D 0.065 

SB 3 6,000  5,658 0.943 E 6,034 1.006 F(0) 0.063 

1052 
Ronald Reagan 
Fwy (SR-118) 
e/o Woodley Ave 
Postmile R9.10 

EB 6 12,000  6,663 0.555 C 7,306 0.609 C 0.054 

WB 6 12,000  8,047 0.671 C 8,868 0.739 C 0.068 

1053 
Ronald Reagan 
Fwy (SR-118) 
w/o Jct Rte 210 
Postmile R13.44 

EB 4 8,000  5,218 0.652 C 5,537 0.692 C 0.040 

WB 4 8,000  6,145 0.768 C 6,947 0.868 D 0.100 

1054 
SR-134 
@ Forman Ave 
Postmile 1.26 

EB 5 10,000  5,910 0.591 C 6,280 0.628 C 0.037 

WB 5 10,000  6,435 0.643 C 6,747 0.675 C 0.031 

1057 
Hollywood Fwy 
(SR-170) 
s/o Sherman Wy 
Postmile R17.62 

NB 5 10,000  4,459 0.446 B 4,813 0.481 B 0.035 

SB 5 10,000  3,546 0.355 B 2,473 0.247 A -0.107 
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TABLE 4.1-23:  CMP FREEWAY ANALYSIS –  FUTURE NO PROJECT AND FUTURE WITH PROJECT 
PM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS 

CMP Station Direction Lanes Capacity 

Future No Project 
Conditions Future With Project Conditions 

Change 
in V/C Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS Volume V/C 

CMP 
LOS 

1058 
Foothill Fwy (I-
210) 
e/o Polk St 
Postmile R3.57 

EB 3 6,000  128 0.021 A 392 0.065 A 0.044 

WB 3 6,000  5,609 0.935 E 6,046 1.008 F(0) 0.073 

1059 
Foothill Fwy (I-
210) 
@ Terra Bella St 
Postmile R7.19 

EB 4 8,000  5,017 0.627 C 5,052 0.632 C 0.004 

WB 4 8,000  5,449 0.681 C 5,736 0.717 C 0.036 

1069 
San Diego Fwy 
(I-405) 
n/o La Tijera Blvd 
Postmile 24.27 

NB 5 10,000  6,671 0.667 C 7,026 0.703 C 0.035 

SB 5 10,000  7,454 0.745 C 7,937 0.794 D 0.048 

1070 
San Diego Fwy 
(I-405) 
n/o Venice Blvd 
Postmile 28.3 

NB 5 10,000  6,327 0.633 C 6,668 0.667 C 0.034 

SB 5 10,000  7,482 0.748 C 8,155 0.815 D 0.067 

1071 
San Diego Fwy 
(I-405) 
s/o Mullholland 
Dr 
Postmile 35.81 

NB 5 10,000  8,143 0.814 D 8,423 0.842 D 0.028 

SB 5 10,000  5,965 0.596 C 6,099 0.610 C 0.013 

1072 
San Diego Fwy 
(I-405) 
n/o Roscoe Blvd 
Postmile 44.27 

NB 5 10,000  5,902 0.590 C 6,335 0.633 C 0.043 

SB 5 10,000  5,000 0.500 B 5,318 0.532 B 0.032 

N/A: Not Available. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

T4   In areas where the implementation of the proposed project could potentially affect transportation 
systems managed by other agencies, such as Caltrans or Metro, or neighboring jurisdictions, the 
City of Los Angeles shall coordinate with these entities to identify transportation improvements in 
accordance with the goals and policies of MP 2035 and seek opportunities to jointly pursue 
funding.  Mobility solutions shall be focused on safety, enhancing mobility options, improving 
access to active modes, and implementing TDM measures to achieve both local and regional 
transportation and sustainability goals. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

The implementation of Mitigation Measure T4 would reduce the level of impact related to freeways and the 
CMP but impacts could remain significant. The proposed project could still have a significant impact related 
to CMP freeway segments as it could continue exceed the established threshold.  
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IMPACT 4.1-5 The proposed project would have a potentially significant impact as it could result in 
inadequate emergency vehicle access.  This is a potentially significant impact. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) in collaboration with LADOT has developed a FPS, a system that 
automatically turns traffic lights to green for emergency vehicles traveling on designated streets in the City.12  
The City of Los Angeles has over 205 miles of routes equipped with FPS. Where segment-level LOS would 
be significantly impacted, emergency vehicles may also be significantly impacted due to the project’s 
location in a congested area of Los Angeles.  Since the proposed project could contribute to increased delay 
for drivers in the areas of proposed change, and include design elements that impede emergency access, the 
proposed project would have a potentially significant impact related to inadequate emergency vehicle access. 

While the project would impact segment-level LOS, there is not a direct relationship between predicted 
travel delay and response times as California state law does require drivers to yield the right-of-way to 
emergency vehicles and even permits emergency vehicles to use opposing lane of travel, or the center turn 
lanes. In addition, many of the roadway configurations as shown in the Complete Streets Design Guide 
would include continuous center left turn lanes, which facilitate emergency access when the thru lanes 
experience delays. In some instances, a roadway reconfiguration could improve emergency access where a 
continuous center left turn lane is introduced where it did not previously exist.   Generally, multi-lane 
roadways allow the emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit other traffic to maneuver out of 
the path of the emergency vehicle. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

T5 LADOT, LAFD and DCP shall coordinate and review design plans involving lane reallocation to 
ensure that emergency response access is adequately maintained (for example by expanding the 
Fire Preemption System). 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

LAFD has a mandate to protect public safety and must respond to changing circumstances and therefore 
would act to maintain response times. The proposed project together with cumulative growth would increase 
congestion, which could impede emergency access. The steps that LAFD would have to take to maintain 
public safety are not reasonably foreseeable at this time.  Options available to LAFD include expanding the 
Fire Preemption System, increasing staffing levels and adding new fire stations(s) to underserved areas.  Any 
construction impacts associated with new fire protection facilities would be within the impacts discussed in 
this document.  Depending on the location of new fire protection facilities operational impacts (primarily 
noise) could occur; however, such impacts are unforeseeable at this time.  Because CEQA requires 
comparison to existing conditions, and a number of factors will contribute to the need for new LAFD 
facilities, including project actions, and because it is not possible to foresee all potential stressors to the fire 
protection system to which the project would contribute, in the interests of being conservative even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure T5, impacts are considered potentially significant. 

                                                           
12Training Bulletin: Traffic Signal Preemption System for Emergency Vehicles, Los Angeles Fire Department, Bulletin No. 

133, October, 2008. 
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IMPACT 4.1-6 The proposed project would not have a significant impact as it would not substantially 
disrupt existing public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or interfere with planned 
facilities, or create conflicts or inconsistencies with adopted public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian system plans, guidelines, policies, or standards.  This is a less than 
significant impact. 

The proposed project establishes a variety of multi-modal initiatives to provide a system that offers multiple 
transportation options, supports the strong link between land use and transportation, and advocates for continued 
growth, to accommodate a variety of uses, in proximity to transit stations and major bus stops.  MP 2035 
contains goals, objectives, and policies that support travel by all modes, including public transit, bicycling, and 
walking. 

Public Transit Facilities. The TEN includes improvements such as infrastructure improvements in the right-
of-way, signal timing and technology improvements, and stop enhancements that would help to reduce 
delays for transit vehicles; provide reliable and frequent transit service that is convenient and safe; increase 
transit mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments 
with the identity of the surrounding street.  

The proposed project contains numerous policies designed to increase the access to and effectiveness of the 
City’s public transit facilities, including a multimodal access campaign, bus arrival information, improved 
boarding and alighting locations, transit coordination with neighboring jurisdictions, feeder bus service, 
transit coordination with major events, shuttle bus programs, multimodal mobility hubs, reduced parking 
requirements in transit areas, and transit neighborhood plans.  The proposed project would not disrupt any 
existing or planned transit facilities or create conflicts or inconsistencies with adopted transit plans, 
guidelines, policies, or standards.  Therefore, no impact related to the transit system would occur. 

Bicycle Facilities.  The proposed project includes a BEN and Bicycle Lane Network that would work in 
conjunction with existing paths and neighborhood facilities to provide a low-stress network of bikeways for 
all types of riders.  Streets on the BEN would receive treatments beyond a regular bicycle lane or shared lane 
marking, such as buffered lanes, cycle tracks, and intersection enhancements. 

The proposed project establishes policies and actions that create support for bicycling and use of the bicycle 
network, including a multimodal access campaign, improved wayfinding, annual bicycle counts, bicycle 
parking, on-street bicycle corrals, street openings, programming to support bicycling by students, bike racks 
on-board transit vehicles, bicycle path enhancements, bicycle valet at special events, a bicycle sharing 
program, and multimodal mobility hubs.  The proposed project would not disrupt any existing or planned 
bicycle facilities, or create conflicts or inconsistencies with adopted bicycle system plans, guidelines, 
policies, or standards.  Therefore, no impact related to the bicycle circulation system would occur. 

Pedestrian Facilities.  The proposed project includes PEDs near schools, transit stations, areas of high 
pedestrian activity, and areas with high collision frequency, or other placemaking opportunities.  The PEDs 
typically include way-finding, street trees, pedestrian-scaled street lighting, enhanced crosswalks at all legs 
of the intersection, automatic pedestrian signals, reduced crossing lengths, wider sidewalks, and specialty 
paving and seating areas where special maintenance funding exists.  

The proposed project places a major emphasis on walking in Los Angeles, acknowledging that every trip, 
regardless of mode, includes walking and that pedestrians are the most vulnerable roadway users.  MP 2035 
supports walking through numerous specific policies for streets, land uses, and urban design that all support 
an active and high quality pedestrian environment.  Some of these improvements include pedestrian street 
lighting, annual pedestrian counts, collision monitoring and analysis, streamlined installation standards for 
pedestrian facilities, mid-block crossing enhancements, standards to ensure safe pedestrian passage through 
construction areas, adjustment of signal timing to allow more time for pedestrian crossings, incentives to 
retrofit parking lots and structures with pedestrian design features, and partnering with Safe Routes to School 
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initiatives.  The MP 2035 would not disrupt existing pedestrian facilities or interfere with planned pedestrian 
facilities, or create conflicts or inconsistencies with adopted pedestrian system plans, guidelines, policies, or 
standards.  Therefore, no impact related to the pedestrian circulation system would occur. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

IMPACT 4.1-7 The proposed project would not substantially change transportation safety.  This is a 
less than significant impact. 

None of the transportation system improvements proposed in the project would introduce new safety hazards 
at intersections or along roadway segments, as most would be designed to improve safety for all roadway 
users.  Therefore, from a programmatic perspective, no impact related to safety would occur. 

The implementation of bicycle facilities associated with the MP 2035 is anticipated to improve safety and 
health outcomes for bicyclists and other road users.  Automobile speed is a major factor in the severity of 
collisions with bicyclists and pedestrians, the most vulnerable roadway users. Collisions with a vehicle 
traveling at 20 miles per hour results in a 5 percent pedestrian fatality rate, and fatalities increase to 40, 80 
and 100 percent when the vehicle speed increases to 30, 40 and 50 miles per hour respectively.13 Bicycle 
lanes, when accompanied by travel lane reductions can help reduce over-all vehicle speed.14 When modified 
from four travel lanes to two travel lanes with a two-way left-turn lane, research along 45 corridors 
throughout the country has found a range of 19 percent to 47 percent reduction in all roadway crashes. The 
Federal Highway Administration assigns a crash modification factor of road diets of 29 percent, meaning the 
implementation of the road diet should reduce approximately one third of traffic collisions. The upgrade to 
fully protected bicycle lanes or cycle tracks has been shown to reduce the risk of injury by 90 percent.15 

The bicyclist and pedestrian improvements envisioned in the MP 2035 are also anticipated to increase the 
number and visibility of bicyclists and pedestrians on the City’s transportation network. Of 68 cities across 
California with highest per capita pedestrian and bicycle collisions, per capita injury rates to pedestrians and 
bicyclists are shown to fall precipitously as the number of bicyclists increases, revealing a non-linear 
relationship between bicycle safety and the level of bicycling.16 This study showed as much as an eightfold 
variation of collisions (expressed as a percentage of those that bike or walk to work) in comparing low and 
high bicycling cities. The underlying reason for this pattern is that motorists drive slower when bicyclists and 
pedestrians are visible either in number or frequency, and drive faster when few pedestrians and bicyclists 
are present, resulting in higher overall travel speeds.  This effect of modified driving behavior is consistent 
with other research focused on 24 California cities that shows that higher bicycling rates among the 
population generally show a much lower risk of fatal crashes for all road users.17  Comparing these low 
versus high bicycling communities, there was a ten-fold reduction in fatality rate for motorists, and eleven-
fold reduction in fatality rate for pedestrians, and an almost fifty-fold reduction in fatality rate for bicyclists.18  

                                                           
13U. S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Literature Review on Vehicle 

Travel Speeds and Pedestrian Injuries. DOT HS 809 021, 1999. 
14FHWA website.  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/10053/index.cfm. 
15Kay Teschke et al. Route Infrastructure and the Risk of Injuries to Bicyclists: A Case-Crossover Study. American Journal 

of Public Health, 2012. 
16Jacobsen, P.L. 2003. Safety in Numbers: More Walkers and Bicyclists, Safety Walking and Bicycling. Injury Prevention 

9~3!:205–209.  
17Marshall, Wesley E., N. W. Garrick. 2011. Evidence on Why Bike-Friendly Cities Are Safer For All Road Users. 

Environmental Practice 13 (1) March 2011. 
18Ibid. 
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Inclusion of protected bicycle lanes, like those proposed in the MP 2035, further increases the level of safety. 
New York City implemented the first fully protected bike lanes in the country.  Protected bike lanes in New 
York City on 8th Avenue and 9th Avenue resulted in 35 percent and 58 percent decrease respectively in 
injuries to all road users.19  In the same study, implementation of bus/bike lanes in First and Second Avenues 
led to a 37 percent decrease in injury crashes.20  

There are no roadway-specific plans at this time.  It is anticipated that as community plans are revised and 
refined, the roadway network within each planning area will be refined in concert with land use changes.  
Without such detail, it is not possible, using available traffic analysis procedures, to estimate some types of 
impacts.  In addition, ongoing individual development proposals must be reviewed on a case-by-case basis as 
they arise and as details such as driveway locations or intersection modifications become known.  The City 
cannot address these project impacts in this Recirculated Draft EIR as it would be too speculative to try to 
determine how any particular development would be constructed.  In addition, Section 15145 of the CEQA 
Guidelines specifically states that if a particular impact or project is too speculative for evaluation, then 
analysis in the EIR is not required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

IMPACT 4.1-8  The proposed project would have a potentially significant impact as it could result 
in construction activities within major and/or secondary highway right-of-way 
which could necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more than one 
day; result in construction activities within collectors and/or local street right-of-
way which could necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more than 
seven days; result in the loss of regular vehicular or pedestrian access to an existing 
land use for more than one day; or result in the temporary loss for more than one 
day of an existing bus stop or rerouting of a bus route that serves local areas.  This 
is a potentially significant adverse impact. 

Construction-related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and 
limited duration.  Implementation of on-street improvements related to the enhanced networks would mostly 
consist of roadway restriping and limited changes to the physical configuration of curbs, and thus, would 
likely be short in duration lasting up to a few weeks.  Therefore, temporary and short-term construction 
related impacts would occur; however, these impacts would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

T6 Construction activities will be managed through the implementation of a traffic control plan to 
mitigate the impact of traffic disruption and to ensure the safety of all users of the affected 
roadway. The MP 2035 will address construction duration and activities and include measures 
such as operating a temporary traffic signal or using flagmen adjacent to construction activities, as 
appropriate. 

                                                           
19NY DOT, Measuring the Street: New Metrics for 21st Century Streets, 2012. 
20Ibid. 



City of Los Angeles MP 2035 4.1 Transportation, Parking & Safety 
Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

taha 2012-058 4.1-48 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

The implementation of Mitigation Measure T6 would reduce the level of impact related to construction to a 
less than significant level. 

PARKING 

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environment as 
defined by CEQA.  Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on the 
environment.  Environmental documents must address the secondary physical impacts that would be 
triggered by a social impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).  The social inconvenience of parking 
deficits, such as having to hunt for scare parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but there may be 
secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at intersections, air quality 
impacts, safety impacts, noise impacts caused by congestion, or land use impacts.  Also, loss of parking 
could result in land use changes (see Section 4.2 Land Use and Planning).  Analysis of the transportation 
network generally assumes that implementing the Bicycle Lane Network/BEN and TEN would result in the 
conversion of vehicle travel lanes, not on-street parking, to bicycle or transit lanes.  Implementation of the 
VEN does include conversion of on-street parking to vehicle travel lanes during peak periods in the case of 
the Moderate-treatment section of Balboa Boulevard and during the full day in the case of Comprehensive-
treatment sections of Alameda Street, Balboa Boulevard, Gaffey Street, La Cienega Boulevard, Nordoff 
Street, Olympic Boulevard, Pacific Coast Highway, Slauson Avenue, Sunset Boulevard, Topanga Canyon 
Boulevard, Victory Boulevard, to the extent that on-street parking currently exists along those sections. 

Transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for a 
parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find parking 
along study streets and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is unavailable.  The proposed 
project would result in a loss of parking spaces that could increase VMT if people drive farther to find 
parking or seek an alternate destination with more convenient parking.  However, this increased VMT would 
typically be off-set by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking 
conditions in a given area.  Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in 
parking are anticipated to be minor and other transportation analyses reasonably address potential secondary 
impacts.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant traffic impacts related to 
parking. 

In addition, the City’s establishment of MPR Districts (Ordinance No. 182242) allows for the modification of 
parking requirements within the MPR District to maintain the required number of parking spaces for any 
permitted use in the District, to allow off-site parking within 1,500 feet of the site, to reduce parking 
requirements for individual projects, to establish less restrictive parking requirements by use within the 
District, to establish more restrictive parking requirements by use within the District, to create a commercial 
parking credit program, or to establish maximum parking requirements within the District.  Potential land use 
impacts resulting from changes in parking are addressed by Mitigation Measure LU1 in Section 4.2 Land 
Use and Planning. 

OTHER METRICS 

As discussed above, OPR has developed draft guidance for revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish 
new criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and providing alternative metrics for 
traffic level of service.  The transportation analysis in this document relies on the legal context and policy 
framework in place at the time of project initiation.  As discussed above, impacts related to vehicular LOS 
that are considered significant under the current legal and policy framework would no longer be considered 
significant if analyzed using the new (currently draft) criteria.   
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Regarding Induced Vehicle Travel and Transportation Projects, overall the proposed project would reduce 
the vehicular capacity of the roadway network.  The implementation of the enhanced networks would require 
the repurposing of existing vehicular travel lanes into transit of bicycle facilities.  As presented in further 
detail below, the proposed project would result in an overall reduction of VMT.  Given this conclusion, the 
proposed project would not result in a significant transportation impact under the new CEQA guidance. 

As discussed above, the new draft guidance focuses on per-capita VMT.  Other potential metrics that could 
be considered in include total VMT, vehicle trips, and peak period mode split.  These alternate criteria are 
addressed below and provide as additional information for the project. Significance thresholds for these 
metrics have not been established by the City of Los Angeles. 

Mode Split.  Table 4.1-24 summarizes changes in peak period mode split among the Existing conditions, 
Future No Project, and Future With Project scenarios by APC and for the City as a whole, and Table 4.1-25 
summarizes the peak period person trips by mode.    

TABLE 4.1-24:  PEAK PERIOD MODE SPLIT 

Area Planning Commission 
Mode Split Percent Change 

Auto Transit Bike Walk Auto Transit Bike Walk
EXISTING  
1. North Valley 84.2% 2.3% 0.76% 12.7% – – – – 
2. South Valley 83.1% 2.5% 0.87% 13.5% – – – – 
3. Central 78.9% 4.4% 1.09% 15.6% – – – – 
4. East Los Angeles 81.7% 3.5% 0.85% 13.9% – – – – 
5. West Los Angeles 81.7% 2.4% 1.10% 14.9% – – – – 
6. South Los Angeles 80.5% 4.0% 0.86% 14.7% – – – – 
7. Harbor 83.9% 2.2% 0.81% 13.1% – – – – 

City of Los Angeles 81.7% 3.1% 0.9% 14.2% – – – –
FUTURE NO PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing
1. North Valley 82.5% 2.5% 1.0% 14.1% -2.0% 7.3% 29.4% 10.4% 
2. South Valley 81.8% 2.7% 1.0% 14.5% -1.6% 8.0% 16.5% 7.4% 
3. Central 77.7% 4.5% 1.2% 16.6% -1.6% 3.5% 9.1% 6.3% 
4. East Los Angeles 80.9% 3.5% 0.9% 14.7% -1.0% 0.9% 7.4% 5.2% 
5. West Los Angeles 79.8% 3.0% 1.3% 15.9% -2.3% 28.1% 16.4% 7.0% 
6. South Los Angeles 79.9% 4.1% 0.9% 15.1% -0.7% 2.9% 5.1% 2.9% 
7. Harbor 83.0% 2.4% 0.9% 13.8% -1.0% 7.3% 4.8% 5.1% 

City of Los Angeles 80.4% 3.4% 1.1% 15.2% -1.6% 7.8% 13.8% 6.8%
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing
1. North Valley 78.4% 3.5% 1.7% 16.4% -6.9% 51.4% 124.2% 28.6% 
2. South Valley 77.9% 3.7% 1.9% 16.6% -6.3% 45.4% 114.0% 23.2% 
3. Central 70.3% 5.8% 3.1% 20.8% -10.9% 32.4% 185.6% 33.1% 
4. East Los Angeles 75.2% 4.7% 2.2% 17.9% -8.0% 35.2% 161.2% 28.2% 
5. West Los Angeles 74.0% 4.2% 2.9% 18.9% -9.4% 77.2% 162.6% 27.3% 
6. South Los Angeles 73.3% 5.6% 2.1% 19.0% -8.9% 41.4% 143.8% 29.2% 
7. Harbor 78.5% 3.5% 1.7% 16.3% -6.4% 56.5% 113.2% 24.3% 

City of Los Angeles 74.9% 4.6% 2.3% 18.3% -8.4% 44.9% 150.4% 28.5%
 Comparison to Future No Project
1. North Valley – – – – -4.9% 41.0% 73.3% 16.5% 
2. South Valley – – – – -4.8% 34.7% 83.8% 14.6% 
3. Central – – – – -9.5% 28.0% 161.8% 25.2% 
4. East Los Angeles – – – – -7.1% 34.0% 143.1% 21.9% 
5. West Los Angeles – – – – -7.3% 38.4% 125.6% 19.0% 
6. South Los Angeles – – – – -8.2% 37.4% 131.9% 25.6% 
7. Harbor – – – – -5.4% 45.9% 103.5% 18.2% 

City of Los Angeles – – – – -6.9% 34.4% 120.1% 20.4%
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 
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TABLE 4.1-25:  PEAK PERIOD PERSON TRIPS BY MODE (IN THOUSANDS) 

Area Planning Commission 
Mode Split Percent Change 

Auto Transit Bike Walk Auto Transit Bike Walk
EXISTING  
1. North Valley 962 27 9 146 – – – – 
2. South Valley 1,161 35 12 188 – – – – 
3. Central 1,252 70 17 248 – – – – 
4. East Los Angeles 505 22 5 86 – – – – 
5. West Los Angeles 773 22 10 141 – – – – 
6. South Los Angeles 779 39 8 142 – – – – 
7. Harbor 275 7 3 43 – – – – 

City of Los Angeles 5,710 219 65 993 – – – –
FUTURE NO PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing
1. North Valley 960 29 12 164 -0.3% 9.3% 31.7% 12.4% 
2. South Valley 1,250 42 15 221 7.6% 18.1% 27.4% 17.5%
3. Central 1,373 80 21 293 9.7% 15.2% 21.5% 18.4% 
4. East Los Angeles 533 23 6 97 5.7% 7.7% 14.7% 12.3% 
5. West Los Angeles 804 31 13 160 4.0% 36.3% 23.9% 13.9% 
6. South Los Angeles 855 44 10 162 9.8% 13.8% 16.3% 13.8%
7. Harbor 273 8 3 45 -0.6% 7.8% 5.2% 5.6% 

City of Los Angeles 6,050 255 80 1,142 6.0% 16.2% 22.6% 15.0%
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing
1. North Valley 912 41 20 191 -5.2% 54.1% 128.3% 30.9% 
2. South Valley 1,190 56 28 253 2.5% 59.0% 134.1% 34.7% 
3. Central 1,243 103 55 368 -0.8% 47.5% 218.2% 48.3% 
4. East Los Angeles 496 31 15 118 -1.8% 44.3% 178.8% 36.8% 
5. West Los Angeles 746 42 29 191 -3.5% 88.7% 179.6% 35.5% 
6. South Los Angeles 785 60 22 203 0.8% 56.4% 169.7% 42.9% 
7. Harbor 258 11 6 54 -6.0% 57.2% 114.2% 24.8% 

City of Los Angeles 5,634 343 175 1,375 -1.3% 56.1% 169.8% 38.4%
 Comparison to Future No Project
1. North Valley – – – – -4.9% 41.0% 73.3% 16.5% 
2. South Valley – – – – -4.8% 34.7% 83.8% 14.6% 
3. Central – – – – -9.5% 28.0% 161.8% 25.3% 
4. East Los Angeles – – – – -7.0% 34.0% 143.1% 21.9% 
5. West Los Angeles – – – – -7.2% 38.4% 125.6% 19.0% 
6. South Los Angeles – – – – -8.2% 37.4% 132.0% 25.6% 
7. Harbor – – – – -5.4% 45.9% 103.5% 18.2% 

City of Los Angeles – – – – -6.9% 34.4% 120.1% 20.4%
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 

 

Under Existing conditions, auto is the dominant mode of transportation across the City, ranging from 
78.9 percent to 84.2 percent of all peak period person trips, averaging 81.7 percent citywide.  The Central 
APC has the lowest share of auto trips and highest share of transit, bike, and walk trips, while the North 
Valley APC has the highest auto mode share and lowest bike and walk mode shares; the Harbor APC has the 
lowest transit mode share. 

Under Future No Project conditions, the average auto mode share declines slightly from 81.7 percent to 
80.4 percent citywide.  The Central APC continues to have the lowest auto mode share and the highest share 
of transit, bike, and walk modes.  Shifts in the North Valley APC from driving to walking, biking, and transit 
leave the Harbor APC in the position of having the highest auto mode share of 83.0 percent. 

Future With Project conditions reduce the average auto mode share more than 8 percent from Existing 
conditions and just under 7 percent from Future No Project conditions, to 74.9 percent citywide.  The largest 
absolute increases in the share of other modes accrue to walking, followed by transit and biking.  On a 
relative basis, biking increases the most, nearly 170 percent over Existing conditions, followed by transit 
(56 percent) and walking (38 percent).  These changes in mode split are based on the travel demand model, 
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which provides vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not account for 
additional changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to walkable 
and transit-served locations that would lead to increasing mode shift to lower-energy and lower-cost 
transportation modes. 

Transit Boardings.  Table 4.1-26 summarizes changes in transit boardings under the Existing conditions, 
Future No Project, and Future With Project scenarios by APC and for the City as a whole.  The table includes 
transit boardings at all stop locations in the City of Los Angeles.  Existing ridership numbers reflect Metro 
data from 2013.  Future No Project and Future With Project ridership numbers reflect the percent increases in 
transit ridership estimated by the travel demand model applied to the Existing ridership numbers.   

TABLE 4.1-26:  TRANSIT BOARDINGS WITHIN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning Commission 

Transit Boardings Percent Change

Peak Period 
(7-Hour) 

Off Peak 
Period (17-

Hour) Daily 

Peak 
Period (7-

Hour) 

Off Peak 
Period (17-

Hour) Daily 
EXISTING  
1. North Valley 33,100 28,000 61,100 – – – 
2. South Valley 77,200 62,900 140,100 – – – 
3. Central 280,800 245,700 526,500 – – – 
4. East Los Angeles 44,900 38,600 83,600 – – – 
5. West Los Angeles 19,100 16,300 35,400 – – – 
6. South Los Angeles 140,500 118,700 259,300 – – – 
7. Harbor 6,100 5,200 11,300 – – – 

City of Los Angeles 601,800 515,500 1,117,200 – – –
FUTURE NO PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing
1. North Valley 34,100 30,800 64,300 3.0% 10.0% 5.2% 
2. South Valley 88,200 72,100 160,300 14.2% 14.6% 14.4% 
3. Central 290,100 278,100 560,700 3.3% 13.2% 6.5% 
4. East Los Angeles 49,900 42,700 92,700 11.1% 10.6% 10.9% 
5. West Los Angeles 30,300 24,300 54,800 58.6% 49.1% 54.8% 
6. South Los Angeles 181,000 147,900 329,800 28.8% 24.6% 27.2% 
7. Harbor 6,100 5,400 11,500 0.0% 3.8% 1.8% 

City of Los Angeles 677,000 603,700 1,274,700 12.5% 17.1% 14.1%
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing
1. North Valley 47,000 41,600 88,100 42.0% 48.6% 44.2% 
2. South Valley 127,100 96,600 225,200 64.6% 53.6% 60.7% 
3. Central 344,300 319,100 658,000 22.6% 29.9% 25.0% 
4. East Los Angeles 71,300 55,400 127,900 58.8% 43.5% 53.0% 
5. West Los Angeles 50,900 38,700 90,100 166.5% 137.4% 154.5% 
6. South Los Angeles 248,800 196,100 447,900 77.1% 65.2% 72.7% 
7. Harbor 9,300 7,100 16,500 52.5% 36.5% 46.0% 

City of Los Angeles 906,900 774,000 1,681,500 50.7% 50.1% 50.5%
 Comparison to Future No Project
1. North Valley – – – 37.8% 35.1% 37.0% 
2. South Valley – – – 44.1% 34.0% 40.5% 
3. Central – – – 18.7% 14.7% 17.4% 
4. East Los Angeles – – – 42.9% 29.7% 38.0% 
5. West Los Angeles – – – 68.0% 59.3% 64.4% 
6. South Los Angeles – – – 37.5% 32.6% 35.8% 
7. Harbor – – – 52.5% 31.5% 43.5% 

City of Los Angeles – – – 34.0% 28.2% 31.9%
SOURCE: Metro, 2013 and City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 
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The model-estimated changes in transit ridership are conservative, vehicle-centric estimates based on 
historical travel behavior patterns and do not account for additional changes in demographics, vehicle 
ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to walkable and transit-served locations that would lead to 
increasing transit use. 

Under Existing conditions, there are over 1,117,000 daily transit boardings in the City of Los Angeles; nearly 
half of these boardings occur in the Central APC.  Under Future No Project conditions, boardings increase 
about 14 percent overall to nearly 1.3 million daily boardings; the Central APC continues to contribute the 
highest number of boardings, with over 40 percent of the citywide total. 

Future With Project conditions increase the total number of transit boardings in the City by more than 
50 percent compared with Existing conditions and by nearly 32 percent compared with Future No Project 
conditions, to nearly 1.7 million daily boardings.  Both the Central and South Los Angeles APCs add over 
100,000 daily boardings each between the Existing conditions and Project conditions; in total over 
560,000 new boardings occur.  The Central APC continues to contribute the largest number of boardings, 
with nearly 40 percent of the citywide total.  The South Los Angeles APC adds the most new boardings, 
increasing from nearly 260,000 to nearly 450,000 daily boardings.  The West Los Angeles APC experiences 
the greatest relative increase in transit ridership compared with Existing conditions, adding nearly 
55,000 trips for an increase of over 150 percent between Existing and Future With Project conditions. 

Vehicle Trips.  Table 4.1-27 summarizes changes in vehicle trips among the Existing, Future No Project, 
and Future With Project scenarios by APC and for the City as a whole.  The table includes all vehicle trips 
that originate in the City of Los Angeles, are destined for the City, or both, but excludes trips that both start 
and end outside the City. 

Under Existing conditions, there are over 9.1 million daily vehicle trips in the City of Los Angeles; nearly 
23 percent of these vehicle trips begin or end in the Central APC. 

Under Future No Project conditions, vehicle trips increase over 8 percent overall to nearly 9.9 million daily 
vehicle trips, reflecting increases in the number of residents and economic activity in the City; the Central 
APC continues to contribute the highest number of vehicle trips, with nearly 23 percent of the citywide total. 

Future With Project conditions reduce the total number of vehicle trips 2.2 percent from Future No Project 
conditions to approximately 9.7 million, which is a reduction of 219,000 trips every day.  The forecast 
increase over Existing conditions is 5.7 percent.  The South Los Angeles APC experiences the greatest 
increase in vehicle trips with an 8 percent increase relative to Existing conditions, though this change 
represents a 2.9 percent decrease relative to Future No Project conditions.  The same socio-demographic 
increases that apply to the Future No Project conditions also apply to the Project conditions, resulting in an 
increase in the number of vehicle trips over Existing conditions; however, the MP 2035 improvements to 
transit, walk, and bicycle modes shift travelers from vehicles to those modes, reducing the number of vehicle 
trips under Project conditions relative to Future No Project conditions. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled.  Table 4.1-28 summarizes changes in vehicle miles traveled among the Existing, 
Future No Project, and Future With Project scenarios on surface streets by APC and for the City as a whole, 
as well as for mainline freeway segments citywide.  The table includes all vehicle miles traveled on 
roadways in the City of Los Angeles. 

Under Existing conditions, motorists travel over 75 million vehicle miles on roadways within the City of Los 
Angeles on an average weekday.  Nearly one third of these vehicle miles are traveled during the four-hour 
PM Peak Period between 3:00 and 7:00 p.m.  Although they comprise only 181 miles (2 percent) of the 
nearly 7,500 miles of roadways in the City of Los Angeles, freeways account for over half of all daily vehicle 
miles traveled within the City. 
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TABLE 4.1-27:  VEHICLE TRIPS WITH ORIGINS AND/OR DESTINATIONS IN THE CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES 

Area Planning 
Commission 

Vehicle Trips Percent Change 

Peak Period 
(7-Hour) 

Off Peak 
Period  

(17-Hour) Daily 
Peak Period 

(7-Hour) 

Off Peak 
Period  

(17-Hour) Daily 
EXISTING 
1. North Valley 843,600 646,000 1,489,600 – – – 
2. South Valley 1,057,800 819,300 1,877,100 – – – 
3. Central 1,150,200 914,600 2,064,800 – – – 
4. East Los Angeles 449,200 333,900 783,100 – – – 
5. West Los Angeles 770,800 624,600 1,395,400 – – – 
6. South Los Angeles 639,500 483,400 1,122,900 – – – 
7. Harbor 238,800 180,400 419,200 – – – 

City of Los Angeles 5,149,900 4,002,200 9,152,200 – – – 
FUTURE NO PROJECT   
 Comparison to Existing 
1. North Valley 916,900 710,400 1,627,300 8.7% 10.0% 9.2% 
2. South Valley 1,124,600 898,600 2,023,200 6.3% 9.7% 7.8% 
3. Central 1,248,400 1,016,300 2,264,700 8.5% 11.1% 9.7% 
4. East Los Angeles 478,400 364,200 842,600 6.5% 9.1% 7.6% 
5. West Los Angeles 800,000 652,700 1,452,700 3.8% 4.5% 4.1% 
6. South Los Angeles 704,200 544,200 1,248,400 10.1% 12.6% 11.2% 
7. Harbor 246,100 190,700 436,800 3.1% 5.7% 4.2% 

City of Los Angeles 5,518,600 4,377,100 9,895,800 7.2% 9.4% 8.1% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing 
1. North Valley 897,000 702,800 1,599,800 6.3% 8.8% 7.4% 
2. South Valley 1,098,500 888,300 1,986,800 3.8% 8.4% 5.8% 
3. Central 1,194,000 990,600 2,184,600 3.8% 8.3% 5.8% 
4. East Los Angeles 464,700 358,000 822,700 3.5% 7.2% 5.1% 
5. West Los Angeles 771,700 669,700 1,441,400 0.1% 7.2% 3.3% 
6. South Los Angeles 678,800 533,700 1,212,500 6.1% 10.4% 8.0% 
7. Harbor 240,000 189,000 429,000 0.5% 4.8% 2.3% 

City of Los Angeles 5,344,700 4,332,100 9,676,800 3.8% 8.2% 5.7% 
 Comparison to Future No Project 
1. North Valley – – – -2.2% -1.1% -1.7% 
2. South Valley – – – -2.3% -1.1% -1.8% 
3. Central – – – -4.4% -2.5% -3.5% 
4. East Los Angeles – – – -2.9% -1.7% -2.4% 
5. West Los Angeles – – – -3.5% 2.6% -0.8% 
6. South Los Angeles – – – -3.6% -1.9% -2.9% 
7. Harbor – – – -2.5% -0.9% -1.8% 

City of Los Angeles – – – -3.2% -1.0% -2.2% 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013. 
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TABLE 4.1-28:  VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning 
Commission 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Percent Change 

Peak Period  
(7-Hour) 

Off Peak 
Period  

(17-Hour) Daily 
Peak Period  

(7-Hour) 

Off Peak 
Period  

(17-Hour) Daily 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
1. North Valley 3,740,800 2,308,300 6,049,100 – – – 
2. South Valley 4,083,400 2,682,800 6,766,200 – – – 
3. Central 3,993,500 2,496,000 6,489,500 – – – 
4. East Los Angeles 1,864,800 1,058,700 2,923,500 – – – 
5. West Los Angeles 3,182,200 2,305,700 5,487,900 – – – 
6. South Los Angeles 3,639,000 2,049,800 5,688,800 – – – 
7. Harbor 1,196,600 807,300 2,003,900 – – – 

Surface Streets 21,700,300 13,708,600 35,408,900 – – – 
Freeways (Mainline) 19,978,600 19,878,800 39,857,400 – – – 

Total, City of Los Angeles 41,678,900 33,587,400 75,266,300 – – – 
FUTURE NO PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing 
1. North Valley 4,080,300 2,614,400 6,694,700 9.1% 13.3% 10.7% 
2. South Valley 4,341,900 2,930,200 7,272,100 6.3% 9.2% 7.5% 
3. Central 4,247,200 2,712,000 6,959,200 6.4% 8.7% 7.2% 
4. East Los Angeles 2,008,700 1,162,300 3,171,000 7.7% 9.8% 8.5% 
5. West Los Angeles 3,436,200 2,486,000 5,922,200 8.0% 7.8% 7.9% 
6. South Los Angeles 3,958,800 2,292,100 6,250,900 8.8% 11.8% 9.9% 
7. Harbor 1,287,700 905,900 2,193,600 7.6% 12.2% 9.5% 

Surface Streets 23,360,800 15,102,900 38,463,700 7.7% 10.2% 8.6% 
Freeways (Mainline) 21,643,500 22,520,500 44,164,000 8.3% 13.3% 10.8% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 45,004,300 37,623,400 82,627,700 8.0% 12.0% 9.8% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing 
1. North Valley 3,708,700 2,474,200 6,182,900 -0.9% 7.2% 2.2% 
2. South Valley 4,126,300 2,906,700 7,033,000 1.1% 8.3% 3.9% 
3. Central 3,664,500 2,537,800 6,202,300 -8.2% 1.7% -4.4% 
4. East Los Angeles 1,635,600 1,062,100 2,697,700 -12.3% 0.3% -7.7% 
5. West Los Angeles 3,137,500 2,557,600 5,695,100 -1.4% 10.9% 3.8% 
6. South Los Angeles 3,399,000 2,157,900 5,556,900 -6.6% 5.3% -2.3% 
7. Harbor 1,088,800 826,100 1,914,900 -9.0% 2.3% -4.4% 

Surface Streets 20,760,300 14,522,500 35,282,800 -4.3% 5.9% -0.4% 
Freeways (Mainline) 22,306,100 23,296,100 45,602,200 11.6% 17.2% 14.4% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 43,066,300 37,818,700 80,885,000 3.3% 12.6% 7.5% 
 Comparison to Future No Project 
1. North Valley – – – -9.1% -5.4% -7.6% 
2. South Valley – – – -5.0% -0.8% -3.3% 
3. Central – – – -13.7% -6.4% -10.9% 
4. East Los Angeles – – – -18.6% -8.6% -14.9% 
5. West Los Angeles – – – -8.7% 2.9% -3.8% 
6. South Los Angeles – – – -14.1% -5.9% -11.1% 
7. Harbor – – – -15.4% -8.8% -12.7% 

Surface Streets – – – -11.1% -3.8% -8.3% 
Freeways (Mainline) – – – 3.1% 3.4% 3.3% 

Total, City of Los Angeles – – – -4.3% 0.5% -2.1% 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013.
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Under Future No Project conditions, daily VMT increases to 82.6 million, 10 percent above Existing Base 
levels.  The increase occurs disproportionately on Freeways, where VMT increases by 10.8 percent, 
compared with surface streets, where VMT increases by 8.6 percent. 

Future With Project conditions reduce daily VMT to 80.9 million, which is approximately 1.7 million fewer 
miles traveled every day than Future No Project conditions. Future With Project daily VMT is forecast to be 
7.5 percent greater than Existing levels, and 2.1 percent lower than Future No Project levels.  VMT on 
surface streets is 0.4 percent lower than Existing conditions, while freeway VMT exceeds Existing 
conditions by 14.4 percent.  Relative to Future No Project conditions, freeway VMT increases by 3.3 percent, 
while surface street VMT decreases by 8.3 percent.   

To isolate the effects of the project action from land use changes that could vary between the Future No 
Project and Future Project scenarios, the same socioeconomic increases that apply to the Future No Project 
conditions also apply to the Project conditions.  This approach results in an increase in the level of VMT over 
Existing conditions; however, project improvements to transit, walk, and bicycle modes shift travelers from 
vehicles to those modes, reducing the level of VMT under Project conditions relative to Future No Project 
conditions.  It is possible that additional land use related strategies to reduce VMT may also be in place by 
2035 and that land use patterns may change in response to the project action, and these changes could further 
reduce forecast VMT outcomes.  Freeway VMT increases while surface street VMT decreases, likely 
because reductions in capacity on some BEN and TEN surface streets divert some arterial through-trips to 
the freeways. 

Table 4.1-29 summarizes changes in vehicle miles traveled on a per-capita basis by dividing total vehicle 
miles traveled on roadways in the City of Los Angeles by the total number of people in the City, including 
both residents and workers.   

Under Existing conditions, motorists in the City of Los Angeles travel a daily average of 13.0 miles per 
capita on Los Angeles roadways.  Under Future No Project conditions, daily VMT per capita increases to 
13.3 miles, 2.1 percent above Existing Base levels.  Future With Project conditions reduce daily VMT per 
capita to 13.0 miles, comparable to Existing levels and 2.1 percent lower than Future No Project levels.   

Table 4.1-30 provides additional detail on vehicle miles traveled on freeway mainline segments within the 
City of Los Angeles.  Interstates 405, 5, and 110 and US-101 remain the most-traveled freeways in the City.  
Collectively, the four freeways account for over 29 million vehicle miles traveled, nearly two thirds of all 
freeway vehicle miles traveled within the City and more than one third of total vehicle miles traveled within 
the City under the Future With Project conditions.  Freeway VMT increases by 14.4 percent relative to 
Existing conditions.  Interstate 405 experiences the largest absolute increase in VMT over Existing 
conditions, with an increase of 1.5 million VMT (18 percent), while Interstate 5 experiences the largest 
relative increase with 1.4 million new VMT (23 percent) compared with Existing conditions.  Relative to 
Future No Project conditions, freeway VMT increases by 3.3 percent overall, including a 2.5 percent 
decrease in VMT on State Route 2.  Freeway VMT increases slightly under Project conditions compared 
with Future No Project conditions likely because reductions in capacity on some BEN and TEN surface 
streets divert some arterial, and non-local, through-trips to the freeways. 

Table 4.1-31 provides information on vehicle miles traveled in jurisdictions adjacent to the City of Los 
Angeles.  Vehicle miles traveled on roadways within one mile of the City border are presented for Existing 
conditions, Future No Project, and Future With Project conditions.  Vehicle miles traveled increases by 10.1 
percent overall from Existing conditions to Future No Project conditions.  Long Beach and San Fernando 
experience the largest relative increases of 28.9 percent and 25.3 percent, respectively.  VMT declines 
slightly on nearby roadways in Commerce, Beverly Hills, and Ventura County.   
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TABLE 4.1-29:  VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED PER CAPITA (EMPLOYMENT PLUS POPULATION) IN 
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning ommission 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Percent Change 
Peak Period  

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
Peak Period 

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
1. North Valley 4.0 2.4 6.4 – – – 
2. South Valley 3.7 2.4 6.1 – – – 
3. Central 3.1 1.9 5.0 – – – 
4. East Los Angeles 3.4 1.9 5.3 – – – 
5. West Los Angeles 4.3 3.1 7.4 – – – 
6. South Los Angeles 4.1 2.3 6.5 – – – 
7. Harbor 4.2 2.9 7.1 – – – 

Surface Streets 3.7 2.4 6.1 – – – 
Freeways (Mainline) 3.4 3.4 6.9 – – – 

Total, City of Los Angeles 7.2 5.8 13.0 – – – 
FUTURE NO PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing 
1. North Valley 4.1 2.6 6.7 2.8% 6.8% 4.3% 
2. South Valley 3.6 2.4 6.0 -2.3% 0.4% -1.2% 
3. Central 3.0 1.9 5.0 -1.6% 0.5% -0.8% 
4. East Los Angeles 3.5 2.0 5.5 2.9% 4.8% 3.6% 
5. West Los Angeles 4.2 3.0 7.2 -2.8% -2.9% -2.8% 
6. South Los Angeles 4.2 2.4 6.6 0.8% 3.6% 1.8% 
7. Harbor 4.6 3.2 7.8 8.0% 12.7% 9.9% 

Surface Streets 3.7 2.4 6.2 0.1% 2.5% 1.0% 
Freeways (Mainline) 3.5 3.6 7.1 0.7% 5.4% 3.0% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 7.2 6.0 13.3 0.4% 4.2% 2.1% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing 
1. North Valley 3.7 2.5 6.2 -6.5% 1.0% -3.7% 
2. South Valley 3.4 2.4 5.8 -7.2% -0.5% -4.5% 
3. Central 2.6 1.8 4.4 -15.1% -5.9% -11.6% 
4. East Los Angeles 2.8 1.8 4.7 -16.3% -4.2% -11.9% 
5. West Los Angeles 3.8 3.1 6.9 -11.2% -0.1% -6.6% 
6. South Los Angeles 3.6 2.3 5.8 -13.5% -2.5% -9.5% 
7. Harbor 3.9 2.9 6.8 -8.6% 2.7% -4.1% 

Surface Streets 3.3 2.3 5.7 -11.0% -1.5% -7.3% 
Freeways (Mainline) 3.6 3.7 7.3 3.8% 9.0% 6.4% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 6.9 6.1 13.0 -3.9% 4.7% -0.1% 
 Comparison to Future No Project 
1. North Valley – – – -9.1% -5.4% -7.6% 
2. South Valley – – – -5.0% -0.8% -3.3% 
3. Central – – – -13.7% -6.4% -10.9% 
4. East Los Angeles – – – -18.6% -8.6% -14.9% 
5. West Los Angeles – – – -8.7% 2.9% -3.8% 
6. South Los Angeles – – – -14.1% -5.9% -11.1% 
7. Harbor – – – -15.4% -8.8% -12.7% 

Surface Streets – – – -11.1% -3.8% -8.3% 
Freeways (Mainline) – – – 3.1% 3.4% 3.3% 

Total, City of Los Angeles – – – -4.3% 0.5% -2.1% 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2013.
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TABLE 4.1-30:  VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS IN THE CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning Commission 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Percent Change 
Peak Period  

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
Peak Period

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
I-5 2,881,000 2,943,700 5,824,700 – – – 
I-10 1,797,900 1,922,000 3,719,900 – – – 
US-101 2,951,900 3,079,900 6,031,800 – – – 
I-105 872,900 953,000 1,825,900 – – – 
I-110 2,562,600 2,510,100 5,072,700 – – – 
I-210 1,190,000 945,200 2,135,200 – – – 
I-405 4,057,900 4,390,100 8,448,000 – – – 
SR-2 374,400 287,100 661,500 – – – 
SR-60 224,200 207,300 431,500 – – – 
SR-118 1,190,200 1,000,800 2,191,000 – – –
SR-134 1,243,100 1,075,200 2,318,300 – – –
SR-170 503,600 449,600 953,200 – – –
SR-47,103 129,100 114,400 243,500 – – –

TOTAL 19,978,600 19,878,800 39,857,400 – – – 
FUTURE NO PROJECT (COMPARISON TO EXISTING)
 Comparison to Existing 
I-5 3,367,400 3,578,300 6,945,700 16.9% 21.6% 19.2% 
I-10 1,901,600 2,111,100 4,012,700 5.8% 9.8% 7.9% 
US-101 3,062,900 3,339,600 6,402,500 3.8% 8.4% 6.1% 
I-105 928,800 1,015,400 1,944,200 6.4% 6.5% 6.5% 
I-110 2,672,800 2,704,500 5,377,300 4.3% 7.7% 6.0% 
I-210 1,238,300 1,224,100 2,462,400 4.1% 29.5% 15.3% 
I-405 4,503,400 5,094,000 9,597,400 11.0% 16.0% 13.6% 
SR-2 373,600 286,200 659,800 -0.2% -0.3% -0.3%
SR-60 233,100 219,200 452,300 4.0% 5.7% 4.8%
SR-118 1,362,400 1,154,500 2,516,900 14.5% 15.4% 14.9%
SR-134 1,332,800 1,173,600 2,506,400 7.2% 9.2% 8.1%
SR-170 515,300 486,700 1,002,000 2.3% 8.3% 5.1% 
SR-47,103 150,800 133,600 284,400 16.8% 16.8% 16.8% 

TOTAL 21,643,500 22,520,500 44,164,000 8.3% 13.3% 10.8% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing 
I-5 3,491,200 3,693,300 7,184,500 21.2% 25.5% 23.3% 
I-10 1,974,700 2,192,300 4,167,000 9.8% 14.1% 12.0% 
US-101 3,162,900 3,445,500 6,608,400 7.1% 11.9% 9.6% 
I-105 928,400 1,111,500 2,039,900 6.4% 16.6% 11.7% 
I-110 2,736,600 2,773,500 5,510,100 6.8% 10.5% 8.6% 
I-210 1,281,500 1,238,500 2,520,000 7.7% 31.0% 18.0% 
I-405 4,642,300 5,291,600 9,933,900 14.4% 20.5% 17.6% 
SR-2 361,300 282,100 643,400 -3.5% -1.7% -2.7% 
SR-60 235,800 225,500 461,300 5.2% 8.8% 6.9% 
SR-118 1,427,100 1,197,400 2,624,500 19.9% 19.6% 19.8% 
SR-134 1,379,900 1,209,500 2,589,400 11.0% 12.5% 11.7% 
SR-170 533,500 500,600 1,034,100 5.9% 11.3% 8.5% 
SR-47,103 151,000 134,600 285,600 17.0% 17.7% 17.3% 

TOTAL 22,306,200 23,295,900 45,602,100 11.7% 17.2% 14.4%
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Future No Project
I-5 – – – 3.7% 3.2% 3.4% 
I-10 – – – 3.8% 3.9% 3.8% 
US-101 – – – 3.3% 3.2% 3.2% 
I-105 – – – 0.0% 9.5% 4.9% 
I-110 – – – 2.4% 2.6% 2.5% 
I-210 – – – 3.5% 1.2% 2.3% 
I-405 – – – 3.1% 3.9% 3.5% 
SR-2 – – – -3.3% -1.4% -2.5% 
SR-60 – – – 1.2% 2.9% 2.0% 
SR-118 – – – 4.7% 3.7% 4.3% 
SR-134 – – – 3.5% 3.1% 3.3% 
SR-170 – – – 3.5% 2.9% 3.2% 
SR-47,103 – – – 0.1% 0.7% 0.4% 

TOTAL – – – 3.1% 3.4% 3.3%
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014.  
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TABLE 4.1-31:  DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED IN ADJACENT JURISDICTIONS ON ROADWAYS 
WITHIN 1 MILE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES BORDER 

City or County 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Percent Change vs. 

Existing 

Percent Change 
vs. Future No 

Project 

Existing 
Future No 

Project 
Future With 

Project 
Future No 

Project Project 
Future With 

Project 
Los Angeles County 1,988,800 2,171,800 2,202,900 9.2% 10.8% 1.4% 
Ventura County 95,600 88,100 88,600 -7.8% -7.3% 0.6% 
Alhambra 163,100 164,400 163,100 0.8% 0.0% -0.8% 
Beverly Hills 629,600 620,800 624,300 -1.4% -0.8% 0.6% 
Burbank 474,300 506,800 501,200 6.9% 5.7% -1.1% 
Calabasas 5,700 6,000 6,000 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% 
Carson 621,300 701,200 706,800 12.9% 13.8% 0.8% 
Commerce 15,900 15,700 14,600 -1.3% -8.2% -7.0% 
Culver City 535,600 630,800 626,500 17.8% 17.0% -0.7% 
El Segundo 190,400 213,100 209,400 11.9% 10.0% -1.7% 
Gardena 302,500 325,400 336,500 7.6% 11.2% 3.4% 
Glendale 684,600 729,200 708,900 6.5% 3.5% -2.8% 
Hawthorne 90,900 95,800 95,900 5.4% 5.5% 0.1% 
Huntington Park 103,700 115,200 116,200 11.1% 12.1% 0.9% 
Inglewood 617,200 687,800 683,800 11.4% 10.8% -0.6% 
Long Beach 273,600 352,700 350,400 28.9% 28.1% -0.7% 
Lynwood 119,300 131,000 132,700 9.8% 11.2% 1.3% 
Monterey Park 41,300 42,300 42,800 2.4% 3.6% 1.2% 
Pasadena 103,200 117,400 120,800 13.8% 17.1% 2.9% 
San Fernando 93,600 117,300 127,900 25.3% 36.6% 9.0% 
Santa Monica 549,400 657,600 664,900 19.7% 21.0% 1.1% 
South Gate 102,700 114,500 114,100 11.5% 11.1% -0.3% 
South Pasadena 216,100 228,400 225,400 5.7% 4.3% -1.3% 
Torrance 311,100 322,900 334,000 3.8% 7.4% 3.4% 
Vernon 215,400 240,700 241,300 11.7% 12.0% 0.2% 
West Hollywood 313,000 351,600 344,100 12.3% 9.9% -2.1% 

Total 8,857,900 9,748,500 9,783,100 10.1% 10.4% 0.4%
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

Relative to Future No Project conditions, Project conditions represent a 0.4 percent increase in vehicle miles 
traveled on nearby roadways in all neighboring jurisdictions.  The overall increase in vehicle miles traveled 
on roadways within 1-mile of the City’s border is likely due to reductions in capacity on some BEN and TEN 
surface streets in Los Angeles that divert some trips to adjacent roadways in adjacent jurisdictions.  

Vehicle Hours Traveled.  Table 4.1-32 summarizes changes in vehicle hours traveled on freeway mainline 
segments within the City of Los Angeles among the Existing, Future No Project, and Future with Project 
conditions.  Motorists spend the most vehicle hours traveling on Interstates 405, 5, and 110 and US-101.   

Under Future No Project conditions, daily VHT increases to 1.8 million, 14.2 percent above Existing levels.  
With the Future Project conditions daily VHT increases to 2.0 million, representing a 27 percent increase 
above Existing Base levels.  Freeway vehicle hours traveled increases under Project conditions compared 
with Future No Project conditions may be associated with reductions in capacity on some BEN and TEN 
surface streets that divert some arterial through-trips to the freeways. 
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TABLE 4.1-32:  VEHICLE HOURS TRAVELED ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS IN THE CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning Commission 

Vehicle Hours Traveled Percent Change 
Peak Period  

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
Peak Period  

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
I-5 165,700 86,800 252,500 – – – 
I-10 99,100 55,200 154,300 – – – 
US-101 173,200 96,600 269,800 – – – 
I-105 35,600 23,600 59,200 – – – 
I-110 125,200 70,500 195,700 – – – 
I-210 37,600 18,100 55,700 – – – 
I-405 235,600 137,500 373,100 – – – 
SR-2 16,000 6,000 22,000 – – – 
SR-60 10,200 5,600 15,800 – – – 
SR-118 33,700 19,800 53,500 – – – 
SR-134 52,600 26,300 78,900 – – – 
SR-170 19,400 11,600 31,000 – – – 
SR-47,103 4,200 3,100 7,300 – – – 

TOTAL 1,008,200 560,600 1,568,800 – – – 
FUTURE NO PROJECT (COMPARISON TO EXISTING) 
 Comparison to Existing 
I-5 228,500 114,200 342,700 37.9% 31.6% 35.7% 
I-10 106,500 60,800 167,300 7.5% 10.1% 8.4% 
US-101 187,300 106,300 293,600 8.1% 10.0% 8.8% 
I-105 38,900 25,000 63,900 9.3% 5.9% 7.9% 
I-110 130,500 76,200 206,700 4.2% 8.1% 5.6% 
I-210 42,400 24,900 67,300 12.8% 37.6% 20.8% 
I-405 263,100 157,600 420,700 11.7% 14.6% 12.8% 
SR-2 14,100 5,900 20,000 -11.9% -1.7% -9.1% 
SR-60 10,200 5,800 16,000 0.0% 3.6% 1.3% 
SR-118 41,700 23,700 65,400 23.7% 19.7% 22.2% 
SR-134 60,000 29,300 89,300 14.1% 11.4% 13.2% 
SR-170 18,600 12,000 30,600 -4.1% 3.4% -1.3% 
SR-47,103 5,000 3,700 8,700 19.0% 19.4% 19.2% 

TOTAL 1,146,800 645,300 1,792,100 13.7% 15.1% 14.2% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Comparison to Existing 
I-5 283,700 123,200 406,900 71.2% 41.9% 61.1% 
I-10 124,300 65,400 189,700 25.4% 18.5% 22.9% 
US-101 210,200 112,600 322,800 21.4% 16.6% 19.6% 
I-105 39,200 28,400 67,600 10.1% 20.3% 14.2% 
I-110 145,600 80,300 225,900 16.3% 13.9% 15.4% 
I-210 46,800 25,200 72,000 24.5% 39.2% 29.3% 
I-405 294,600 167,800 462,400 25.0% 22.0% 23.9% 
SR-2 13,000 5,800 18,800 -18.8% -3.3% -14.5% 
SR-60 10,800 6,100 16,900 5.9% 8.9% 7.0% 
SR-118 46,200 24,800 71,000 37.1% 25.3% 32.7% 
SR-134 66,400 30,800 97,200 26.2% 17.1% 23.2% 
SR-170 20,100 12,500 32,600 3.6% 7.8% 5.2% 
SR-47,103 5,000 3,600 8,600 19.0% 16.1% 17.8% 

TOTAL 1,306,200 686,200 1,992,400 29.6% 22.4% 27.0% 
 Comparison to Future No Project 
I-5    24.2% 7.9% 18.7% 
I-10    16.7% 7.6% 13.4% 
US-101    12.2% 5.9% 9.9% 
I-105    0.8% 13.6% 5.8% 
I-110    11.6% 5.4% 9.3% 
I-210    10.4% 1.2% 7.0% 
I-405    12.0% 6.5% 9.9% 
SR-2    -7.8% -1.7% -6.0% 
SR-60    5.9% 5.2% 5.6% 
SR-118    10.8% 4.6% 8.6% 
SR-134    10.7% 5.1% 8.8% 
SR-170    8.1% 4.2% 6.5% 
SR-47,103    0.0% -2.7% -1.1% 

TOTAL    13.9% 6.3% 11.2% 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014. 

 

The model-estimated changes in vehicle hours traveled are vehicle-centric estimates based on historical 
travel behavior patterns and do not account for additional changes in demographics, vehicle ownership 
patterns, energy prices, and migration to walkable and transit-served locations that would lead to decreasing 
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the last sixty years include the economy, demographics, technology, and the urban form of the built 
environment.  Specifically, this research shows both cyclical recession effects and a structural leveling of the 
economy and travel. 

Accessibility Metrics and Network Coverage.  Tables 4.1-33, 4.1-34, and 4.1-35 provide detail on the 
Population and Employment Accessibility metrics, calculated with quarter-mile and one-mile buffers, as a 
percentage of total City of Los Angeles 2035 population and employment, as well as the Network Coverage 
of each enhanced network and treatment type in miles.  Network coverage is reported in terms of the highest 
level of coverage provided and coverage is not double-counted. For example, an area covered by the Future 
No Project network and the Moderate network will be counted under the Moderate category; hence, the area 
reported in the Future No Project category tends to decrease under Future With Project conditions, under 
which new, higher-level facilities have been added. Figures 4.1-4 through 4.1-6 provide an overview of the 
quarter-mile buffer areas included in the Population and Employment Accessibility metrics.  

The tables compare Future With Project against Future No Project conditions. Since some bicycle and transit 
facilities will be completed between the time of Existing conditions and that of Future No Project Conditions, 
Future No Project accessibility to the TEN and BEN is expected to be generally higher than Existing 
accessibility to the TEN and BEN. As a result, the relative increases in accessibility to the TEN and BEN 
between Existing conditions and Future with Project conditions are expected to be generally larger than those 
shown in the table. 

TABLE 4.1-33:  BICYCLE ENHANCED NETWORK ACCESSIBILITY AND NETWORK COVERAGE 

Measure Facility Type 
Future No Project Future With Project 

Count % of Total City Count % of Total City 

Q
ua

rt
er

-M
ile

 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
 Future No Project /a/ 408,600 10% 165,555 4% 

Neighborhood Streets 0 0.0% 85,195 2% 
Moderate 0 0.0% 1,361,688 32% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 1,189,003 28% 

TOTAL 408,600 10% 2,801,441 65% 
TOTAL CITY POPULATION 4,305,600 100.0% 4,305,600 100.0% 

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t  

Future No Project /a/ 210,700 11% 60,673  3% 
Neighborhood Streets 0 0.0% 27,074  1% 
Moderate 0 0.0% 597,863  32% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 647,213  34% 

TOTAL 210,700 11%   1,332,823  71% 

TOTAL CITY EMPLOYMENT 1,887,800 100.0% 1,887,800 100.0% 

O
ne

 M
ile

 Po
pu

la
tio

n 
 Future No Project /a/ 2,120,900 49% 12,281 <1% 

Neighborhood Streets 0 0.0% 322 <1% 
Moderate 0 0.0% 732,748 17% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 3,391,205 79% 

TOTAL 2,120,900 49% 4,136,556 96% 
TOTAL CITY POPULATION 4,305,600 100.0% 4,305,600 100.0% 

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t  Future No Project /a/ 1,058,500 56% 5,523 <1% 

Neighborhood Streets 0 0.0% 32 <1% 
Moderate 0 0.0% 335,764 18% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 1,498,852 79% 

TOTAL 1,058,500 56% 1,840,171 97% 
TOTAL CITY EMPLOYMENT 1,887,800 100.0% 1,887,800 100.0% 

/a/ Future No Project includes all bicycle paths and protected bicycle lanes expected to be completed by year 2035 without the implementation of MP 2035. Under Future with 
Project conditions, many areas covered by the Future No Project network gain access to a higher-level network; therefore, the reduction in percent of population or employment with 
access to the Future No Project network is offset by an increase in the percent with access to a higher-level network. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 
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TABLE 4.1-34:  TRANSIT ENHANCED NETWORK ACCESSIBILITY AND NETWORK COVERAGE 

Measure Facility Type 
Future No Project Future With Project 

Count % of Total City Count % of Total City 

Q
ua

rt
er

-M
ile

 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
 Future No Project /a/ 509,300 12% 187,953 4% 

Moderate 0 0.0% 415,141 10% 
Moderate Plus 0 0.0% 583,239 14% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 661,008 15% 

TOTAL 509,300 12% 1,847,341 43% 
TOTAL CITY POPULATION 4,305,600 100.0% 4,305,600 100.0% 

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t  Future No Project /a/ 463,500 25% 120,777 6% 

Moderate 0 0.0% 154,011 8% 
Moderate Plus 0 0.0% 261,467 14% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 463,375 25% 

TOTAL 463,500 25% 999,630 53% 
TOTAL CITY EMPLOYMENT 1,887,800 100.0% 1,887,800 100.0% 

O
ne

 M
ile

 Po
pu

la
tio

n 

Future No Project /a/ 2,378,700 55% 222,617 5% 
Moderate 0 0.0% 331,801 8% 
Moderate Plus 0 0.0% 878,579 20% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 2,086,467 48% 

TOTAL 2,378,700 55% 3,519,464 82% 
TOTAL CITY POPULATION 4,305,600 100.0% 4,305,600 100.0% 

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t Future No Project /a/ 1,241,400 66% 120,952 6% 

Moderate 0 0.0% 100,769 5% 
Moderate Plus 0 0.0% 370,266 20% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 1,015,632 54% 

TOTAL 1,241,400 66% 1,607,619 85% 
TOTAL CITY EMPLOYMENT 1,887,800 100.0% 1,887,800 100.0% 

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 
/a/ Future No Project includes existing and funded rail, Metrolink, and fixed bus guideway facilities expected to be completed by year 2035 without the implementation of MP 2035. 
Under Future with Project conditions, many areas covered by the Future No Project network gain access to a higher-level network; therefore, the reduction in percent of population 
or employment with access to the Future No Project network is offset by an increase in the percent with access to a higher-level network. 

 
TABLE 4.1-35:  VEHICLE ENHANCED NETWORK ACCESSIBILITY AND NETWORK COVERAGE 
Measure 

Facility Type 
Future No Project Future With Project 

Count % of Total City Count % of Total City 

Q
ua

rt
er

-M
ile

 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
 Future No Project /a/ 391,422 9.1% 373,850 8.7% 

Moderate 0 0.0% 288,934 6.7% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 14,667 0.3% 

TOTAL 391,422 9.1% 677,451 15.7% 

TOTAL CITY POPULATION 4,305,600 100.0% 4,305,600 100.0% 

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t Future No Project /a/ 228,184 12.1% 207,807 11.0% 

Moderate 0 0.0% 194,915 10.3% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 3,268 0.2% 

TOTAL 228,184 12.1% 405,990 21.5% 

TOTAL CITY EMPLOYMENT 1,887,800 100.0% 1,887,800 100.0% 

O
ne

 M
ile

 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 

Future No Project /a/ 2,240,137 52.0% 1,513,410 35.1% 
Moderate 0 0.0% 1,490,563 34.6% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 64,798 1.5% 

TOTAL 2,240,137 52.0% 3,068,771 71.3% 

TOTAL CITY POPULATION 4,305,600 100.0% 4,305,600 100.0% 

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t 

Future No Project /a/ 1,044,874 55.3% 595,962 31.6% 
Moderate 0 0.0% 868,182 46.0% 
Comprehensive 0 0.0% 16,498 0.9% 

TOTAL 1,044,874 55.3% 1,480,642 78.4% 
TOTAL CITY EMPLOYMENT 1,887,800 100.0% 1,887,800 100.0% 

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 
/a/ Future No Project consists of the freeway network within the City of Los Angeles. Under Future with Project conditions, some areas covered by the 
Future No Project network gain access to a higher-level network; therefore, the reduction in percent of population or employment with access to the 
Future No Project network is offset by an increase in the percent with access to a higher-level network. 
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Population and Employment accessibility to high-quality bicycle facilities within a quarter mile would 
increase approximately six-fold between the Future No Project and Future Project conditions.  More than 
70 percent of jobs and 65 percent of residents would be within one-quarter mile of a high-quality bicycle 
facility under Project conditions, compared to approximately 11 percent and 10 percent under Future No 
Project conditions.  The relative increase in population and employment within one mile of a high-quality 
bicycle facility would be smaller than the relative increase at the quarter-mile level; nevertheless, over 
95 percent of population and employment would be within one mile of a high-quality bicycle facility under 
Future With Project conditions. 

Accessibility to high-quality transit facilities within a quarter mile would increase more than three-fold for 
population and would nearly double for employment between the Future No Project and Project conditions.  
More than 50 percent of jobs and 40 percent of residents would be within one-quarter mile of a high-quality 
transit facility under Project conditions, compared to approximately 25 percent and 12 percent under Future 
No Project conditions.  The relative increase in population and employment within one mile of a high-quality 
transit facility would be smaller than the relative increase at the quarter-mile level; nevertheless, more than 
80 percent of population and 85 percent of employment would be within one mile of a high-quality transit 
facility under Future With Project conditions.  

Population and Employment accessibility to freeways and the VEN would increase approximately 75 percent 
between the Future No Project and Project conditions.  The Future No Project freeway network would pass 
through relatively less-populated areas of the City, while the added VEN streets traverse more densely 
populated areas.  More than 20 percent of jobs and 15 percent of residents would be within one-quarter mile 
of a freeway or VEN under Project conditions, compared to approximately 12 percent and 9 percent under 
Future No Project conditions.  The relative increase in population and employment within one mile of the 
freeways and VEN would be smaller than the relative increase at the quarter-mile level; nevertheless, more 
than 70 percent of population and nearly 80 percent of employment would be within one mile of a freeway or 
VEN under Future With Project conditions.  

OTHER METRICS DISCUSSION 

As discussed above, the comparison between the Future No Project and Future With Project conditions 
present substantially different outcomes in 2035.  While it has been noted that the metrics evaluated with the 
travel demand model represent a vehicle-centric approach based on historical travel behavior patterns, the 
Future With Project scenario delivers major changes in mode share, vehicle travel, and multimodal 
accessibility that are consistent with City of Los Angeles goals and objectives as described in the MP 2035.  
Notable highlights from the other metrics analysis include: 

Mode Split 

 The implementation of the BEN and TEN includes the repurposing of existing vehicular travel lanes into 
transit or bicycle facilities.  While this may be described as a decrease in vehicular capacity, it can also 
be described as an increase in overall person carrying capacity.   

 This increase in multimodal network capacity is forecast to result in increased active transportation and 
transit travel compared to Existing Base levels: 
o Bicycling +170 percent 
o Transit +56 percent 
o Walking +38 percent 

 Forecast increases in transit boardings are 32 percent greater than the Future No Project, which equates 
to over 400,000 more transit boardings every day. 
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Vehicle Travel 

 Future With Project forecasts indicate that even with the conversion of over 560 miles of general purpose 
travel lanes to BEN or TEN lanes, the proposed project would result in an overall reduction in VMT 
relative to the Future No Project. 

 Future With Project conditions reduce the total number of vehicle trips 2.2 percent from Future No 
Project conditions to approximately 9.7 million, which is a reduction of 219,000 trips every day.   

 Although they comprise only 181 miles of roadway network in support of the nearly 7,500 miles of 
surface roadways in the City of Los Angeles, freeway travel accounts for over half of all daily vehicle 
miles traveled within the City.   

 Future With Project conditions reduce daily VMT to 80.9 million, which is approximately 1.7 million 
fewer miles traveled every day than Future No Project conditions.  

 Relative to Future No Project conditions, freeway VMT increases by 3.3 percent, while surface street 
VMT decreases by 8.3 percent.   

 Future With Project conditions result in a daily VMT per capita to 13.0 miles, comparable to Existing 
levels and 2.1 percent lower than Future No Project levels.   

 Under Future No Project conditions, daily VHT on freeways increases to 1.8 million, 14.2 percent above 
Existing Base levels.  With the Future Project conditions daily freeway VHT increases to 2.0 million, 
representing a 27 percent increase above Existing Base levels.   

Accessibility 

 More than 95 percent of the City’s population and employment would be within one mile of a high-
quality bicycle facility under Future With Project conditions.  This serves an additional 2 million 
residents and 780,000 jobs relative to the Future No Project. 

 70 percent of jobs and 65 percent of residents would be within one-quarter mile of a high-quality bicycle 
facility under the proposed project.   

 Bicyclist accessibility increases with Project conditions represent a six-fold increase over Future No 
Project conditions. 

 More than 80 percent of the City’s population and 85 percent of its employment would be within one 
mile of a high-quality transit facility under Future With Project conditions.  This serves an additional 
1.1 million residents and 370,000 jobs relative to the Future No Project. 

 Accessibility to high-quality transit facilities within a quarter mile would increase more than three-fold 
for population and would more than double for employment between the Future No Project and Project 
conditions. 
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4.2 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
This section provides an overview of land use and planning policies as proposed in the Mobility Plan 2035 
(MP 2035 or proposed project).  Topics addressed include division of an established community, land use 
compatibility, and applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations.  This section was prepared utilizing a 
variety of sources, including the City of Los Angeles General Plan; the City of Los Angeles Zone 
Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS); existing community plan documents; the Southern California 
Association of Governments' (SCAG) 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS) Growth Vision Report, and Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP); the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's (Metro) 2010 Congestion Management Program (CMP) and 
the 2013 Metro Call for Projects (CFP); and the City of Los Angeles' Street and Transportation Projects 
Oversight Committee (STPOC). 

The section is organized as follows: 

• Regulatory Framework describes the pertinent federal, State, and local laws and guidelines. 
• Existing Setting provides a general summary and overview of land use and planning goals and policies. 
• Thresholds of Significance lists the thresholds used in identifying significant impacts as identified in 

Appendix G of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guidelines. 

• Impacts discuss the effects of the implementation of the MP 2035 on existing land uses and current 
relevant and applicable plan goals and policies.   

• Mitigation Measures are identified as necessary and feasible to reduce identified significant adverse 
impacts.   

• Significance of Impacts after Mitigation identifies residual impacts after application of mitigation 
measures. 
 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.  The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) ensures 
equal rights to all those with disabilities.  The regulations implementing this Act (49 Code of Federal 
Regulations 38) outline specific requirements for buses and light rail vehicles, including access ramps, 
handrails, priority seats for persons with disabilities, auditory and visual warnings for door closings, and 
minimum door widths to ensure persons with disabilities can safely use public transit facilities.  In addition, 
all State and local governmental agencies are required to provide pedestrian access for persons with 
disabilities in compliance with ADA Title II, 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 12131(1). 

There are no other federal plans, policies, or regulations related to land use and planning that apply to the 
MP 2035 for the purpose of determining land use and planning impacts. 

STATE 

California Complete Streets Act.  In September 2008, the California Complete Streets Act (Assembly Bill 
[AB] 1358) was enacted.  This legislation requires the City to identify how it will provide for the routine 
accommodation of all users of the roadway including motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, individuals with 
disabilities, seniors and users of public transportation.  This legislation requires that the legislative body of a 
city or county, upon any substantive revision of the circulation element of the general plan, modify the 
circulation element to the plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all 
users of streets, roads, and highways for a safe and convenient travel in a manner that is suitable to the rural, 
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suburban, or urban context of the general plan.  Users of streets, roads, and highways have been defined to 
include bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, 
users of public transportation, and seniors. 

California Environmental Quality Act.  In September 2012, Governor Brown signed into law AB 2245, 
amending Public Resource Code (PRC) Section 21080.20.5 to exempt restriping of City streets (until 
January 1, 2018) for bicycle lanes.  The Bicycle-Enhanced Network (BEN) analyzed in this Recirculated 
Draft EIR is anticipated to fall within this exemption.  However, since the BEN is part of a package of 
changes comprising the proposed Enhanced Complete Street System, and changes may occur after January 1, 
2018, this Recirculated Draft EIR addresses specific impacts of the BEN. 

REGIONAL 

Congestion Management Program.  As the Congestion Management Agency for Los Angeles County, 
Metro is responsible for implementing the CMP.  On October 28, 2010, the Metro Board adopted the 2010 
CMP for Los Angeles County.1

Southern California Association of Governments 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy.  The RTP/SCS presents the transportation and overall land use vision for Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Imperial, Riverside, and Ventura Counties.

  The 2010 CMP summarizes the results of 18 years of CMP highway and 
transit monitoring and 15 years of monitoring local growth.  CMP implementation guidelines for local 
jurisdictions are also contained in the 2010 CMP.  Elements of the CMP include Highway and Roadway 
System monitoring, multi-modal system performance analysis, the Transportation Demand Management 
Program, the Land Use Analysis Program and local conformance for all the county's jurisdictions. 

2

Southern California Association of Governments Compass Growth Vision Report.  The Compass 
Growth Vision Report predates the SCS but many of the planning principles continue to be relevant as the 
SCS was built upon this foundation. In an effort to maintain the region’s prosperity, continue to expand its 
economy, house its residents affordably, and protect its environmental setting as a whole, SCAG collaborated 
with interdependent sub-regions, counties, cities, communities, and neighborhoods in a process referred to by 
SCAG as Southern California Compass, which resulted in the development of a shared Growth Vision 
Report for Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura Counties.

  The RTP/SCS identifies 
priorities for transportation planning within the Southern California region, sets goals and policies, and 
identifies performance measures for transportation improvements to ensure that future projects are consistent 
with other planning goals for the area.  Projects being constructed within the SCAG region must be listed in 
the RTP/SCS.  The SCS portion of the RTP/SCS presents an overall land use concept for the region with 
increasing focus on densification of urban areas and development around transit stations. 

3

The underlying goal of the growth visioning effort is to make the SCAG region a better place to live, work, 
and play for all residents regardless of race, ethnicity, or income.  To organize the strategies for improving 
the quality of life in the SCAG region, a series of principles was established by the Growth Vision 
Subcommittee.  These goals are contained in the Growth Vision Report and intended to promote and 
maximize regional mobility, livability, prosperity, and sustainability.  Decisions regarding growth, 
transportation, land use, and economic development should support and be guided by these principles.  
Specific policy and planning strategies also are provided as a way to achieve each of the principles (see 
Table 4.2-1). 

  SCAG began 
Compass in 2002, spearheaded by the Growth Visioning Subcommittee, which consists of civic leaders from 
throughout the region.  The shared regional vision sought to address issues such as congestion and housing 
availability, which may threaten the region’s livability. 

                                                           
1Metro, 2010 Congestion Management Program, October 30, 2013. 
2SCAG, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, October 30, 2013. 
3SCAG, Growth Vision Report, June 2004. 
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TABLE 4.2-1:  RELEVANT REGIONAL GOALS AND POLICIES 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN (CMP) 
Goal Link local land use decisions with their impacts on regional transportation and air quality. 
Goal Develop a partnership among transportation decision makers on devising appropriate transportation 

solutions that include all modes of travel. 
Objective Track and analyze to determine how the regional highway and transit systems are performing. 
Objective Locally analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on regional transportation. 
Objective Locally implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) design guidelines that ensure new 

development includes improvements supportive of transit and TDM. 
Objectives Track new building activity throughout Los Angeles County. 
COMPASS GROWTH VISION REPORT 
Principle #1 Improve mobility for all residents. 
Policy Encourage transportation investments and land use decisions that are mutually supportive. 
Policy Encourage transit-oriented development. 
Policy Promote a variety of travel choices. 
Principle #2 Foster livability in all communities. 
Policy Promote “people-scaled” pedestrian-friendly communities. 
Principle #3 Enable prosperity for all people. 
Policy Ensure environmental justice regardless of race, ethnicity, or income class. 
Principle #4 Promote sustainability for future generations. 
Policy Focus development in urban centers and existing cities. 
Policy Develop strategies to accommodate growth that use resources efficiently, eliminate pollution, and 

significantly reduce waste. 
REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
Goal Establish a more efficient transportation system that reduces and better manages vehicle activity. 
Policy/Strategy Develop nodes (that are people-scaled, walkable communities) on a corridor. 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2014. 

 

Southern California Association of Governments Regional Comprehensive Plan.  SCAG has also 
prepared and issued the 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) in response to SCAG’s Regional Council 
directive in the 2002 Strategic Plan to define solutions to interrelated housing, traffic, water, air quality, and 
other regional challenges.4  The 2008 RCP is an advisory document that describes future conditions if current 
trends continue, defines a vision for a healthier region, and recommends an Action Plan with a target year of 
2035.  The RCP is a voluntarily document to be used by local jurisdictions in developing local plans and 
addressing local issues of regional significance.  The plan incorporates principles and goals of the Compass 
Blueprint Growth Vision, as well as the policies and strategies identified in the 2008 RTP, and includes nine 
chapters addressing land use and housing, transportation, air quality, energy, open space, water, solid waste, 
economy, and security and emergency preparedness.  The action plans contained therein provide a series of 
recommended near-term policies that developers and key stakeholders should consider for implementation, 
as well as potential policies for consideration by local jurisdictions and agencies when conducting project 
review. 

LOCAL 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element.  The City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Framework Element establishes the overall policy and direction for the General Plan.  It includes a long-
range strategy to guide the comprehensive update for the General Plan’s other elements.   

City of Los Angeles Transportation Element.  The goals, objectives, and policies included in the 
Transportation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan establish a Citywide strategy to achieve 
long-term mobility and accessibility within the City of Los Angeles.5   

                                                           
4SCAG, Final 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan, October 30, 2013. 
5City of Los Angeles, Transportation Element of the General Plan, September 8, 1999. 
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The goals are listed below: 

 Goal A: Adequate accessibility to work opportunities and essential services, and acceptable levels of 
mobility for all those who live, work, travel, or move goods in Los Angeles. 

 Goal B: A Street system maintained in a good to excellent condition adequate to facilitate the movement 
of those reliant on the system. 

 Goal C: An integrated system of pedestrian priority street segments, bikeways, and scenic highways.  

City of Los Angeles Community Plans.  The City of Los Angeles General Plan includes 35 community 
plans that collectively comprise the Land Use Element.  Applicable goals and policies from the proposed 
West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan, Granada Hills-Knollwood, Sylmar and San Pedro 
Community Plans, currently under consideration for adoption, are also included Table 4.2-2.   

TABLE 4.2-2:  RELEVANT LOCAL GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL COMMUNITY PLANS 

NORTH VALLEY AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan 
Circulation Highways and local streets shown on this Plan should be developed in accordance with the Highways and 

Freeways Element of the General Plan and standards and criteria contained in the City's Standard Street 
Dimensions, except where environmental issues and planning practices warrant alternative standards 
consistent with street capacity requirements. 

Circulation Major and secondary highways should have adequate street lighting.  Through traffic, on local streets within 
neighborhoods, should be discouraged.  Street, highways and freeways, should be designed and improved 
to be in harmony with the adjacent development and to facilitate driver and passenger orientation. 

Circulation The full residential, commercial, and industrial densities and intensities proposed by the Plan are predicated 
upon the eventual development of appropriate transportation facilities. 

Public Transportation Improved bus service should be encouraged to more directly connect residential areas with jobs, shopping, 
and public facilities, and with other communities in the region. 

Bikeways A system of recreation oriented bikeways is suggested for the Community.  It is anticipated that these 
would serve both transportation and recreational purposes. 

Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan* 
Goal M1 A diverse system of streets that balances the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, equestrians, 

mobility challenged persons and vehicles while providing sufficient mobility and abundant access options 
for the existing and future users of the street system. 

Goal M2 A multi-modal circulation system that supports successful neighborhood commercial areas with streets that 
accommodate public open space and gathering places, and enhance sustainable watershed management. 

Goal M3 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and trail routes linking neighborhoods to key 
areas in the community, including commercial centers, services and employment, points of historical 
interest, as well as open space and recreational areas.  

Goal M4 A community-wide pleasant street environment that is universally accessible, safe, and convenient for 
pedestrians. 

Goal M5 A safe, comprehensive, and integrated bikeway network that is accessible to all, and encourages bicycling 
for recreation and transportation. 

Chatsworth-Porter Ranch Community Plan 
Circulation  
(Streets/Highways) 

Highways and Local Streets shown on the Plan shall be developed in accordance with the standards and 
criteria contained in the Highways and Freeways Element of the General Plan and the City's Standard 
Street Dimensions.  

Circulation  
(Streets/Highways) 

Streets, highways and freeways, when developed, should be designed and improved in harmony with 
adjacent development and to facilitate driver and passenger orientation.   

Circulation  
(Streets/Highways) 

Adequate highway improvements shall be assured prior to the approval of zoning permitting intensification 
of land use in order to avoid congestion and assure proper development. 

Circulation  
(Public Transportation) 

Bus routes and increased bus frequency should be added to the existing transportation system as the 
potential ridership increases in the Community with population growth.   

Circulation  
(Public Transportation) 

The Plan requires traffic-generating activities to provide fixed transit facilities, such as bus shelters and 
pullouts, consistent with anticipated demand. These facilities should be located in areas convenient to 
pedestrian use. 

Mission Hills-Panorama City - North Hills Community Plan 
Objective 2-2 To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify pedestrian oriented districts (PODs). 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.  
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TABLE 4.2-2:  RELEVANT LOCAL GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL COMMUNITY PLANS 

Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the Mission Hills - Panorama City - North 
Hills community, and encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) facilities, and rail facilities. 

Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 
reduce vehicular trips. 

Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 
trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 

Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 12-1 That Mission Hills - Panorama City - North Hills' signalized intersections are integrated with the City's 

ATSAC system by the year 2010. 
Goal 13 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian routes.  
Objective 14-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 14-2 To promote pedestrian-oriented mobility and the utilization of the bicycle for commuter, school, recreational 

use, economic activity, and access to transit facilities. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Northridge Community Plan 
Goal 10 Develop a public transportation system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to auto travel.  
Objective 10-1 Encourage improved local and express bus and neighborhood shuttle service through the Community Plan 

Area and encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle facilities and 
rail facilities. 

Objective 10-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicular trips. 
Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 12-1 That Northridge's signalized intersections are integrated with the City's ATSAC system by the year 2010. 
Goal 13 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian routes.  
Objective 14-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 14-2 To promote pedestrian-oriented mobility for commuter, school, recreational use, economic activity, and 

access to transit facilities. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon Community Plan  
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.  
Objective 10-1 Encourage improved local and express bus and neighborhood shuttle service through the Community Plan 

Area and encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle facilities and 
rail facilities. 

Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 
reduce vehicular trips. 

Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation demand management (TDM) strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, 
minimize average trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 

Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 12-1 To ensure that the Community Plan area’s signalized intersections are integrated with the City's Automated 

Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system by the year 2010. 
Objective 12-2 To identify roadways in need of repair for a smooth traffic flow. 
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TABLE 4.2-2:  RELEVANT LOCAL GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL COMMUNITY PLANS 

Goal 15 A system of safe, efficient and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian routes.  
Objective 15-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Goal 16 A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 16-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Sunland-Tujunga-Lakeview Terrace-Shadow Hill  East La Tuna Canyon Community Plan  
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.  
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service throughout the Community Plan area, and 

encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and 
rail facilities. 

Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 
reduce vehicular trips. 

Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 
trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 

Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 12-1 To ensure that the Community Plan area’s signalized intersections are integrated with the City's Automated 

Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system by the year 2010. 
Goal 13 A system of highways, freeways, and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections 
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian routes.  
Objective 14-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Sylmar Community Plan*  
Goal M1 A diverse system of streets that balances the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians, transit users, 

mobility-challenged persons and vehicles while providing sufficient mobility and abundant access options 
for the existing and future users of the street system. 

Goal M2 A multi-modal circulation system that supports successful neighborhood commercial areas by providing 
transit stations, commercial and recreational uses, with streets that accommodate public open space and 
gathering places, and streets that enhance sustainable watershed management. 

Goal M3 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and trail routes linking neighborhoods to key 
areas in the community, including commercial centers, services and employment, points of historical 
interest, as well as open space and recreational areas. 

Goal M4 A community-wide, pleasant street environment that is universally accessible, safe, and convenient for 
pedestrians. 

Goal M5 A safe, comprehensive, and integrated bikeway network that is accessible to all, and encourages bicycling 
for recreation and transportation. 

Goal M8 An integrated land use and public transit strategy that directs growth to areas which are accessible by 
public transit facilities and services. 

Goal M9 An expanded public transit system that provides residents, employees, and visitors safe and efficient 
access to jobs, services, recreation and other community assets so that automobile dependence may be 
reduced. 

Goal M10 A network of streets, highways, and freeways that supports existing and planned land uses and provides 
improved motorized vehicle mobility throughout Sylmar, particularly in congested corridors. 

SOUTH VALLEY AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hill -West Hills Community Plan 
Objective 2-2 Use Pedestrian Oriented Districts and Mixed Use Boulevards to provide alternatives to automobile oriented 

commercial activity. 
Goal 10 Develop a public transportation system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile 

travel.  
Objective 10-1 Encourage improved local/shuttle bus service through the Community Plan area and encourage park-and-

ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle facilities and rail facilities. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicular trips. 
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TABLE 4.2-2:  RELEVANT LOCAL GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL COMMUNITY PLANS 

Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 
trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 

Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 12-1 Reduction of vehicular trip delays in the Community Plan Area through coordination of the street traffic 

signal system with the Caltrans freeway traffic management system. 
Objective 12-2 That the Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills signalized intersections are integrated with 

the City’s ATSAC system by the year 2010. 
Goal 13 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian routes.  
Objective 14-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Encino-Tarzana Community Plan 
Objective 2-2 Allow for the development of automobile-related uses in specifically designated commercial designations 

along most major arterials. 
Goal 10 Develop a public transportation system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile 

travel.  
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the community, encourage park-and-ride 

facilities and bus routes to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and rail 
facilities. 

Objective 10-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicular trips. 
Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 12-1 That the Encino-Tarzana signalized intersections are integrated with the City’s ATSAC system by the year 

2010. 
Goal 13 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian routes.  
Objective 14-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan 
Circulation Policy Highways and local streets shown on this Plan shall be developed in accordance with standards and 

criteria contained in the Highways and Freeways Element of the General Plan and the City's Standard 
Street Dimensions Plan. 

Circulation Policy Street aesthetics should be emphasized by street trees and planted median strips and by paving. Streets, 
highways and freeways, when developed, should be designed and improved in harmony with adjacent 
development and to facilitate driver and passenger orientation. 

Circulation Policy Adequate highway improvements shall be assured prior to the approval of zoning, permitting intensification 
of land use in order to avoid congestion and assure proper development. 

Reseda-West Van Nuys Community Plan 
Objective 2-2 To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify Pedestrian Oriented Districts 

(PODs). 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.  
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the Van Nuys- North Sherman Oaks 

community, encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
facilities, and rail facilities. 
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TABLE 4.2-2:  RELEVANT LOCAL GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL COMMUNITY PLANS 

Objective 10-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order 

to reduce overall vehicular trip volumes.  
Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network.  
Objective 12-1 That Reseda - West Van Nuys-signalized intersections are integrated with the City's ATSAC system by the 

year 2010. 
Goal 13 A system of highways, freeways, and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and ensure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 14-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient onstreet parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake - Cahuenga Pass Community Plan 
Objective 2-3 To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify pedestrian oriented districts 

(PODs). 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.  
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the Van Nuys- North Sherman Oaks 

community, encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
facilities, and rail facilities. 

Objective 10-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order 

to reduce overall vehicular trip volumes.  
Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network.  
Objective 12-1 That the Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass signalized intersections are integrated 

with the City’s ATSAC system by the year 2010. 
Goal 13 A system of highways, freeways, and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and ensure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 14-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient onstreet parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks Community Plan 
Goal 11 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.  
Objective 11-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the Van Nuys- North Sherman Oaks 

community, encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
facilities, and rail facilities. 

Objective 11-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 12 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order 

to reduce overall vehicular trip volumes.  
Objective 12-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 13 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network.  
Objective 13-1 That Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks' signalized intersections are integrated with the City's ATSAC system 

by the year 2010. 
Goal 14 A system of highways, freeways, and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
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Objective 14-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and ensure that 
necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 15 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 15-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 15-2 To promote pedestrian-oriented mobility and the utilization of the bicycle for commuter, school, recreational 

use, economic activity, and access to transit facilities. 
Goal 16 A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient onstreet parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area.  
Objective 16-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accordance with Citywide standards and community needs. 
CENTRAL AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Central City Community Plan 
Objective 11-1 To keep downtown as the focal point of the regional mobility system accommodating internal access and 

mobility needs as well. 
Objective 11-2 To Improve freeway movement and capacity adjacent to the Downtown area. 
Objective 11-3 To provide an internal circulation system with a focus of connecting specific pairs of activity centers to a 

system that provides greater geographic coverage of Downtown, thus giving the Downtown traveler more 
choices and more flexibility. 

Objective 11-4 To take advantage of the district's easy access to two mass transit rail lines, the freeway system, and major 
boulevards that connect Downtown to the region.  

Objective 11-5 To link easy parking and mass transit to a pedestrian network so that the Lower Center City becomes 
accessible and safe. 

Objective 11-6 To accommodate pedestrian open space and usage in Central City. 
Objective 11-7 To provide sufficient parking to satisfy short-term retail/business users and visitors but still find ways to 

encourage long-term office commuters to use alternate modes of access. 
Central City North Community Plan 
Objective 2-3 To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify pedestrian oriented districts. 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the Central City North community and 

encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities and 
rail facilities. 

Goal 11 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 11-1 That signalized intersections are integrated with the City’s ATSAC system by the year 2010. 
Goal 12 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicular trips. 
Objective 12-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Objective 12-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 13 A system of safe, efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 13-1 To promote an adequate system of bikeways for commuter, school, and recreational use. 
Objective 13-2 To increase the work and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 14 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient on-street parking and off street parking facilities 

throughout the Plan area.  
Objective 14-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Goal 15 Community involvement in determining neighborhood traffic controls. 
Hollywood Community Plan** 
Goal M.1 Expand mobility and access options with transportation system management strategies, transit 

improvements, transit access and connectivity policies, non-motorized transportation policies, 
transportation demand management strategies, capital improvements, neighborhood traffic management 
plans and parking policies. 

Goal M.1.55 Implement transportation demand management strategies to minimize vehicle trips. 
Policy M.1.8 Implement parking restrictions to provide additional capacity in periods of peak traffic, where appropriate. 

Discourage peak hour parking restrictions on streets with high volumes of bicyclists and older residential 
neighborhoods which have deficits of off-street parking. 

Policy M.1.15 Maintain the street system to facilitate the movement of current and future traffic volumes, as well as 
emergency services: Support the maintenance and rehabilitation of all Highways and Streets. 

Policy M.104 Maximize the use of onsite parking spaces in commercial areas. 
Policy M.1.35 Improve on-street bicycle access to bicycle commuter facilities at Metro Red Line Stations. 
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Policy M.1.41 Encourage the use of bicycles. 
Policy M.1.41 Maintain existing planned bicycle routes. 
Policy M.1.45 Connect existing and proposed bike paths, bike lanes and bike routes, in the Hollywood Community Plan 

area to bike paths, bike lanes and bike routes in other communities, where possible. Connect bike paths, 
bike lanes and bike routes by the Los Angeles River to bike paths, bike lanes and bike routes in central 
Hollywood. 

Policy M.1.48 Coordinate with the Department of Transportation to identify opportunities for providing the following bicycle 
amenities and improvements. 
 expanded bicycle lanes, bicycle routes and bicycle friendly streets 
 Share the Road bike icons painted on right lanes 
 bicycle friendly drainage grates 
 directional/wayfinding signage 
 bicycle signals and/or push buttons 
 bicycle loop detectors 
 wide outside curb lanes 

Policy M.1.51 Promote efforts to improve the safety of bicycling 
Policy M.1.62 Support the dedication of on-street parking spaces for shared cars in locations with high demand for shared 

cars. 
Policy M.1.90 Use parking resources efficiently. 
Policy M.1.91 Improve utilization of existing public parking structures and lots. 
Policy M.1.98 Support the maintenance of the existing number of publicly available parking resources in the Regional 

Center of Hollywood. 
Policy M.1.70: Promote Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plans for large projects. TDM Plans should establish 

vehicle trip caps, a program for monitoring vehicle trips, and a system of incentives and penalties for 
meeting, or failing to meet, vehicle trip reduction goals. 

Policy M.1.86 Minimize cut-through traffic with neighborhood traffic management plans which are bicycle-friendly. 
Westlake Community Plan 
Circulation Policy 1 To maximize the effectiveness of public transportation to meet the travel needs of transit dependent 

residents. 
Circulation Policy 2 To provide for a circulation system coordinated with land uses and densities in order to accommodate the 

movement of people and goods. 
Circulation Policy 3 To minimize the conflict between vehicular and pedestrian traffic. 
Circulation Policy 4 To encourage alternate modes of travel and provide an integrated transportation system that is coordinated 

with land uses and which can accommodate the total travel needs of the community.  
Circulation Policy 5 To encourage the creation of a local auxiliary transit system which would link the residential areas of 

Westlake to the high and medium intensity commercial areas and with the Red-Line subway station. 
Circulation Policy 6 To encourage new businesses and companies to provide carpooling as a means of providing access to 

Westlake 
Circulation Policy 7 To continue development of the highway and street system in conformance with the city’s five year capital 

program.  
Circulation Policy 8 To cooperate with the State and Federal Governments to work toward improved access to the freeways, 

particularly the Harbor Freeway. 
Wilshire Community Plan 
Objective 2-2 Promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian-oriented areas. 
Goal 10 Develop additional public transit services which improve mobility with efficient, reliable, safe, convenient 

alternatives to automobile travel. 
Objective 10-1 Continue to encourage improved and additional local and express bus service and neighborhood shuttles 

throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area. 
Policy 10-1.1 Continue to coordinate with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and the Los Angeles 

Department of Transportation (LADOT) with plans to improve local and express bus service serving 
Wilshire. 

Policy 10-1.2 Encourage the expansion, wherever feasible, of programs aimed at enhancing the mobility of senior 
citizens, disabled people, students, and low-income, transit-dependent populations. 

Objective 10-2 Increase work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Policy 10-2.1 Develop coordinated intermodal public transit plans to implement linkages to future public transit services. 
Goal 11 Encourage a system of safe, efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 11-1 Promote an adequate system of Bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 11-2 Promote pedestrian mobility, safety, amenities, and access between employment centers, residential areas, 

recreational areas, schools, and transit centers. 
Goal 12 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to reduce single-occupancy vehicular trips.  
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Objective 12-1 Pursue Transportation Demand Management Strategies that maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize 
average trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 

Goal 13 Provide a well-maintained, safe, efficient freeway highway and street network.  
Objective 13-1 Increase traffic capacity on existing freeways, highways, and streets, through policy changes, and minor 

physical improvements to existing highways and streets. 
Objective 13-2 Ensure that adequate maintenance of the street system is provided to facilitate the movement of the current 

and future traffic volumes, as well as emergency services. 
Goal 14 Discourage non-resident traffic flow on resident traffic flow on residential local streets, and encourage 

community involvement in determining neighborhood traffic and parking controls.   
Objective 14-1 Initiate and continue existing Residential Neighborhood Protection Plans to mitigate traffic and parking 

impacts throughout the Wilshire Community Plan Area. 
Goal 15 Provide a sufficient supply of well-designed and convenient off-street parking lots and facilities throughout 

the plan area.  
Objective 15-1 Provide off-street parking in appropriate locations in accordance with Citywide standards and community 

needs. 
Goal 16 Provide a community-wide circulation system of freeways, highways, and streets which supports existing 

and planned land uses and anticipated traffic flow volumes, while maintaining acceptable levels of service 
at all intersections. 

Objective 16-1 Comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable Levels of Service (LOS) and ensure that 
necessary Freeway, Highway and Street access and improvements are provided to accommodate 
additional traffic anticipated from Wilshire Community Plan land use changes and/or by new development. 

EAST LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Boyle Heights Community Plan  
Objective 1 
(Circulation) 

To provide for a circulation system coordinated with land uses and densities in order to accommodate the 
movement of people and goods. 

Objective 3 
(Circulation) 

To minimize the conflict between vehicular and pedestrian traffic. 

Objective 1  
(Public Transportation) 

To maximize the effectiveness of public transportation to meet the travel needs of transit-dependent 
residents. 

Objective 2  
(Public Transportation) 

To encourage alternate modes of travel and provide an integrated transportation system that is coordinated 
with land uses and which can accommodate the total travel needs of the Community 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan  
Objective 2-3 To minimize conflicts between auto-related and pedestrian-oriented activities and encourage use of public 

transportation in commercial areas. 
Goal 10 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
Objective 10-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service and ensure that necessary 

road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 11 Develop a public transportation system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile 
travel.  

Objective 11-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service throughout the community and bus routes that 
connect with freeways and rail facilities. 

Objective 11-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 12 A coordinated integration of development around transit stations in order to improve services, access, and 

economic vitality of the community.  
Objective 12-1 To reflect the objectives and guiding principles of the City Council adopted Land Use Transportation Policy. 
Goal 13 A system of safe, efficient and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian routes.  
Objective 13-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 13-2 To promote pedestrian-oriented areas, greenways, and pedestrian routes for commuter, school, 

recreational use, economic revitalization, and access to transit facilities. 
Silver Lake-Echo Park Community Plan  
Objective 2-2 Preserve pedestrian-oriented areas through the use of available overlay zones to provide alternatives to 

automobile-oriented commercial activity. 
Policy 2-2.1 Preserve existing pedestrian-oriented areas. 
Goal 10 Develop a public transportation system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile 

travel.  
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Objective 10-1 Encourage improved local and express bus and neighborhood shuttle service through the Community Plan 
Area and encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle facilities and 
rail facilities. 

Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to 
reduce vehicle trips. 

Objective 11-1 Pursue transportation demand management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize 
average trip length and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 

Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeways, highways and street network.   
Objective 12-1 Reduction of vehicular trip delays in the Community Plan Area through coordination of the street traffic 

signal system with the Caltrans freeway traffic management system. 
Objective 12-2 Institute traffic management measures to special traffic operations procedures as necessary to improve 

circulation throughout the Plan area. 
Goal 13 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing 

approved and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian routes.  
Objective 14.1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational uses. 
Objective 14-2 Promote the use of community staircases as an integral part of the Plan area’s pedestrian network, offering 

access from hillside residential neighborhoods to commercial corridors. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient onstreet parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area.  
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
WEST LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
Bel Air-Beverly Crest Community Plan 
Policy  
(Circulation) 

Highways and local streets within the Bel Air-Beverly Crest Community should generally be developed in 
accordance with standards and criteria contained in the Highways and Freeways Element of the General 
Plan and the City's Standard Street Dimensions, except where environmental issues and planning 
considerations would warrant alternate standards. 

Policy  
(Public Transportation)  

A Public Transportation Corridor is proposed in the vicinity of the San Diego Freeway and Sepulveda 
Boulevard. This corridor should be utilized for appropriate public transportation. There is a need, through 
continuing studies, for finding means of facilitating cross-mountain transportation. Because of the special 
character of the Santa Monica Mountains, the area needs special monitoring and consideration. 

Programs  
(Public Improvements) 

Circulation:  To facilitate local traffic circulation, relieve congestion, and provide mobility for all citizens, 
recognizing natural and other restraints, the following are proposed: 
-Continued maintenance and development of a highway and street system consistent with Plan Proposals 
and with the City's annual Capital Improvement Program (as amended from time to time). 
-Continued planning of, and improvements to, the public transportation system in accordance with the 
proposals of this Plan. 

Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan  
Objective 2-2 Allow for the development of automobile-related uses in specific commercial designations along major 

arterials. 
Objective 2-2.1 Prohibit the development of new automobile - related uses in pedestrian-oriented areas. 

 
Objective 2-2.2 Permit the development of new automobile-related uses in some designated commercial areas. 
Objective 2-3 To enhance the appearance of commercial districts and to identify pedestrian-oriented areas. 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.  
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the community, and encourage park and 

ride facilities to interface with freeways, transit routes and HOV lanes.  
Policy 10-1.1 Coordinate with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) to improve local bus service to and within 

the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades plan area. 
Policy 10-1.2 Encourage the expansion wherever feasible, of programs aimed at enhancing the mobility of senior 

citizens, disabled persons and the transit-dependent population. 
Objective 10-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit.  
Policy 10-2.1 Develop an intermodal mass transportation plan to implement linkages to future mass transit service. 
Policy 10-2.2 Implement DASH bus services for Brentwood to serve the commercial districts, multiple residential area 

and other activity centers in the area. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicle trips.  
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Objective 11-1  To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 
trip length and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 

Goal 12 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeways, highways and street network.   
Objective 12-1 To increase the capacity of existing transportation systems through minor physical improvements. 
Goal 13 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing 

approved and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 13-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 14 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian routes.  
Objective 14.1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational uses. 
Objective 14-2 To promote pedestrian oriented areas and pedestrian routes for commuter, school, recreational use, 

economic revitalization, and access to transit facilities. 
Goal 15 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient onstreet parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area.  
Objective 15-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Goal 16 Community involvement in determining neighborhood traffic controls.  

 
Objective 16-1  To initiate neighborhood-based traffic and parking mitigation plans in each of the Community Plan’s 

neighborhoods. 
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan  
Objective 2-2 To promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian-oriented areas. 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service throughout the Palms- Mar Vista-Del Rey community 

area and encourage park-and-ride facilities to connect with freeways and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
facilities. 

Policy 10-1.1 Coordinate with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) to improve local bus service to and within 
the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades plan area.  

Policy 10-1.2 Encourage the expansion wherever feasible, of programs aimed at enhancing the mobility of senior 
citizens, disabled persons and the transit-dependent population. 

Policy 10-2.1 Develop an intermodal mass transportation plan to implement linkages to future mass transit service. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicle trips.  
Objective 11-1  To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 12 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 12-1 To promote an adequate system of bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 12-2 To promote pedestrian oriented mobility and utilization of the bicycle for commuter, school, recreational 

use, economic activity and access to transit facilities. 
Goal 13 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient onstreet parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area.  
Objective 13-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accordance with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Goal 14 Discourage non-residential traffic flow on residential streets and encourage community involvement in 

determining neighborhood traffic controls.  
Objective 14-1 To initiate neighborhood based traffic and parking mitigation plans in each of the Community Plan’s 

neighborhoods. 
Goal 15 A well maintained safe, efficient freeway, highway and street network.  
Objective 15-1 Signalized intersections should be integrated with the City’s ATSAC system by the year 2010 
Goal 16 A system of highways, freeways and streets that provide a circulation system which supports existing and 

planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
Objective 16-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and ensure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Venice Community Plan  
Objective 2-2 To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify pedestrian-oriented districts. 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 
Objective 10-1 To improve local and express bus service throughout the Venice Community Plan area and encourage 

park-and-ride facilities to connect with freeways and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities. 
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Policy 10-1.2 Encourage the expansion wherever feasible, of programs aimed at enhancing the mobility of senior 
citizens, disabled persons and the transit-dependent population. 

Policy 10-1.3 Maintain and expand the Venice DASH seasonal transit service. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicle trips.  
Objective 11-1  To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 12 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 12-1 To promote an adequate system of bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 12-2 To promote pedestrian oriented mobility and utilization of the bicycle for commuter, school, recreational 

use, economic activity and access to transit facilities. 
Goal 13 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area.  
Objective 13-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accordance with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Goal 14 Discourage non-residential traffic flow on residential streets and encourage community involvement in 

determining neighborhood traffic controls.  
Objective 14-1 To initiate neighborhood based traffic and parking mitigation plans in each of the Community Plan’s 

neighborhoods. 
Goal 15 A well maintained safe, efficient freeway, highway and street network.  
Objective 15-1 Signalized intersections should be integrated with the City’s ATSAC system by the year 2010 
Goal 16 A system of highways, freeways and streets that provide a circulation system which supports existing and 

planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
Objective 16-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and ensure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

West Los Angeles Community Plan  
Objective 2-2 Promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian-oriented areas 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel.   
Objective 10-1 To To encourage improved local and express bus service through the West Los Angeles Community area and 

encourage park-and-ride facilities to connect with freeways and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities. 
Policy 10-1.1 Continue to coordinate with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and the Los Angeles 

Department of Transportation (LADOT) with plans to improve local and express bus service serving 
Wilshire. 

Policy 10-1.2 Encourage the expansion, wherever feasible, of programs aimed at enhancing the mobility of senior 
citizens, disabled people, students, and low-income, transit-dependent populations. 

Objective 10-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit.  
Policy 10-2.1 Develop an intermodal mass transportation plan to implement linkages to future mass transit service. 
Policy 10-2.2 Implement transit priority treatments (such as signal coordination, transit signal priority, queue jumpers, 

signing and striping modification). 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation over the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) to reduce 

vehicular trips. 
Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 12 A system of safe, efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 12-1 To promote an adequate system of bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 12-2 To promote pedestrian - oriented mobility for commuter, school, recreational use, economic activity and 

access to transit facilities. 
Goal 13 A sufficient supply of well-designed and convenient onstreet parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area.  
Objective 13-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accordance with Citywide standards and community needs. 
Goal 14 Discourage non-residential traffic flow on residential streets and encourage community involvement in 

determining neighborhood traffic controls.   
Goal 15 A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway and street network.   
Objective 15-1 Increase capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical improvements. 
Objective 15-2 Ensure that adequate maintenance of the street system is provided to facilitate the movement of the current 

and future traffic volumes, as well as emergency services. 
Goal 16 A system of highways, freeways, and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing and 

planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
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Objective 16-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable Levels of Service (LOS) and ensure that 
necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by new 
development. 

Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan  
Objective 2-2 Strengthen and enhance the major commercial districts of the community into distinctive, pedestrian-

friendly areas providing shopping, civic, social, and recreational activities. 
Goal 11 A system of highways, freeways, and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing and 

planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 11-1 Comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable Levels of Service (LOS) and ensure that 

necessary Freeway, Highway and Street access and improvements are provided to accommodate 
additional traffic anticipated from Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan land use changes and/or by 
new development. 

Goal 12 Provide a well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway and street network. 
Objective 12-1 Increase traffic capacity on existing freeways, highways, and streets, through policy changes, and minor 

physical improvements to existing highways and streets. 
Objective 12-2 Ensure that adequate maintenance of the street system is provided to facilitate the movement of the current 

and future traffic volumes, as well as emergency services. 
Goal 13 Discourage non-residential traffic flow on residential streets and encourage community involvement in 

determining neighborhood traffic and parking controls. 
Objective 13-1 To initiate and continue existing Residential Neighborhood Traffic Management Plans to mitigate traffic and 

parking impacts throughout the Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan Area. 
Goal 14 Develop additional public transit services which improve mobility with efficient, reliable, safe, convenient 

alternatives to automobile travel. 
Objective 14-1 Continue to encourage improved and additional local and express bus service and neighborhood shuttles 

throughout the Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan Area. 
Objective 14-2 Increase work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 15 Encourage alternative modes of transportation over the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) to reduce 

vehicular trips. 
Objective 15-1 Pursue Transportation Demand Management Strategies that maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize 

average trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 16 Encourage a system of safe, efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective 16-1 To promote an adequate system of bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 16-2 To promote pedestrian mobility, safety, amenities, and access between employment centers, residential 

areas, recreational areas, schools, and transit centers. 
Objective 17-1 Provide off-street parking in appropriate locations in accordance with Citywide standards and community 

needs. 
Westwood Community Plan 
Objective 2-2 To promote distinctive commercial districts and pedestrian-oriented areas. 
Policy 2-2-1 Encourage Pedestrian-oriented design in designated areas and in new development. 
Goal 9 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 
Objective 9-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service throughout the Community and encourage park-and-

ride facilities that connect with freeways, transit routes and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. 
Policy 9-1.1 Coordinate with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and the Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation (LADOT) to expand express and local bus service to and within the Community. 
Policy 9-1.2 Encourage the expansion of programs aimed at enhancing the mobility of senior citizens, disabled people 

and the transit-dependent population. 
Objective 9-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 10 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) to reduce 

vehicular trips.  
Objective 10-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 11 A system of safe, efficient, and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes.  
Objective11-1 To promote an adequate system of bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 11-2 To provide pedestrian-oriented access and routes that are safe, efficient and attractive for commuter, 

school and recreational use, and facilitate economic activity and access to transit facilities. 
Goal 12 Sufficient System of well- designed and convenient onstreet and off street parking facilities throughout the 

plan area.  
Objective 12-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accordance with Citywide standards and Community needs. 
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TABLE 4.2-2:  RELEVANT LOCAL GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL COMMUNITY PLANS 

SOUTH LOS ANGELES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION 
South Central Los Angeles Community Plan 
Objective 2-4 To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify Pedestrian Oriented Areas 

(POA’s). 
Goal 11 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
Objective 11-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service and ensure that necessary 

road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 12 Develop a public transportation system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile 
travel.  

Objective 12-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service throughout the community and bus routes that 
connect with freeways and rail facilities. 

Objective 12-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 13 A coordinated integration of development around transit stations in order to improve services, access, and 

economic vitality of the community.  
Objective 13-1 To reflect the objectives and guiding principles of the City Council adopted Land Use Transportation Policy. 
Objective 13-2 To increase the work and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan 
Objective 2-4 To enhance the identity of distinctive commercial districts and to identify Pedestrian Oriented Districts. 
Goal 10 A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections.  
Objective 10-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service and ensure that necessary 

road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 11 Develop a public transportation system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile 
travel.  

Objective 11-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service throughout the community and bus routes that 
connect with freeways and rail facilities. 

Objective 11-2 To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 12 A coordinated integration of development around transit stations in order to improve services, access, and 

economic vitality of the community.  
Objective 12-1 To reflect the objectives and guiding principles of the City Council adopted Land Use Transportation Policy. 
Objective 12-2 To increase the work and non-work trips made on public transit. 
West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan*  
Goal M1 A diverse system of streets that balances the needs of pedestrian, bicyclists, transit users, mobility-

challenged persons and vehicles while providing sufficient mobility and abundant access options for the 
existing and future users of the street system. 

Goal M2 A circulation system that supports successful neighborhood commercial areas by providing multi-modal 
access, streets that accommodate public open space and gathering places, and streets that enhance 
sustainable watershed management. 

Goal M3 A community-wide pleasant street environment that is universally accessible, safe, and convenient for 
pedestrians. 

Goal M4 A safe, comprehensive, and integrated bikeway network that is accessible to all, and encourages bicycling 
for recreation and transportation. 

Goal M5 An integrated land use and transit strategy that directs growth to areas that are accessible by transit 
facilities and services. 

Goal M6 An expanded public transit system that provides residents, employees, and visitors safe and efficient 
access to jobs, services, recreation and other community assets so that automobile dependence can be 
reduced. 

Goal M7 A network of streets, highways, and freeways that supports existing and planned land uses, and provides 
improved motorized vehicle mobility throughout the West Adams- Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan 
Area particularly on congested corridors. 

Goal M8 Residential neighborhoods that are protected from the intrusion of non-resident parking and cut-through 
traffic, with emphasis on safety and quality of life. 

Goal M11 An efficient parking supply that serves economic development and facilitates all modes of transportation. 
Goal M12 Parking policies and requirements that capture the true cost of private vehicle use and support livable 

neighborhoods, environmental/ energy sustainability, and the use of alternative modes of transportation. 
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TABLE 4.2-2:  RELEVANT LOCAL GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL COMMUNITY PLANS 

HARBOR APC 
Harbor Gateway Community Plan  
Circulation Policy 
(Highways, Freeways 
and Local Streets) 

Highways, freeways and streets shown on this Plan shall be developed in accordance with the Standards and 
Criteria contained in the Highways and Freeways Element of the General Plan and the City's Standard Street 
Dimensions.  Streets, highways and freeways, when developed should be designed and improved so as to be in 
harmony with adjacent development and to facilitate driver and passenger orientation. 

Circulation Policy 
(Public Transportation) 

Improved bus service should be provided to more directly connect the various commercial, residential and 
industrial areas of this and adjacent communities.  

San Pedro Community Plan*  
Goal M1 A diverse system of streets that balances the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, mobility-

challenged persons and vehicles while providing sufficient mobility and abundant access options for the 
existing and future users of the street system. 

Goal M2 A circulation system that supports successful neighborhood areas with multi-modal access, streets that 
accommodate public open space and gathering places, and streets that enhance sustainable watershed 
management. 

Goal M3 A pleasant street environment throughout San Pedro that is universally accessible, safe, and convenient for 
pedestrians. 

Goal M4 A safe, comprehensive, and integrated bikeway network that is accessible to all, and encourages bicycling 
for recreation and transportation. 

Goal M5 An integrated land use and transit strategy that directs growth to areas that are accessible by transit 
facilities and services. 

Goal M6 An expanded public transit system that provides residents, employees, and visitors safe and efficient 
access to jobs, services, recreation and other community assets so that automobile dependence can be 
reduced. 

Wilmington - Harbor City Community Plan 
Goal 10 Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 
Objective 10-1 To encourage improved local and express bus service through the Wilmington- Harbor City community, and 

encourage park-and-ride facilities to interface with freeways, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and 
transit routes. 

Objective 10-2 To increase the work and non-work trips made on public transit. 
Goal 11 Encourage alternative modes of transportation to the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to 

reduce vehicular trips. 
Objective 11-1 To pursue transportation management strategies that can maximize vehicle occupancy, minimize average 

trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips. 
Goal 12 A well-maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
Objective 12-1 Increase capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical Improvements. 
Goal 13 A system of safe, efficient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes. 
Objective 13-1 To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 
Objective 13-2 To promote pedestrian-oriented access and routes that are safe, efficient and attractive for commuter, 

school, recreational use, economic activity, and access to transit facilities. 
Goal 14 A sufficient system of well designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
Objective 14-1 To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and Community needs. 
Goal 15 A system of highways, freeways, and streets that provides  a circulation system which supports existing, 

approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 
Objective 15-1 To comply with Citywide performance standards for acceptable levels of service (LOS) and insure that 

necessary road access and street improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new 
development. 

Goal 16 Discourage non-residential traffic flow on residential streets and encourage community involvement in 
determining neighborhood traffic controls. 

Objective 16-1 To initiate neighborhood based traffic and parking mitigation plans in the Community Plan’s neighborhoods. 
* Currently under consideration for adoption by the City of Los Angeles with adopted date of existing plan in (parenthesis) Policies from adopted 
community plans for these have not been included because they are out of date. 
** Currently under litigation. 
SOURCE: Metro, CMP, 2010; SCAG, RTP/SCS, 2012; SCAG, Growth Vision Report, 2004; SCAG, RCP, 2008. Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan, 
Granada Hills - Knollwood Community Plan, Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan, Mission Hills -Panorama City - North Hills Community Plan 
Community Plan,  Northridge Community Plan, Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan, Sunland - Tujunga - Lakeview Terrace - Shadow Hills - 
East La Tuna Canyon Community Plan, Sylmar Community Plan, Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills Community Plan, Encino-
Tarzana Community Plan, North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan, Reseda-West Van Nuys Community Plan, Sherman Oaks - Studio City - 
Toluca Lake - Cahuenga Pass Community Plan, Van Nuys - North Sherman Oaks Community Plan, Central City Community Plan, Central City North 
Community Plan, Holywood Community Plan, Westlake Community Plan, Wilshire Community Plan, Boyle Heighs Community Plan,  
Westchester - Playa Del Rey Community Plan, Bel Air - Beverly Crest Community Plan,Venice Community Plan, Palms - Mar Vista - Del Rey 
Community Plan, Brentwood - Pacific Palisades Community Plan, West Los Angeles Community Plan, Westwood Community Plan, South Central Los 
Angeles Community Plan, Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert Community Plan, Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan, San Pedro Community Plan, Wilmington - Harbor City Community Plan. http://cityplanning.lacity.org/. Accessed November 15, 2013. 
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EXISTING SETTING 

The arterials included in MP 2035 as part of the Pedestrian-Enhanced Districts (PEDs), Neighborhood 
Enhanced Network (NEN), Bicycle Lane Network, BEN, Transit Enhanced Network (TEN), and Vehicles 
Enhanced Network (VEN) are depicted in Figure 3-2 through Figure 3-6 included in Chapter 3.0 Project 
Description.  Within the City’s boundaries are approximately 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains.  The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound 
the City on the north, the Santa Monica Mountains extend through the middle of the City and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean bound the City on the south and west.  The City is geographically divided 
into 35 community planning areas. For the purpose of the following land use analysis, the discussion is 
grouped by the seven Area Planning Commission (APC) areas.  The land area under the jurisdiction of each 
APC generally follows community plan boundaries, as described below. 

North Valley.  The North Valley APC area consists of Arleta - Pacoima Community Plan area, Chatsworth - 
Porter Ranch Community Plan area, Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan area, Mission Hills-
Panorama City-North Hills Community Plan area, Northridge Community Plan area, Sun Valley-La Tuna 
Canyon Community Plan area, Sunland-Tujunga-Lakeview Terrace-Shadow Hills-East La Tuna Canyon 
Community Plan area, and Sylmar Community Plan area.  Figure 4.2-1 and Figure 4.2-2 depict the existing 
land uses within a ¼-mile of the proposed networks located in the North Valley APC.   

South Valley.  The South Valley APC area consists of Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills 
Community Plan area, Encino-Tarzana Community Plan area, North Hollywood-Valley Village Community 
Plan area, Reseda-West Van Nuys Community Plan area, Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga 
Pass Community Plan area, and Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks Community Plan area.  The South Valley 
APC area includes the boundaries of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan area.  Figure 4.2-1 and 
Figure 4.2-2 depict existing land uses within ¼-mile of the proposed networks. 

West Los Angeles.  The West Los Angeles APC area consists of Bel Air-Beverly Crest Community Plan 
area, Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan area, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan area, 
Venice Community Plan area, West Los Angeles Community Plan area, Westchester-Playa Del Rey 
Community Plan area, and Westwood Community Plan area.  Figure 4.2-3 and Figure 4.2-4 depict the 
existing land uses within a ¼-mile of the proposed networks located in the West Los Angeles APC. 

Central.  The Central APC area consists of Central City Community Plan area, Central City North 
Community Plan area, Hollywood Community Plan area, Westlake Community Plan area, and Wilshire 
Community Plan area.  Figure 4.2-5 and Figure 4.2-6 depict the existing land uses within a ¼-mile of the 
proposed networks located in the Central APC. 

East Los Angeles.  The East Los Angeles APC area consists of Boyle Heights Community Plan area, 
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, and Silver Lake-Echo Park Community Plan area.   
Figure 4.2-5 and Figure 4.2-6 depict the existing land uses within a ¼-mile of the proposed networks 
located in the East Los Angeles APC. 

South Los Angeles.  The South Los Angeles APC area consists of South Central Los Angeles Community 
Plan area, Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, and West Adams - Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community 
Plan area.  Figure 4.2-7 and Figure 4.2-8 depict the existing land uses within a ¼-mile of the proposed 
networks located in the South Los Angeles APC.  

Harbor.  The Harbor APC area consists of Harbor Gateway Community Plan area, San Pedro Community 
Plan area, and Wilmington - Harbor City Community Plan area.  In addition, the Harbor APC area includes 
the boundaries of the Port of Los Angeles Plan area.  Figure 4.2-7 and Figure 4.2-8 depict the existing land 
uses within a ¼-mile of the proposed networks located in the Harbor APC.  
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FIGURE 4.2‐1
Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.2‐4
Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.2‐5
Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.2‐6
Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.2‐7
Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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FIGURE 4.2‐8
Source: City of Los Angeles and TAHA, 2015.
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to land use impact if it would: 

• Physically divide an established community; and/or 
• Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 

project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  

The impact listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines under land use, related to a conflict with a habitat 
conservation plan is discussed in Section 4.6 Biological Resources. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CEQA THRESHOLDS GUIDELINES 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) indicates that the determination of significance for 
Land Use shall be made on a case-by-case basis, either because the significance of impacts is specific to site 
conditions or project operations, or because there is no consistent technical guidance available.  The 
following factors are to be used in the evaluation, in light of specific project circumstances:   

Factors to be considered in the evaluation of land use compatibility related to the division of a community 
(Impact 4.2-1):  
• Would the project include a land use type that is incompatible with existing or proposed adjacent land 

uses (due to size, intensity, density or type of use); and 
• Would the project include features such as a highway, above ground infrastructure, or an easement 

through an established neighborhood community that could cause a permanent disruption in the physical 
arrangement of that established community or otherwise isolate an existing land use. 

Factors to be considered in the evaluation of consistency with land use plans (Impact 4.2-2):  
• Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the adopted land use/density designation in the Community 

Plan, redevelopment plan or specific plan for the site; and 
• Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted environmental goals or policies 

contained in other applicable plans. 

The impact analyses consider these factors as appropriate, based on the intensity of mobility enhancements 
proposed as part of the project.   

IMPACTS 

IMPACT 4.2-1  Implementation of the proposed project would not physically divide an established 
community.  The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project may be considered 
incompatible with surrounding land uses if it has the potential to disrupt the physical arrangement of an 
established community by introducing new infrastructure or isolating land uses that could interrupt the 
typical activities or change the land use conditions in a community.   
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CONSTRUCTION 

There is no specifically planned construction that is part of this proposed project; each project is identified at 
a conceptual level of detail.  Funding is likely to change over time due to economic conditions and to 
fluctuations in the priorities of federal, state and regional funding agencies as well as the City budget.  None 
of the mobility improvements included in the MP 2035 can be implemented unless specific funding is made 
available.  Therefore, there is no construction schedule or phasing. 

Construction-related land use impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary 
and limited duration.  Implementation of on-street improvements related to the enhanced networks would 
mostly consist of roadway restriping and limited changes to the physical configuration of curbs and, thus, 
would likely be short in duration lasting a few days up to a few weeks at any one location.  

Figure 4.2-1 through Figure 4.2-8 show land uses located adjacent to the proposed project areas.  As shown 
in the figures, surrounding land uses include a variety of uses typical to urban areas.  On-street parking is 
available along the majority of roadways and is currently used by adjacent uses.  Parking consists of both 
metered and non-metered parking.    

Proposed construction activities would result in temporary access disruptions to adjacent land uses.  This 
could include disruption to residences, businesses, and other retail uses that are located adjacent to the 
proposed project areas.  Impacts and disruptions to access during construction would be temporary and 
would cease once construction is completed.  Construction resulting from the proposed project would occur 
within or adjacent to existing transportation right-of-ways and would not isolate communities, or alter the 
existing land use conditions in the community.  Therefore, construction impacts from the proposed project 
would not divide a community or affect land use compatibility, and impacts would be less than significant.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 

OPERATION 

Operation of the proposed project would occur along existing developed streets throughout the City of Los 
Angeles, as shown in Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-6 in Chapter 3.0 Project Description.  In certain 
instances, proposed roadway redesignations would result in changes to existing right-of-ways cross sections.  
Some right-of-way and roadway cross sections would be wider compared to existing conditions.  Examples 
of this type of widening would occur along Bundy Drive and Barrington Avenue, where the right-of-ways 
would be up to 16 feet wider than existing conditions.  However, in most cases, widening would be confined 
to two to three feet.  The proposed widenings would largely achieve wider sidewalks.  The widening of the 
existing right-of-ways could potentially encroach on existing private parcels.  However, proposed roadway 
widenings would only occur in conjunction with redevelopment of individual parcels.  In these cases, to 
accommodate the widening, roadway dedications would be required upon redevelopment of each parcel.  
Because of the uncertainty of timing for redevelopment, it is anticipated that the widening would occur on a 
block by block basis over substantially extended timeframes, likely beyond the horizon year of the plan to 
implement all the widenings identified in the plan.  Widening would not occur without the redevelopment of 
individual parcels.  Therefore, the proposed widenings would not result in an incompatibility with adjacent 
land uses.  Roadway widenings proposed near designated historic structures or districts would be subject to 
local historic resource regulations and requirements that ensure that the features and attributes of historic 
resources are protected.  Therefore, impacts to land use resulting from proposed roadway widenings would 
be less than significant. 
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Operation of the proposed project would not result in the conversion of existing land uses to a new use.  The 
proposed mobility improvements would be compatible with surrounding commercial, office, residential, and 
institutional uses and would improve safety, access, and alternative modes of transportation in the 
surrounding area.  Specifically, proposed pedestrian, neighborhood, bicycle, transit, and vehicle 
enhancements would improve mobility and create a more pedestrian friendly atmosphere as described below: 

Pedestrian Enhanced Districts.  Proposed PEDs (see Figure 3-2 in Chapter 3.0 Project Description) include 
way-finding, street trees, pedestrian-scaled street lighting, enhanced crosswalks at all legs of the intersection, 
automatic pedestrian signals, reduced crossing lengths, wider sidewalks, and specialty paving and seating 
areas where special maintenance funding exists.  Operation of these enhancements would be compatible with 
the existing land uses and would not result in the division or isolation of a community.  The pedestrian 
enhancements would support the strong link between land use and transportation and would accommodate a 
variety of land uses located throughout the area.  Therefore, no impacts related to the division of a 
community and land use compatibility would occur. 

Neighborhood Enhanced Network.  The Neighborhood Network (see Figure 3-3 in Chapter 3.0 Project 
Description), established in the 2010 Bicycle Plan as a network of local streets that are comfortable for 
bicycling, is recognized in MP 2035 as a network that can also serve local neighborhood pedestrian activity.  
The NEN provides a network of slow, locally serving streets that connect communities to schools, retail, 
parks and open space, health care and employment opportunities.  Streets on the NEN are typically local 
and/or collector streets with one lane in each direction that are enhanced with street calming that can include, 
but are not limited to: bump outs, round-a-bouts, ample sidewalks and street trees.  NEN streets are intended 
to provide a safe and convenient place to walk, roll, skate, scooter, bike and stroll.  Some streets (or street 
segments) on the NEN may already provide a quality pedestrian and bicycle experience and will require 
little, if any, improvements.  Others may require the addition of a signalized crosswalk to assist non-
motorized users to cross a fast moving arterial street.  Operation of these proposed enhancements would not 
disrupt existing uses and would be considered compatible with surrounding neighborhood activity.  
Therefore, no impacts related to the division of a community and land use compatibility would occur. 

Bicycle Enhanced Network.  Under Existing conditions, where no bicycle enhancements exist, bicyclists 
operate in mixed traffic with vehicles, trucks, and buses.  There are also existing bicycle lanes that are striped 
or marked for shared lanes.  The BEN would provide a lower-stress network of bikeways for all types of 
riders that would provide additional separation or protection from mixed traffic.  In addition to the existing 
and planned bike lanes, the proposed project includes Comprehensive as well as Moderate treatments as 
appropriate to each roadway (see Figures 3- 3-4A, and 3-4B in Chapter 3.0 Project Description).  The key 
linkages of streets would receive treatments beyond a striped bicycle lane or shared lane marking, including 
buffered lanes, cycle tracks, and intersection enhancements.  Implementation of the BEN would not result in 
the removal of on-street parking.  Operation of these proposed enhancements would not disrupt existing uses 
and would be considered compatible with surrounding residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, and 
institutional uses.  Proposed improvements would support greater mode shift from vehicles to bicycles 
throughout the City and would complement all uses allowing short (and longer) trips to be made via bicycle 
on a safe and fully connected network throughout the City and to adjacent jurisdictions with their own 
bicycle paths.  

Although implementation of proposed bicycle network enhancements would result in the conversion of 
existing travel lanes to bicycle lanes, the loss of travel lanes is not anticipated to permanently prevent or 
disrupt access to surrounding land uses.  Recent studies in San Francisco, Toronto, Portland, Austin, 
Chicago, and Washington D.C. have found that the reconfiguration of transportation right-of-ways in favor 
of bicycle lanes have had no adverse effect on local businesses.6,7,8

                                                           
6City of San Francisco, Polk Street Bicycling Study Report, 2011. 

  Many businesses surveyed during these 

7Toronto Cycling Think & Do Tank, Cyclists, Bike lanes and On-Street Parking: Economic Impacts, November 2013. 
8Portland State University, Lessons from the Green Lanes: Evaluating Protected Bike Lanes in the US, May 29, 2014. 
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studies asserted that the bicycle lanes had a positive influence on business activity through traffic calming, 
the ability to accommodate more capacity to shop simultaneously (since vehicles require more parking space 
than bicycles) , and evidence that bicyclists are more likely to be able to stop and support local businesses 
more conveniently.  Surveyed businesses also found that customers arriving by car are likely to spend less 
and are also less frequent visitors than pedestrians and bicyclists.  Those surveyed often had initial 
reservations about the opposite effect prior to implementation.   

Based on the nature of the proposed transportation improvements, it is not anticipated that any changes to 
neighborhood character would occur.  With regard to local businesses, typically, a large portion of the local 
merchant’s customer base derives from local community members.  The proposed improvements would 
provide enhanced accessibility for non-vehicular modes of transportation, which would increase accessibility 
to residents that live in close proximity to local goods and services.  On a similar note, it is not anticipated 
that large-scale, “big-box” stores, would replace local businesses due to the large parking area requirements 
that are necessary to sustain this type of business model.  It is not anticipated that the proposed project would 
directly or indirectly lead to changes in zoning which could accommodate this type of land use change that 
could isolate or divide communities or result in an incompatibility with surrounding land uses.  (See 
Chapter 3.0 Project Description and Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety for a more detailed 
description of proposed changes.)  Therefore, less-than-significant impacts related to the division of a 
community and land use compatibility would occur. 

Transit Enhanced Network.  The proposed project consists of Comprehensive, Moderate Plus and 
Moderate treatments as appropriate for individual corridors (see Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3.0 Project 
Description).  Proposed improvements would include infrastructure improvements in the right-of-way, 
signal timing and technology improvements, and stop enhancements that would help to reduce delays for 
transit vehicles; provide reliable and frequent transit service that is convenient and safe; increase transit mode 
share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with the identity 
of the surrounding street.  The Comprehensive and Moderate Plus set of enhancements could result in lane 
configuration changes on priority corridors within the TEN.  These improvements would be compatible with 
adjacent land uses and would not disrupt existing uses in the surrounding area.   

Implementing the TEN would not result in the removal of on-street parking.  On the priority corridors, 
Comprehensive and Moderate Plus enhancements could convert one travel lane per direction to a bus only 
lane either during peak periods or for the full day.  However, the enhancements would not substantially 
change the function or purpose of the transportation infrastructure, which could potentially affect the 
character, access, or composition of surrounding communities.  Therefore, the loss of existing travel lanes is 
not anticipated to isolate or divide communities or result in an incompatibility with surrounding land uses.  
(See Chapter 3.0 Project Description and Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety for a map of 
proposed transit treatments by corridor.)  Therefore, no impacts related to the division of a community and 
land use compatibility would occur. 

Vehicle Enhanced Network.  The proposed project includes Comprehensive as well as Moderate treatments 
as appropriate to each roadway (see Figure 3-6 in Chapter 3.0 Project Description).  Proposed vehicle 
enhancements would occur within the existing right of ways.  These improvements would result in increased 
vehicle speeds.  Proposed enhancements would include access management, add one travel lane per direction 
if all-day parking is available or would convert one off-peak parking lane per direction to a fulltime travel 
lane, and restrictions on turning movements.   

Proposed VEN improvements would result in the loss of parking lanes along La Cienega Boulevard in the 
Central, South, and West Los Angeles Community Plan areas, along Sunset and Olympic Boulevards in the 
Central and West Los Angeles Community Plan area, Slauson Avenue in the South Community Plan area, 
along Highland and Alameda Avenues in the Central Community Plan area, and along Topanga Canyon and 
Balboa Boulevards in the North and South Valley Community Plan areas, along Victory Boulevard in the 
South Community Plan area, and along Nordhoff Street in the North Valley Community Plan area to the 
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extent that parking currently exists along those segments.  The VEN streets traverse more densely populated 
areas where more than 20 percent of jobs and 15 percent of residents are within one-quarter mile of a 
freeway or VEN.  Although implementation would result in the loss of existing parking, this loss is not 
anticipated to permanently prevent or disrupt access to surrounding land uses.   

The social inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to look for scarce parking spaces, is not an 
environmental impact, but a secondary physical effect.  Scarcity of parking that results in the displacement of 
businesses, such that the area deteriorates and leads to economic blight would be a significant land use 
impact.   

This proposed loss or limitation of parking could affect surrounding land uses by reducing the availability of 
parking and, therefore, access to these uses.  For roadway segments that would lose parking, patrons, 
residents and visitors would need to use on-site parking or other nearby parking options.  The distribution of 
streets that would lose parking due to a loss of a travel lane is widely dispersed throughout the City and 
because these streets already contain high volumes of vehicle travel, parking inventory is already 
constrained.  Existing transit and adjacent streets would provide alternatives to the loss of on-street parking 
to access businesses without off-street parking.  While access to parking could be more challenging for some 
individual businesses, the change in parking availability at this scale would not be sufficient to result in 
significant displacement that would cause long-term vacancies and eventual blight.  Therefore, while 
individual businesses could be affected, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to the division of a community and land use compatibility.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

While the indirect land use effects to on-street parking loss would not be significant, the following mitigation 
measure would provide relief to potentially impacted businesses that could be affected by on-street parking loss.   

LU1 Prior to the decision to remove on-street parking, the City of Los Angeles shall meet with the 
affected business and property owners to discuss the potential for the removal of on-street 
parking to affect the economic viability of the affected businesses.  The City shall identify 
parking replacement options to businesses that do not have off-street parking and would be 
substantially affected by the permanent removal of on-street parking.    

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure LU1 would ensure that the City is aware of the specific businesses 
that could be potentially affected by the loss of on-street parking.  The disclosure of potential affected 
businesses would enable the decision-makers to weigh the benefits of the proposed mobility improvements 
with the potential indirect effects to businesses.  Impacts related to the division of a community and land use 
compatibility would remain less than significant.   

IMPACT 4.2-2  Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, 
but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  
The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would be inconsistent with 
land use plans if it conflicts with an adopted land use/density designation, or is inconsistent with the General 
Plan or adopted environmental goals or policies contained in applicable plans.  Applicable land use goals, 
policies, and development standards were evaluated with respect to the proposed goals and policies and 
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mobility improvements of the MP 2035 to determine consistency and any potential inconsistencies.  The 
consistency analysis was prepared in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d). The 
purpose of this required analysis is to identify potential inconsistencies between the proposed project and 
applicable general plans and regional plans.  Neither CEQA nor the State CEQA Guidelines set forth 
standards for determining when a project is inconsistent with an applicable plan, but the final determination 
that a project is consistent or inconsistent with an applicable plan is made by the Lead Agency when it acts 
on a project.  Using the methodology described below, the analysis presents the findings of the policy review 
and is intended to provide a guide to the decision-makers for policy interpretation. 

A project’s inconsistency with a policy is only considered significant if such inconsistency would cause 
significant physical environmental impacts (per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).  Therefore, a policy 
conflict is not in and of itself considered to be a significant environmental impact.  An inconsistency between 
a proposed project and one policy of an applicable plan does not necessarily indicate a physical 
environmental impact.  In some cases, an inconsistency may be evidence that an underlying physical impact 
is significant and adverse.  For example, if a proposed project affected agricultural land, one standard for 
determining whether the impacts were significant would be to determine whether the project violated a plan 
or policy protecting agricultural land; the environmental impact, however, would be the physical conversion 
of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses.  Conversely, plan consistency may indicate that a potential 
environmental impact is less than significant.9

The proposed project is considered consistent with the provisions of regional and local plans if it meets the 
general intent of the plan or policy and would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the plan or 
policy.  In cases where the proposed project is inconsistent with specific objectives or policies of a land use 
plan, but is largely consistent with the goals of that plan and would not preclude the attainment of the 
primary intent of the plan, the proposed project is not considered inconsistent with the plan.  As described 
above, inconsistency with specific objectives or policies of a land use plan does not necessarily mean that the 
proposed project would result in a significant impact on the physical environment. 

 

CONSTRUCTION 

While no construction is proposed as part of the MP 2035, implementation of the plan will lead to 
construction of identified changes to mobility features in the City.  Construction methods and equipment 
would be typical for infrastructure projects, would not conflict with adopted plans and policies because of 
their temporary and limited duration.  As described in the Regulatory Framework above, there are no policies 
identified in the existing setting that are specifically relevant to construction activities.  Implementation of 
on-street improvements related to the enhanced networks would mostly consist of roadway restriping and 
limited changes to the physical configuration of curbs and, thus, would likely be short in duration lasting a 
few days up to a few weeks at any one location.  Therefore, construction impacts would not conflict with 
regional plans and policies, and would result in a less-than-significant impact.   

OPERATION 

Regional and State Plans and Policies.  As described in Regulatory Framework, above, applicable regional and 
State plans and policies include the CMP, RTP/SCS, and the Complete Streets Act.  The proposed project would 
be consistent with the goals of the Complete Streets Act by accommodating the needs of bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  Additionally, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable goals of the RTP/SCS as 
shown in Table 4.2-3.  Specifically, the proposed project would encourage non-motorized transportation, 
including bicycling and walking.  This would protect the environment and health of residents by improving air 
quality and encouraging active transportation.  This would also be consistent with the RTP/SCS goal of 
encouraging land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation. 
                                                           

9This methodology is based Kostka and Zischke’s Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act. Continuing 
Education of the Bar: Oakland, California, 2008. 
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TABLE 4.2-3  CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS 
Goal Goal Description Analysis 
1 Align the plan investments and 

polices with improving regional 
economic development and 
competitiveness 

Consistent. The development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street System 
outlines modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced 
networks that together would create a system of complete streets that would improve 
the overall multimodal transportation system. 

2 Maximize mobility and accessibility 
for all people and goods in the 
region 

Consistent. The MP 2035 addresses all modes of circulation on the City’s street 
network, guiding mobility policies, programs, and projects in the City of Los Angeles 
through 2035. The development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street System 
outlines modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced 
networks that together would create a system of complete streets that would improve 
the overall multimodal transportation system.  One of the objectives of the proposed 
project, Access for all Angelinos, aims to Increase on-time performance and reliability 
of transit, facilitate the seamless movement of freight and improve on-time deliveries, 
and upgrade infrastructure to include features that accommodate disabled and other 
vulnerable users. 

3 Ensure travel safety and reliability 
for all people and goods in the 
region 

Consistent.  Travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region are 
addressed by the goals and topics of the MP 2035. Safety First – focuses on topics 
related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education, and enforcement.  
World Class Infrastructure – focuses on topics related to the Complete Streets 
Network (walking, bicycling, transit, vehicles, green streets, goods movement), Great 
Streets, Bridges, Street Design Manual, and demand management.  Access for all 
Angelenos – focuses on topics related to affordability, least cost transportation, land 
use, operations, reliability, demand management, and community connections.  
Collaboration, Communication and Informed Choices – focuses on topics related to 
real-time information, open source data, transparency, monitoring, reporting, 
emergency response, departmental and agency cooperation and data base 
management.  Clean Environments for a Healthy Community– focuses on topics 
related to environment, health, clean air, clean fuels and fleets, and open street 
events.  Smart Investments that Build and Maintain a Multi-Modal Transportation and 
Place-Making System – focuses on topics related to fiscal responsibility, sustainable 
long-term funding, economic development, performance-based analysis and 
prioritization criteria. 

4 Preserve and ensure a sustainable 
regional transportation system 

Consistent.  See analysis of Goals 1 and 2. 

5 Maximize the productivity of our 
transportation system 

Consistent. See analysis Goals 1 and 2. 

6 Protect the environment and 
health for our residents by 
improving air quality and 
encouraging active transportation 
(non-motorized) transportation, 
such as bicycling and walking. 

Consistent. One of the objectives of the Access for All Angelenos would ensure that 
a greater percentage of residents would be able to walk to meet their daily needs. The 
Bicycle-Enhanced streets would work in conjunction with existing paths and lanes to 
provide a low-stress network of bikeways for all types of riders.  While many bicycle 
facilities would be implemented as envisioned by the Bicycle Plan, streets on the BEN 
would receive treatments beyond a regular bicycle lane or shared lane marking, such 
as buffered lanes, cycle tracks, and intersection enhancements, and would prioritize 
improvements for bicyclists relative to improvements for other roadway users  

7 Actively encourage and create 
incentives for energy efficiency, 
where possible. 

Consistent. The Clean Environments for a Healthy Community objective focuses on 
topics related to environment, health, clean air, clean fuels and fleets, and open street 
events. The Transit-Enhanced streets aim to provide reliable and frequent transit 
service that is convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce single-
occupancy vehicle trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with the 
identity of the surrounding street. 

8 Encourage land use and growth 
patterns that facilitate transit and 
non-motorized transportation 

Consistent. The Access for All Angelenos objective would increase on-time 
performance and reliability of transit and increase public transit trips from 11 percent 
to 20 percent. The Transit-Enhanced streets aim to provide reliable and frequent 
transit service that is convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce 
single-occupancy vehicle trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with 
the identity of the surrounding street. The transit technology on these streets would 
primarily be high-capacity buses.  Bus service would be improved with infrastructure 
improvements in the right-of-way, signal timing and technology improvements, and 
stop enhancements.  

9 Maximize the security of the 
regional transportation system 
through improved system 
monitoring, rapid recovery 
planning, and coordination with 
other security agencies. 

Consistent.  The MP 2035 would include Safety First, which focuses on topics 
related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education and enforcement.  
Objectives of Safety First would include reducing inequities in collision rates among 
different neighborhoods, increasing the miles of roadways, paths and sidewalks that 
are repaired each year, decreasing pedestrian and bicycle collisions with vehicles to 
50 percent of 2010 numbers by 2020 and increasing the number of adults and 
children who receive in-person safety education by 10 percent annually. 

SOURCE: TAHA 2015. 
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City of Los Angeles Plans and Policies 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element.  The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 
Element establishes the overall policy and direction for the General Plan.  It includes a long-range strategy to 
guide the comprehensive update for the General Plan’s other elements.  The MP 2035 is a plan to improve 
the long-term mobility of the transportation infrastructure, and transportation infrastructure only.  
Implementation of the proposed project would facilitate movement within a mature urban area as growth 
continues.  The MP 2035 in and of itself does not induce growth. It accommodates anticipated infill or 
density-related growth as envisioned in the Framework and analyzes the potential effects of the proposed 
transportation improvements at the APC level.  The environmental review of the MP 2035 ensures that 
decision-makers are made aware of unintended consequences from the proposed multi-modal transportation 
policies and actions. 

The MP 2035 is a substantive revision of the Circulation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan in 
compliance with the 2008 Complete Streets Act (Assembly Bill 1358), which mandates that the circulation 
element of a General Plan be modified to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets 
the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways, defined to include motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, 
children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of commercial goods, and users of public transportation, 
in a manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the general plan.  However, the MP 
2035 is not a comprehensive update of the Circulation Element of the General Plan and, therefore, does not 
address all required elements of a circulation element, such as public facilities and utilities.  Updates to the 
public facilities, utilities, and other circulation components will be completed as part of a separate project, 
and coordinated with the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  

For planning purposes, growth in the Los Angeles region is estimated based on economic and demographic 
factors.  The metropolitan planning organization responsible for the projection is SCAG.  Based on 
economic, demographic, and generalized land use capacities (derived in large part from general plans for 
jurisdictions within the SCAG region), SCAG allocates growth to constituent jurisdictions, including the 
City of Los Angeles, in an iterative process accepting input from each jurisdiction as to the feasibility and 
viability of projections based on past trends and policy objectives of these jurisdictions.  Once consensus is 
reached, SCAG incorporates these projections and growth allocations into the RTP/SCS.  The CEQA 
environmental review of the RTP/SCS provides decision-makers and the public with an indication of the 
effects of growth as it affects public facilities, public services, and other elements infrastructure.  These 
implications are determined to be either unavoidable and significant, less than significant with mitigation, or 
less than significant.  Macro-scale plans, such as the RTP/SCS, are then adopted by decision-makers with the 
legal necessity to determine whether the significant impacts to public facilities and services related to growth 
levels, or the allocation of growth, are outweighed by other benefits of the planning process.  Regional 
impacts to public services and facilities are recognized but not considered absolute constraints or restrictions 
to projected growth levels. 

The MP 2035 is a policy plan intended to facilitate movement within a mature urban area as growth 
continues.  The MP 2035 in and of itself does not induce growth.  It accommodates anticipated infill or 
density-related growth as envisioned in the Framework and analyzes the potential effects of the proposed 
transportation improvements at the APC level.  The environmental review of the MP 2035 ensures that 
decision-makers are made aware of potential unintended consequences from the multi-modal transportation 
actions proposed on public facilities and services.  

The MP 2035 is neither a stimulant nor a constraint to forecast growth.  The Department of City Planning has 
determined, at its discretion, that the best means to monitor and manage growth is at the project approval and 
permitting phase, with such processes as site plan review, water supply assessments, exaction of fees for 
infrastructure connections/public services, and imposition of conditions of approval.  It is this level that 
provides the best certainty for a balanced outcome between land use decisions and infrastructure. 
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The MP 2035 is a plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users of 
streets, roads, and highways, defined to include motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons with 
disabilities, seniors, movers of commercial goods, and users of public transportation, in a manner that is 
suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the General Plan.  Therefore, the proposed project is 
consistent with the General Plan Framework Element. 

City of Los Angeles Transportation Element.  The Transportation Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan provides the following goals to establish a citywide strategy to achieve long-term mobility and 
accessibility within the City of Los Angeles.   

• Adequate accessibility to work opportunities and essential services, and acceptable levels of mobility for 
all those who live, work, travel, or move goods in Los Angeles. 

• A Street system maintained in a good to excellent condition adequate to facilitate the movement of those 
reliant on the system. 

• An integrated system of pedestrian priority street segments, bikeways, and scenic highways.  

The MP 2035 would replace the Transportation Element.  The MP 2035 is being prepared in compliance 
with the 2008 Complete Streets Act (Assembly Bill 1358), which mandates that the circulation element of 
the General Plan be modified to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the needs 
of all users of streets, roads, and highways.  Implementation of the proposed project would identify modal 
enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced networks.  This would create a system 
of complete streets that would improve the overall multimodal transportation system.  The Enhanced 
Complete Street System would comprise four enhanced networks and one district, to support pedestrians, 
neighborhoods, bicycle, transit, and vehicle travel.   

While the MP 2035 would replace the 1999 Transportation Element, it builds upon many of the concepts 
included in that document; MP 2035 consistency with the goals and objectives of the current City of Los 
Angeles 1999 Transportation Element of the General Plan is presented in detail in Table 4.1-18 in order to 
illustrate that the proposed MP 2035 is consistent with and builds upon the previous Transportation Element 
that it would replace. 

Designated Scenic Routes and Truck Routes.  The proposed project is a revision of the adopted 1999 City 
of Los Angeles Transportation Element of the General Plan.  The proposed MP 2035 addresses all modes of 
circulation on the City’s street network, guiding mobility policies, programs, and projects in the City of Los 
Angeles through 2035.  Designated scenic routes included in the 1999 City of Los Angeles Transportation 
Element would not change under the proposed MP 2035. 

City of Los Angeles Community Plans.  Implementation of the proposed project would occur within the 35 City 
of Los Angeles Community Plan areas (community plans).  These community plans include several goals and 
objectives that are applicable to the proposed project.  These goals and objectives can be summed up as follows: 

• A diverse system of streets that balances the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, equestrians, 
mobility challenged persons and vehicles while providing sufficient mobility and abundant access 
options for the existing and future users of the street system. 

• A system of safe, efficient, and attractive pedestrian, bicycle and trail routes linking neighborhoods to 
key areas in the community, including commercial centers, services and employment, points of historical 
interest, as well as open space and recreational areas. 

• A safe, comprehensive, and integrated bikeway network that is accessible to all, and encourages 
bicycling for recreation and transportation. 

• Develop a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 
• A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, highway, and street network. 
• A sufficient system of well-designed and convenient on-street parking and off-street parking facilities 

throughout the plan area. 
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• A system of freeways, highways and streets that provides a circulation system which supports existing, 
approved, and planned land uses while maintaining a desired level of service at all intersections. 

• To provide parking in appropriate locations in accord with Citywide standards and community needs. 
• To increase the work trips and non-work trips made on public transit. 
• To promote an adequate system of safe bikeways for commuter, school and recreational use. 

Table 4.2-4 shows the proposed project’s consistency with summarized goals and objectives of the City of 
Los Angeles community plans.   

The proposed project would be consistent with community plan goals and objectives related to the promotion 
of pedestrian, transit and bicycle use. The proposed development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street 
System included under the proposed project would outline modal enhancements for particular major streets 
in mode-specific enhanced networks.  This would create a system of complete streets that would improve the 
overall multimodal transportation system.  The Enhanced Complete Street System would comprise four 
enhanced networks/districts, one each to support pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicle travel.  This would 
also enable the proposed project to be consistent with policies and goals related to increasing capacity on 
existing transportation systems and with maintaining a safe and efficient street network.   

In addition to the network improvements, the MP 2035 also considers proposed and programmed projects 
from Metro’s Congestion Mitigation Fee (CMF) program and CFP, the RTP/SCS, and the STPOC.  The 
project list includes projects beyond the PED, BEN, NEN, TEN and VEN, such as pedestrian access 
enhancements and the installation of mobility hubs at Metro Rail stations, complete street enhancements, and 
other automobile, transit, goods movement, bicycle, and pedestrian-related projects throughout the City. 

The proposed project prioritizes future transportation improvements based upon the following criteria: 
person throughput, safety improvements, environmental benefits, population density served.  Implementation 
of the VEN would include conversion of on-street parking to vehicle travel lanes.  This proposed loss or 
limitation of parking could result in an indirect impact to land uses by reducing the availability of parking for 
these uses.  Therefore, the proposed project would not address specifically goals and objectives related to 
providing adequate parking.  However, by providing increased access to other modes, the project would 
allow for a reduction in parking demand.  The proposed project would not make parking less safe nor 
substantially affect aesthetics in the project areas.  For the segments anticipated to lose parking, patrons, 
residents and visitors would need to use on-site parking or other nearby parking options.  The proposed loss 
of travel lanes would negatively impact traffic congestion, at least in the short term.  However, as discussed 
in Chapter 3.0 Project Description, the improved connectivity related to bicycle, transit, pedestrian 
networks would result in increasing percentages of bicycling, walking and transit use as travel modes and 
would support a host of strategies to reduce congestion along certain corridors over the long-term.  The 
proposed project balances demand for off-street parking with other transportation and land-use objectives 
that result in fewer vehicle trips.  The project provides greater proximity and access to neighborhood services 
and provides greater access to alternative modes of transportation (other than cars) for residents, students, 
and employees.     

Overall, the proposed project would be generally consistent with applicable plans and policies because of the 
large number of policies encouraging alternative transportation, sustainability and in general responding to 
State and regional sustainability requirements.  In the long run, it is anticipated that a more robust multi-
modal network as would occur under the proposed project, could be more beneficial to the City as mode shift 
choices continue to evolve, i.e. as more people choose alternative modes to vehicles, greater choice would be 
provided.  Alternative modes (transit, bicycles, and pedestrian) would have more interconnected networks 
potentially accelerating mode shifts to modes other than vehicles.   

In summary, the operational impacts of the proposed project would not conflict with regional plans and 
policies, and would result in a less-than-significant impact.   
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TABLE 4.2-4  CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY PLAN SUMMARIZED 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES  

 Description Analysis 
Goal A diverse system of streets that 

balances the needs of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit 
users, equestrians, mobility 
challenged persons and vehicles 
while providing sufficient mobility 
and abundant access options for 
the existing and future users of 
the street system. 

Consistent. The Enhanced Complete Street System would comprise four enhanced 
networks/districts, one each to support pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicle travel. The streets 
on the BEN would receive treatments beyond a regular bicycle lane or shared lane marking, such 
as buffered lanes, cycle tracks, and intersection enhancements, and will prioritize improvements for 
bicyclists relative to improvements for other roadway users.  Proposed PEDs would establish areas 
where improvements for pedestrians are prioritized relative to improvements for other roadway 
users. The proposed TEN streets would aim to provide reliable and frequent transit service that is 
convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips; and 
integrate transit infrastructure investments with the identity of the surrounding street. Proposed VEN 
treatments would include investments in intelligent transportation systems, access management 
and consolidation, parking restrictions and removal, improved signal timing, and turning restrictions. 
The VEN is intended to complement the existing freeway network.   

Goal A system of safe, efficient, and 
attractive pedestrian, bicycle and 
trail routes linking neighborhoods 
to key areas in the community, 
including commercial centers, 
services and employment, points 
of historical interest, as well as 
open space and recreational 
areas. 

Consistent. The improved connectivity related to bicycle, transit, pedestrian networks would result 
in increasing percentages of bicycling, walking and transit use as travel modes and would support a 
host of strategies to reduce congestion along certain corridors over the long-term.   

Goal A safe, comprehensive, and 
integrated bikeway network that is 
accessible to all, and encourages 
bicycling for recreation and 
transportation. 

Consistent.  The proposed improvements along the BEN would consist of right-of-way 
infrastructure improvements, signal timing infrastructure improvements, and end of trip facilities. 

Goal Develop a public transit system 
that improves mobility with 
convenient alternatives to 
automobile travel. 

Consistent. The proposed MP 2035 addresses all modes of circulation on the City’s street network, 
guiding mobility policies, programs, and projects in the City of Los Angeles through 2035. The 
development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street System outlines modal enhancements for 
particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced networks that together would create a system of 
complete streets that would improve the overall multimodal transportation system.  One of the 
objectives of the proposed project, Access for all Angelinos, aims to Increase on-time performance 
and reliability of transit, 

Goal A well maintained, safe, efficient 
freeway, highway, and street 
network. 

Consistent. In addition to the MP 2035 enhanced network improvements, the MP 2035 also 
considers proposed and programmed projects from the Metro CMF program and CFP, the SCAG’s 
Regional Transportation and the City of Los Angeles’ Street and Transportation Projects Oversight 
Committee. 

Goal A sufficient system of well-
designed and convenient on-
street parking and off-street 
parking facilities throughout the 
plan area. 

Partially consistent. By providing increased access to other modes the project would allow for a 
reduction in parking demand. Implementation of the VEN would include conversion of on-street 
parking to vehicle travel lanes. This proposed loss or limitation of parking could result in an indirect 
impact to land uses by reducing the availability of parking for these uses.  For the segments 
anticipated to lose parking, patrons, residents and visitors would need to use on-site parking or 
other nearby parking options. 

Goal A system of freeways, highways 
and streets that provides a 
circulation system which supports 
existing, approved, and planned 
land uses while maintaining a 
desired level of service at all 
intersections. 

Partially Consistent.  The VEN would include investments in intelligent transportation systems, 
access management and consolidation, parking restrictions and removal, improved signal timing, 
and turning restrictions. The VEN is intended to complement the existing freeway network.  Under 
Project conditions, the share of roadway links projected to operate at LOS E or F exceeds the share 
for both Existing (2013) traffic conditions and Future No Project (2035) conditions in both the AM 
and PM peak periods.  The “volume-weighted” average of the V/C ratio under Project conditions for 
all of the analyzed roadway segments also exceeds that of both the Existing traffic conditions and 
Future No Project conditions in both the AM and PM peak periods. See Mitigation Measures T1 
through T4, included in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety. 

Objective To provide parking in appropriate 
locations in accord with Citywide 
standards and community needs. 

Partially consistent. By providing increased access to other modes the project would allow for a 
reduction in parking demand. Implementation of the VEN would include conversion of on-street 
parking to vehicle travel lanes. This proposed loss or limitation of parking could result in an indirect 
impact to land uses by reducing the availability of parking for these uses.  For the segments 
anticipated to lose parking, patrons, residents and visitors would need to use on-site parking or 
other nearby parking options. 

Objective To increase the work trips and 
non-work trips made on public 
transit. 

Consistent.  Proposed transit enhancements would include a range of proposed improvements. 
Proposed enhancements would include stop enhancement, increased service, with transit vehicles 
continuing to operate in mixed traffic, exclusive lanes during the peak period only, and in all-day 
exclusive lanes, while comprehensive enhancements typically include transit vehicles operating in 
an all-day exclusive lane. 

Objective To promote an adequate system 
of safe bikeways for commuter, 
school and recreational use. 

Consistent. Proposed improvements along the BEN would consist of right-of-way infrastructure 
improvements, signal timing infrastructure improvements, and end of trip facilities. 

SOURCE: TAHA 2013. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

See Mitigation Measures T1 through T4 in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety.  No additional 
mitigation measures would be required. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION  

Mitigation Measures T1 through T4 included in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety would 
address the goals and policies regarding circulation and parking, identified above, that were determined to 
have partial consistency.  Consistency with applicable plans would remain a less-than-significant impact. 
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4.3 AIR QUALITY  
 
This section provides an overview of air quality and evaluates the construction and operational impacts 
associated with the Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project).  Topics addressed include 
consistency with air quality plans, regional emissions, localized pollutant concentrations, and odors.  

The section is organized as follows: 

• Regulatory Framework describes the pertinent federal, state, and local laws and guidelines. 
• Existing Setting provides a general summary and overview of the existing air quality environment 
• Thresholds of Significance lists the thresholds used in identifying significant impacts.  
• Impacts discuss the methodology used to assess impacts, including an overall discussion of 

methodology and assumptions, followed by a listing of thresholds and how the MP 2035 is expected to 
perform for each of them. 

• Mitigation Measures are identified as necessary and feasible to reduce identified significant adverse impacts. 
• Level of Significance after Mitigation identifies residual impacts after application of mitigation measures. 

 
The following provides background information on the pollutants discussed in this section. 

POLLUTANTS AND EFFECTS 

The California Health and Safety Code defines air pollution as any discharge, release, or other propagation 
into the atmosphere, and includes, but is not limited to, smoke, charred paper, dust, soot, grime, carbon, 
fumes, gases, odors, particulate matter, acids, or any combination thereof.  Sources of air pollution can be 
classified as either stationary sources (e.g., industrial processes, generators), mobile sources (e.g., 
automobiles, trucks), or area sources (e.g., residential water heaters). 

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and State governments have established 
ambient air quality standards for outdoor concentrations to protect public health.  The federal and State 
standards have been set at levels above which concentrations could be harmful to human health and welfare.  
These standards are designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort.  Criteria air 
pollutants regulated by the federal and State governments include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), 
particulate matter ten microns or less in diameter (PM10), and lead (Pb).  These pollutants are discussed 
below, in addition to ultrafine particulate matter, diesel particulate matter, and toxic air contaminants 
(TACs).  Ultrafine particles, diesel particulate matter, and TACs do not have federal or State ambient air 
quality standards.     

Carbon Monoxide.  CO is a colorless and odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels.  
CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, 
aircraft and trains.  In urban areas such as the project location, automobile exhaust accounts for the majority 
of CO emissions.  CO is a non-reactive air pollutant that dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient CO 
concentrations generally follows the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic.  CO 
concentrations are influenced by local meteorological conditions, primarily wind speed, topography and 
atmospheric stability.  CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based 
temperature inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical situation at dusk in urban 
areas between November and February.1

                                                           
1Inversion is an atmospheric condition in which a layer of warm air traps cooler air near the surface of the earth, preventing 

the normal rising of surface air. 

  The highest levels of CO typically occur during the colder months 
of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent.  In terms of human health, CO competes with 
oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus reducing the blood’s ability to transport oxygen to vital organs.  
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The results of excess CO exposure can be dizziness, fatigue, and impairment of central nervous system 
functions.   

Ozone.  O3, a colorless gas, that is formed in the atmosphere when reactive organic gases (ROG), which 
includes volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) react in the presence of ultraviolet 
sunlight.  O3 is not a primary pollutant; it is a secondary pollutant formed by complex interactions of two 
pollutants directly emitted into the atmosphere.  The primary sources of ROG and NOX, components of O3, 
are automobile exhaust and industrial sources.  Meteorology and terrain play major roles in O3 formation.  
Ideal conditions occur during summer and early autumn, on days with low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm 
temperatures and cloudless skies.  The greatest source of ozone-producing gases are automobiles.  Short-term 
exposure (lasting for a few hours) to O3 at levels typically observed in Southern California can result in 
breathing pattern changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, 
inflammation of the lung tissue and some immunological changes. 

Nitrogen Dioxide.  NO2, like O3, is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but is formed by an atmospheric 
chemical reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen.  NO and NO2 are collectively referred 
to as NOX and are major contributors to O3 formation.  NO2 also contributes to the formation of PM10.  High 
concentrations of NO2 can cause breathing difficulties and result in a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere 
with reduced visibility.  There is some indication of a relationship between NO2 and chronic pulmonary 
fibrosis.  Some increase of bronchitis in children (2 and 3 years old) has also been observed at concentrations 
below 0.3 parts per million (ppm). 

Particulate Matter.  Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles floating in 
the air, which can include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids and metals.  Particulate matter also forms when 
gases emitted from industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere.  PM2.5 and 
PM10 represent fractions of particulate matter.  Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, is roughly 1/28 the diameter 
of a human hair.  PM2.5 results from fuel combustion (e.g., motor vehicles, power generation and industrial 
facilities), residential fireplaces and wood stoves.  In addition, PM2.5 can be formed in the atmosphere from 
gases such as SO2, NOX and VOC.  Inhalable particulate matter, or PM10, is about 1/7 the thickness of a 
human hair.  Major sources of PM10 include crushing or grinding operations; dust stirred up by vehicles 
traveling on roads; wood burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from construction, landfills and agriculture; 
wildfires and brush/waste burning; industrial sources; windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric 
chemical and photochemical reactions. 

PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles.  When inhaled, these tiny particles can 
penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the respiratory tract.  PM2.5 and PM10 
can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung 
diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections.  Very small particles of substances, such as lead, 
sulfates and nitrates can cause lung damage directly.  These substances can be absorbed into the blood stream 
and cause damage elsewhere in the body.  These substances can transport absorbed gases, such as chlorides 
or ammonium, into the lungs and cause injury.  Whereas PM10 tends to collect in the upper portion of the 
respiratory system, PM2.5 is so tiny that it can penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissues.  
Suspended particulates also damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle, as well as produce haze and 
reduce regional visibility. 

Sulfur Dioxide.  SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing 
fossil fuels.  Main sources of SO2 are coal and oil used in power plants and industries.  Generally, the highest 
levels of SO2 are found near large industrial complexes.  In recent years, SO2 concentrations have been 
reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the 
sulfur content of fuels.  SO2 is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs.  It can cause acute respiratory 
symptoms and diminished ventilator function in children.  SO2 can also yellow plant leaves and erode iron 
and steel.  Sulfur oxides (SOX) refer to any of several compounds of sulfur and oxygen, the most important 
of which is SO2. 
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Lead.  Pb in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter.  Sources of lead include leaded gasoline; the 
manufacturers of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, ammunition and secondary lead smelters.  Prior to 1978, 
mobile emissions were the primary source of atmospheric lead.  Between 1978 and 1987, the phase-out of 
leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly 95 percent.  With the phase-out of 
leaded gasoline, secondary lead smelters, battery recycling, and manufacturing facilities have become lead-
emission sources of greater concern. 

Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health.  Health effects associated 
with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney disease, and in severe cases, 
neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction.  Of particular concern are low-level lead exposures during 
infancy and childhood.  Such exposures are associated with decrements in neurobehavioral performance, 
including intelligence quotient performance, psychomotor performance, reaction time and growth.   

Ultrafine Particulate Matter.  Ultrafine PM emissions form during engine combustion and in the 
atmosphere, immediately after leaving the tail-pipe as emitted gases condense and rapidly dilute and cool.  
Internal combustion engines have been identified as significant sources of ultrafine PM.  A significant 
proportion of diesel emission particles have diameters smaller than 100 nanometer (nm) or 0.1 micrometer 
(µm).  Particles emitted from gasoline-powered engines are generally less than 80 nm (0.08 µm) in diameter.  
Particles from compressed natural gas (CNG) fueled engines are smaller than from diesel emissions, with 
majority between 20 nm and 60 nm (0.02 µm – 0.06 µm). 

Numerous studies have associated particulate matter levels with adverse health effects, including increased 
mortality, hospital admissions, and respiratory disease symptoms.  Results from several studies and 
postulated health effects mechanisms suggest that the ultrafine portion of PM may be important in 
determining the toxicity of ambient particulates. 

For a given mass concentration, ultrafine particulates have much higher numbers and surface areas compared 
to larger particles.  Particles can act as carriers for other agents, such as trace metals and organic compounds 
which can collect on the particles surfaces; the ultrafine particles with larger surface area may transport more 
of such toxic agents into the lungs than larger particles.  In laboratory toxicity studies, a greater inflammatory 
and oxidative stress response has been elicited from ultrafine particles compared to larger particles at 
comparable mass doses.  Oxidative stress is a term to describe cell, tissue or organ damage caused by 
reactive oxygen species.  After inhalation, ultrafine particles may penetrate rapidly into lung tissue; and some 
portions may be translocated to other organs of the body.  Additionally, ultrafine particles have been found to 
penetrate cells and subcellular organelles. In cell cultures exposed to ambient particles, ultrafine particles 
have been found in mitochondria where they induced structural damage.   

Toxic Air Contaminants.  TACs are generally defined as those contaminants that are known or suspected to 
cause serious health problems, but do not have a corresponding ambient air quality standard.  TACs are also 
defined as an air pollutant that may increase a person’s risk of developing cancer and/or other serious health 
effects; however, the emission of a toxic chemical does not automatically create a health hazard.  Other 
factors, such as the amount of the chemical; its toxicity, and how it is released into the air, the weather, and 
the terrain, all influence whether the emission could be hazardous to human health. TACs are emitted by a 
variety of industrial processes such as petroleum refining, electric utility and chrome plating operations, 
commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and motor vehicle exhaust and may exist 
as PM10 and PM2.5 or as vapors (gases).  TACs include metals, other particles, gases absorbed by particles, 
and certain vapors from fuels and other sources. 

The emission of toxic substances into the air can be damaging to human health and to the environment.  
Human exposure to these pollutants at sufficient concentrations and durations can result in cancer, poisoning, 
and rapid onset of sickness, such as nausea or difficulty in breathing.  Other less measurable effects include 
immunological, neurological, reproductive, developmental, and respiratory problems.  Pollutants deposited 
onto soil or into lakes and streams affect ecological systems and eventually human health through 
consumption of contaminated food.  The carcinogenic potential of TACs is a particular public health concern 
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because many scientists currently believe that there is no safe level of exposure to carcinogens.2

Diesel Particulate Matter. According to the 2006 California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality, the 
majority of the estimated health risks from TACs can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most 
important being particulate matter from the exhaust of diesel-fueled engines (diesel PM).  Diesel PM differs 
from other TACs in that it is not a single substance, but rather a complex mixture of hundreds of substances. 

  Any 
exposure to a carcinogen poses some risk of contracting cancer.  

Diesel exhaust is composed of 2 phases, gas and particle, and both phases contribute to the health risk.  The 
gas phase is composed of many of the urban hazardous air pollutants, such as acetaldehyde, acrolein, 
benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.  The particle phase is also 
composed of many different types of particles by size or composition.  Fine and ultra fine diesel particulates 
are of the greatest health concern, and may be composed of elemental carbon with adsorbed compounds such 
as organic compounds, sulfate, nitrate, metals and other trace elements.  Diesel exhaust is emitted from a 
broad range of diesel engines; the on road diesel engines of trucks, buses and cars and the off road diesel 
engines that include locomotives, marine vessels and heavy duty equipment.  Although diesel PM is emitted 
by diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, the composition of the emissions varies depending on engine 
type, operating conditions, fuel composition, lubricating oil, and whether an emission control system is 
present.  

The most common exposure to diesel PM is breathing the air that contains diesel PM.  The fine and ultra-fine 
particles are respirable (similar to PM2.5), which means that they can avoid many of the human respiratory 
system defense mechanisms and enter deeply into the lung.  Exposure to diesel PM comes from both on-road 
and off-road engine exhaust that is either directly emitted from the engines or lingering in the atmosphere. 

Diesel exhaust causes health effects from both short-term or acute exposures, and long-term chronic 
exposures.  The type and severity of health effects depends upon several factors including the amount of 
chemical exposure and the duration of exposure. Individuals also react differently to different levels of 
exposure.  There is limited information on exposure to just diesel PM but there is enough evidence to 
indicate that inhalation exposure to diesel exhaust causes acute and chronic health effects. 

Acute exposure to diesel exhaust may cause irritation to the eyes, nose, throat and lungs, some neurological 
effects such as lightheadedness.  Acute exposure may also elicit a cough or nausea as well as exacerbate 
asthma.  Chronic exposure to diesel PM in experimental animal inhalation studies have shown a range of 
dose-dependent lung inflammation and cellular changes in the lung and immunological effects.  Based upon 
human and laboratory studies, there is considerable evidence that diesel exhaust is a likely carcinogen.  
Human epidemiological studies demonstrate an association between diesel exhaust exposure and increased 
lung cancer rates in occupational settings.3

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) National Scale Assessment uses several types of health 
hazard information to provide a quantitative threshold of concern or a health benchmark concentration at 
which it is expected that no adverse health effects occur at exposures to that level.  Health effects information 
on carcinogenic, short- and long-term non-carcinogenic end points are used to establish selective protective 
health levels to compare to the modeled exposures levels.  Unfortunately the exposure response data in 
human studies are considered too uncertain to develop a carcinogenic unit risk for EPA's use.  There is a 
Reference Concentration (RFC) that is used as a health benchmark protective of chronic non-carcinogenic 
health effects but it is for diesel exhaust and not specifically set for diesel PM.  The RFC for diesel exhaust, 
which includes diesel PM, is 5 µg/m3.

 

4

                                                           
2Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guide, December 2009, Revised June 2011, Revised 

June 2014. 

   

3EPA, Diesel Particulate Matter, available at http://www.epa.gov/region1/eco/airtox/diesel.html. 
4Ibid. 
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Unlike other TACs, no ambient monitoring data are available for diesel PM because no routine measurement 
method currently exists. However, California Air Resources Board (CARB) has made preliminary 
concentration estimates based on a PM exposure method.  This method uses the Air Resources Board 
emissions inventory’s PM10 database, ambient PM10 monitoring data, and the results from several studies to 
estimate concentrations of diesel PM. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) governs air quality in the United States.  In addition to being subject to the 
requirements of CAA, air quality in California is also governed by more stringent regulations under the 
California Clean Air Act (CCAA).  At the federal level, CAA is administered by EPA.  In California, the 
CCAA is administered by the CARB at the State level and by the air quality management districts and air 
pollution control districts at the regional and local levels. 

FEDERAL 

The CAA governs air quality and EPA is responsible for enforcing the CAA.  The EPA is also responsible 
for establishing the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).  NAAQS are required under the 1977 
CAA and subsequent amendments.  EPA regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of 
the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain types of locomotives.  EPA has jurisdiction over 
emission sources outside State waters (e.g., beyond the outer continental shelf) and establishes various 
emission standards, including those for vehicles sold in states other than California.  Automobiles sold in 
California must meet stricter emission standards established by CARB. 

As required by the CAA, NAAQS have been established for seven criteria air pollutants: CO, NO2, O3, 
PM2.5, PM10, SO2, and Pb.  The CAA requires EPA to designate areas as attainment, nonattainment, or 
maintenance (previously nonattainment and currently attainment) for each criteria pollutant based on whether 
the NAAQS have been achieved.  The federal standards are summarized in Table 4.3-1.  The EPA has 
classified the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which includes the City of Los Angeles, as nonattainment areas 
for O3, PM2.5, Pb and maintenance areas for PM10 and NO2.  The Basin includes Orange County and the non-
desert portions of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties.   

In addition to the criteria pollutants, the air toxics provisions of the CAA require the USEPA to develop and 
enforce regulations to protect the public from exposure to airborne contaminants that are known to be hazardous 
to human health.  In accordance with Section 112 of the CAA, USEPA establishes National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants.  There is no significant difference between Hazardous Air Pollutants and TACs as 
they relate to the proposed project. 

STATE 

California Air Resources Board.  In addition to being subject to the requirements of CAA, air quality in 
California is also governed by more stringent regulations under the CCAA.  In California, the CCAA is 
administered by CARB at the State level and by the air quality management districts and air pollution control 
districts at the regional and local levels.  The CARB, which became part of the California Environmental 
Protection Agency in 1991, is responsible for meeting the State requirements of the CAA, administering the 
CCAA, and establishing the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).  The CCAA, as amended 
in 1992, requires all air districts in the State to endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS.  The CAAQS 
are generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and incorporate additional standards 
for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles.  The CARB regulates mobile 
air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles.  The CARB is responsible for setting emission standards for 
vehicles sold in California and for other emission sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road 
equipment.  The State standards are summarized in Table 4.3-1. 
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TABLE 4.3-1:  STATE AND NATIONAL CRITERIA POLLUTANT AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 
AND ATTAINMENT STATUS FOR THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 

Pollutant Averaging Period 

California Federal 

Standards 
Attainment 

Status Standards 
Attainment 

Status 

Ozone 
(O3)  

1-hour 0.09 ppm 
(180 µg/m3) Nonattainment -- -- 

8-hour 0.070 ppm 
(137 µg/m3) n/a 

0.075 ppm 
(147 µg/m3) Nonattainment 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

24-hour 50 µg/m3 Nonattainment 150 µg/m3 Maintenance  
Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 µg/m3 Nonattainment -- -- 

Fine Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5)  

24-hour -- -- 35 µg/m3 Nonattainment 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 µg/m3 Nonattainment 12.0 µg/m3 Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

1-hour 20 ppm 
(23 mg/m3) Attainment 35 ppm 

(40 mg/m3) Maintenance 

8-hour 9.0 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) Attainment 9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) Maintenance 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

1-hour 0.18 ppm 
(338 µg/m3) Attainment  

100 ppb 
(190 µg/m3) Maintenance 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm  
(57 µg/m3) Attainment  53 ppb 

(100 µg/m3) Maintenance 

Sulfur Dioxide  
(SO2) 

1-hour 0.25 ppm 
(655 µg/m3) Attainment 75 ppb (196 

µg/m3) Attainment 

24-hour 0.04 ppm 
(105 µg/m3) Attainment -- -- 

Lead  
(Pb) 

30-day average 1.5 µg/m3 Attainment  -- -- 
Calendar Quarter -- -- 0.15 µg/m3 Nonattainment  

n/a = not available 
SOURCE: CARB, Ambient Air Quality Standards, June 4, 2013. 

 

The CCAA requires CARB to designate areas within California as either attainment or nonattainment for 
each criteria pollutant based on whether the CAAQS have been achieved.  Under the CCAA, areas are 
designated as nonattainment for a pollutant if air quality data shows that a State standard for the pollutant 
was violated at least once during the previous three calendar years.  Exceedances that are affected by highly 
irregular or infrequent events are not considered violations of a State standard and are not used as a basis for 
designating areas as nonattainment.  Under the CCAA, the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin is 
designated as a nonattainment area for O3, PM2.5, and PM10.5

Toxic Air Contaminants.  The public’s exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) is a significant public 
health issue in California.  The Air Toxics Hotspots Information and Assessment Act is a State law requiring 
facilities to report emissions of TACs to air districts.  The program is designated to quantify the amounts of 
potentially hazardous air pollutants released, the location of the release, the concentrations to which the 
public is exposed, and the resulting health risks. 

 

The CARB’s Statewide comprehensive air toxics program was established in the early 1980s.  The Toxic Air 
Contaminant Identification and Control Act created California's program to reduce exposure to air toxics.  
Under the Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act, the CARB is required to use certain criteria 
in the prioritization for the identification and control of air toxics.  In selecting substances for review, the 
CARB must consider criteria relating to "the risk of harm to public health, amount or potential amount of 

                                                           
5CARB, Area Designation Maps, available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm, accessed on January 13, 2015. 



City of Los Angeles MP 2035 4.3 Air Quality  
Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

taha 2012-095 4.3-7 

emissions, manner of, and exposure to, usage of the substance in California, persistence in the atmosphere, 
and ambient concentrations in the community" [Health and Safety Code Section 39666(f)].  The Toxic Air 
Contaminant Identification and Control Act also requires CARB to use available information gathered from 
the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act program to include in the prioritization of 
compounds. 

California’s Diesel Risk Reduction Program.  The CARB identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled 
engines (diesel PM) TACs in August 1998.  Following the identification process, the CARB was required by 
law to determine if there is a need for further control, which led to the risk management phase of the 
program. 

For the risk management phase, CARB formed the Diesel Advisory Committee to assist in the development 
of a risk management guidance document and a risk reduction plan.  With the assistance of the Advisory 
Committee and its subcommittees, CARB developed the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter 
Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles and the Risk Management Guidance for the Permitting 
of New Stationary Diesel-Fueled Engines.  The Diesel Advisory Committee approved these documents on 
September 28, 2000, paving the way for the next step in the regulatory process: the control measure phase. 

During the control measure phase, specific Statewide regulations designed to further reduce diesel PM 
emissions from diesel-fueled engines and vehicles have and continue to be evaluated and developed.  The 
goal of each regulation is to make diesel engines as clean as possible by establishing state-of-the-art 
technology requirements or emission standards to reduce diesel PM emissions. 

REGIONAL 

South Coast Air Quality Management District.  The 1977 Lewis Air Quality Management Act created the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to coordinate air quality planning efforts 
throughout Southern California.  This Act merged four county air pollution control agencies into one 
regional district to better address the issue of improving air quality in Southern California.  The SCAQMD is 
responsible for monitoring air quality, as well as planning, implementing, and enforcing programs designed 
to attain and maintain State and federal ambient air quality standards in the district.   

The SCAQMD monitors air quality within the project area.  The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 
10,743 square miles, consisting of Orange County; the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and 
San Bernardino counties; and the Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert 
Air Basin.  The Basin is a subregion of the SCAQMD and covers an area of 6,745 square miles.  The Basin 
includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino 
counties.  The Basin is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west; the San Gabriel, San Bernardino and San 
Jacinto Mountains to the north and east; and the San Diego County line to the south (Figure 4.3-1). 

The SCAQMD is responsible for preparing the regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  The 
AQMP is the SCAQMD plan for improving regional air quality.  It addresses CAA and CCAA requirements 
and demonstrates attainment with State and federal ambient air quality standards.  The AQMP is prepared by 
SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).  The AQMP provides policies 
and control measures that reduce emissions to attain both State and federal ambient air quality standards by 
their applicable deadlines.   
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The 2012 AQMP was adopted in December 2012 and continues the progression toward clean air and compliance 
with State and federal requirements.  It includes a comprehensive strategy aimed at controlling pollution from all 
sources, including stationary sources, on- and off-road mobile sources and area sources.  The 2012 AQMP 
includes demonstration of attainment of the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014 in the Basin through 
adoption of all feasible measures while incorporating current scientific information and meteorological air 
quality models.  It also updates the EPA approved 8-hour O3 control plan with new commitments for short-term 
NOX and VOC reductions.  The 2012 AQMP also addresses several State and federal planning requirements.  
The 2012 AQMP builds upon the approach taken in the 2007 AQMP, for the attainment of federal PM and O3 
standards, and highlights the significant amount of reductions needed and the urgent need to engage in 
interagency coordinated planning to identify additional strategies, especially in the area of mobile sources, to 
meet all federal criteria pollutant standards within the timeframes allowed under the CAA. 

Southern California Association of Government 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy.  While Southern California is a leader in reducing emissions, and ambient levels of 
air pollutants are improving, the SCAG region continues to have the worst air quality in the nation.  SCAG 
completed the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), 
which includes a strong commitment to reduce emissions from transportation sources to comply with Senate 
Bill 375 (see discussion of GHGs, below).  One of the goals listed in the RTP/SCS to reduce air pollution is 
to encourage active transportation (i.e., non-motorized transportation such as bicycling).  The SCAG 
promotes the following policies and actions related to active transportation to help the region confront 
congestion and mobility issues and consequently improve air quality: 

• Implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies including integrating bicycling 
through folding bikes on buses programs, triple racks on buses, and dedicated racks on light and heavy 
rail vehicles; 

• Encourage and support local jurisdictions to develop Active Transportation Plans for their jurisdiction if 
they do not already have one; 

• Expand Compass Blueprint program to support member cities in the development of bicycle plans; 
• Expand the Toolbox Tuesday’s program to encourage local jurisdictions to direct enforcement agencies 

to focus on bicycling and walking safety to reduce multimodal conflicts; 
• Support local advocacy groups and bicycle-related businesses to provide bicycle-safety curricula to the 

general public; 
• Encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and bicycle to school; 
• Encourage local jurisdictions to adopt and implement the proposed SCAG Regional Bikeway Network; 

and 
• Support local jurisdictions to connect all of the cities within the SCAG region via bicycle facilities. 

LOCAL 

The principal objective of the Air Quality Element of the General Plan is to aid the region in attaining the 
State and federal ambient air quality standards while continuing economic growth and improvement in the 
quality of life afforded to City residents.6

 

  The Air Quality Element also documents how the City will 
implement local programs contained in the General Plan.  Goals, objectives, and policies of the Air Quality 
Element applicable to the proposed project are listed in Table 4.3-2. 

                                                           
6City of Los Angeles Air Quality Element of the General Plan, 1992.    
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TABLE 4.3-2:  CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN AIR QUALITY GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND 
POLICIES  

Goal/Objective/Policy Goal/Objective/Policy Description 
AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 
Goal 1 Good air quality and mobility in an environment of continued population growth and healthy 

economic structure. 
Objective 1.3 It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce particulate air pollutants emanating 

from unpaved areas, parking lots, and construction sites. 
Policy 1.3.1 Minimize particulate matter emissions from construction sites.  
Objective 3.2 It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce vehicular traffic during peak periods. 
Policy 3.2.1 Manage traffic congestion during peak periods. 
Goal 4 Minimal impact of existing land use patterns and future land use development on air quality 

by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation, and air quality. 
Objective 4.1 It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to include the regional attainment of ambient air 

quality standards as a primary consideration in land use planning. 
Policy 4.1.1 Coordinate with all appropriate regional agencies the implementation of strategies for the 

integration of land use, transportation, and air quality policies. 
Objective 4.2 It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles 

traveled associated with land use patterns. 
Policy 4.2.2 Improve accessibility for the City’s residents to places of employment, shopping centers and 

other establishments. 
Policy 4.2.3 Ensure that new development is compatible with pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and 

alternative fuel vehicles. 
Policy 4.2.4 Require that air quality impacts be a consideration in the review and approval of all 

discretionary projects. 
Policy 4.2.5 Emphasize trip reduction, alternative transit and congestion management measures for 

discretionary projects. 
SOURCE:  City of Los Angeles, General Plan Air Quality Element, November 24, 1992. 

 
EXISTING SETTING 

AIR POLLUTION CLIMATOLOGY 

The proposed project encompasses the City of Los Angeles. The local climate varies within each Area 
Planning Commission (APC), although each APC is located within the Los Angeles County portion of the 
Basin.  Ambient pollution concentrations recorded in Los Angeles County are among the highest in the four 
counties comprising the Basin.   

The Basin is in an area of high air pollution potential due to its climate and topography.  The general region 
lies in the semi-permanent high pressure zone of the eastern Pacific, resulting in a mild climate tempered by 
cool sea breezes with light average wind speeds.  The Basin experiences warm summers, mild winters, 
infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate humidity.  This usually mild climatological pattern is 
interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds.  The Basin 
is a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and 
high mountains around the rest of its perimeter.  The mountains and hills within the area contribute to the 
variation of rainfall, temperature, and winds throughout the region.   

The Basin experiences frequent temperature inversions.  Temperature typically decreases with height.  
However, under inversion conditions, temperature increases as altitude increases, thereby preventing air 
close to the ground from mixing with the air above it.  As a result, air pollutants are trapped near the ground.  
During the summer, air quality problems are created due to the interaction between the ocean surface and the 
lower layer of the atmosphere.  This interaction creates a moist marine layer.  An upper layer of warm air 
mass forms over the cool marine layer, preventing air pollutants from dispersing upward.  Additionally, 
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hydrocarbons and NO2 react under strong sunlight, creating smog.  Light, daytime winds, predominantly 
from the west, further aggravate the condition by driving air pollutants inland, toward the mountains.  During 
the fall and winter, air quality problems are created due to CO and NO2 emissions.  CO concentrations are 
generally worse in the morning and late evening (around 10:00 p.m.).  In the morning, CO levels are 
relatively high due to cold temperatures and the large number of cars traveling.  High CO levels during the 
late evenings are a result of stagnant atmospheric conditions trapping CO in the area.  Since CO emissions 
are produced almost entirely from automobiles, the highest CO concentrations in the Basin are associated 
with heavy traffic.  NO2 concentrations are also generally higher during fall and winter days.   

LOCAL CLIMATE 

The mountains and hills within the Basin contribute to the variation of rainfall, temperature, and winds 
throughout the City.  With this wide variation in consideration, meteorological conditions recorded in 
downtown Los Angeles have been used to broadly represent regional conditions.  The average wind speed, as 
recorded at the Downtown Wind Monitoring Station, is approximately five miles per hour, with calm winds 
occurring 7.9 percent of the time.  Wind predominately blows from the southwest.7

The annual average temperature recorded near downtown Los Angeles is 74.1°F.

 
8 The average winter 

temperature is 67.1°F and the average summer temperature is 80.9°F.  Total precipitation averages 
approximately 14.9 inches annually.  Precipitation occurs mostly during the winter and relatively 
infrequently during the summer.  Precipitation averages 9.0 inches during the winter, 3.8 inches during the 
spring, 2.0 inches during the fall, and less than one inch during the summer.9

AIR MONITORING DATA 

 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 38 locations throughout the Basin.  Three stations are 
located in the City of Los Angeles, including Los Angeles-North Main Street Monitoring Station located on 
1630 North Main Street, Reseda Monitoring Station located on 18330 Gault Street, Reseda and West Los 
Angeles Monitoring Station located at VA Hospital in West Los Angeles.  Existing criteria pollutant 
concentrations at these stations are shown in Tables 4.3-3 through 4.3-5.  NO2 standards were exceeded once 
in 2011 at each station, whereas PM10, and PM2.5 standards were exceeded at various times during this four-
year period. Pb data is not available at the Reseda and West Los Angeles Monitoring Stations. 

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on the 
population groups and the activities involved.  CARB has identified the following groups who are most 
likely to be affected by air pollution: children less than 14 years of age, the elderly over 65 years of age, 
athletes and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases.  According to the SCAQMD, 
sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, athletic facilities, long-term 
health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers and retirement homes. The study area 
encompasses the entire City of Los Angeles, which includes all of the sensitive receptors described above. 

                                                           
7SCAQMD, Meteorological Data, available at http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/metdata/MeteorologicalData.html, 

accessed on January 13, 2015. 
8Western Regional Climate Center, Historical Climate Information, available at http://www.wrcc.dri.edu, accessed on 

January 13, 2015. 
9Ibid. 
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TABLE 4.3-3:  AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA - DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES  
Pollutant Pollutant Concentration & Standards 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Ozone 
(O3) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.09 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 
Maximum 8-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.070 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 
Days > 0.075 ppm (National 8-hr standard) 

0.098 
1 

0.080 
1 
1 

0.087 
0 

0.065 
0 
0 

0.093 
0 

0.077 
2 
1 

0.081 
0 

0.07 
0 
0 

Carbon Monoxide  
(CO) 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 
Days > 9.0 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 
Days > 9 ppm (National 8-hr standard) 

2.32 
0 
0 

2.40 
0 
0 

1.91 
0 
0 

- 
0 
0 

Nitrogen Dioxide  
(NO2) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.18 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 
Days > 0.100 ppm (National 1-hr standard) 

0.089 
0 
0 

0.11 
0 
1 

0.077 
0 
0 

0.09 
0 
0 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 
Days > 50 µg/m3 (State 24-hr standard) 
Days > 150 µg/m3 (National 24-hr standard) 

42 
0 
0 

53 
9 
0 

80 
43 
0 

75 
20 
0 

Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 
Exceed State Standard (12 µg/m3) 
Days > 35 µg/m3 (National 24-hr standard) 

39.2 
Yes 

5 

49.3 
Yes 

7 

58.7 
Yes 

4 

43 
Yes 

1 
Sulfur Dioxide  
(SO2) 

Maximum 24-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.04 ppm (State 24-hr standard) 
 

0.010 
0 

 

0.020 
0 

 

0.005 
0 

 

0.002 
0 

 
Lead (Pb) Maximum Monthly Average Concentration 

(µg/m3) 
Maximum 3-month Rolling Averages (µg/m3)   

0.02 
 

0.01 

0.012 
 

0.011 

0.014 
 

0.011 

0.013 
 

0.011 
SOURCE: CARB, Air Quality Data Statistics, Top 4 Summary, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php, accessed on January 13, 2014. 
 SCAQMD, Historical Data by year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year 

 
 
TABLE 4.3-4:  AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA - RESEDA  
Pollutant Pollutant Concentration & Standards 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Ozone 
(O3) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.09 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 
Maximum 8-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.070 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 
Days > 0.075 ppm (National 8-hr standard) 

0.122 
11 

0.092 
37 
19 

0.130 
17 

0.103 
35 
26 

0.129 
18 

0.099 
39 
23 

0.124 
7 

0.092 
21 
11 

Carbon Monoxide  
(CO) 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 
Days > 9.0 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 
Days > 9 ppm (National 8-hr standard) 

2.60 
0 
0 

2.77 
0 
0 

2.70 
0 
0 

- 
0 
0 

Nitrogen Dioxide  
(NO2) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.18 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 
Days > 0.100 ppm (National 1-hr standard) 

0.075 
0 
0 

0.069 
0 
0 

0.070 
0 
0 

0.058 
0 
0 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 
Days > 50 µg/m3 (State 24-hr standard) 
Days > 150 µg/m3 (National 24-hr standard) 

44 
0 
0 

43 
0 
0 

45 
0 
0 

37 
0 
0 

Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 
Exceed State Standard (12 µg/m3) 
Days > 35 µg/m3 (National 24-hr standard) 

50.3 
Yes 

1 

52.7 
Yes 

1 

41.6 
Yes 

2 

44.4 
Yes 

1 
Sulfur Dioxide  
(SO2) 

Maximum 24-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.04 ppm (State 24-hr standard) 
 

0.006 
0 

 

0.004 
0 

 

0.003 
0 

 

0.001 
0 

 
Lead (Pb) Maximum Monthly Average Concentration 

(µg/m3) 
Maximum 3-month Rolling Averages (µg/m3)   

- 
 

- 

- 
 

- 

- 
 

- 

- 
 

- 
SOURCE: CARB, Air Quality Data Statistics, Top 4 Summary, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php, accessed on January 13, 2014. 
 SCAQMD, Historical Data by year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year 
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TABLE 4.3-5:  AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA – WEST LOS ANGELES  
Pollutant Pollutant Concentration & Standards 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Ozone 
(O3) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.09 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 
Maximum 8-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.070 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 
Days > 0.075 ppm (National 8-hr standard) 

0.099 
2 

0.079 
3 
1 

0.098 
2 

0.069 
0 
0 

0.093 
0 

0.074 
1 
0 

0.081 
0 

0.075 
1 
0 

Carbon Monoxide  
(CO) 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 
Days > 9.0 ppm (State 8-hr standard) 
Days > 9 ppm (National 8-hr standard) 

1.44 
0 
0 

1.57 
0 
0 

1.15 
0 
0 

- 
0 
0 

Nitrogen Dioxide  
(NO2) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.18 ppm (State 1-hr standard) 
Days > 0.100 ppm (National 1-hr standard) 

0.070 
0 
0 

0.081 
0 
0 

0.061 
0 
0 

0.051 
0 
0 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 
Days > 50 µg/m3 (State 24-hr standard) 
Days > 150 µg/m3 (National 24-hr standard) 

44 
0 
0 

43 
0 
0 

45 
0 
0 

37 
0 
0 

Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 
Exceed State Standard (12 µg/m3) 
Days > 35 µg/m3 (National 24-hr standard) 

35.0 
No 

0 

39.7 
Yes 

1 

49.8 
Yes 

4 

47.2 
Yes 

2 
Sulfur Dioxide  
(SO2) 

Maximum 24-hr Concentration (ppm) 
Days > 0.04 ppm (State 24-hr standard) 
 

0.006 
0 

 

0.004 
0 

 

0.003 
0 

 

0.001 
0 

 
Lead (Pb) Maximum Monthly Average Concentration 

(µg/m3) 
Maximum 3-month Rolling Averages (µg/m3)   

- 
 

- 

- 
 

- 

- 
 
 

- 
 

- 
SOURCE: CARB, Air Quality Data Statistics, Top 4 Summary, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php, accessed on January 13, 2014. 
SCAQMD, Historical Data by year, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year 

 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to air quality if it would: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 
• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation; 
• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 

non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and/or  
• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CEQA THRESHOLDS GUIDELINES 

The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide refers to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for 
appropriate thresholds.10,11

• The incremental increase due to the project is equal to or greater than 1.0 ppm for the California 1-hour 
CO standard, or 0.45 ppm for the 8-hour CO standard; and/or   

  The CEQA Thresholds Guide also identifies the following thresholds:   

• The project creates an objectionable odor at the nearest sensitive receptor. 
                                                           

10SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 
11Section B.2. of the City of Los Angeles Thresholds Guide references an operational significance threshold of 10 tons per 

year of volatile organic gases or 55 lbs per day of Reactive Organic Gases.  These thresholds have been superseded and are no longer 
supported by SCAQMD.  
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Portions of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook have been intermittently revised and published on 
the SCAQMD website since publication of the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, particularity 
thresholds related to localized emissions.  SCAQMD has developed specific CEQA regional and localized 
significance thresholds (LSTs) to assess construction and operational air quality impacts associated with 
individual development projects.  The regional and local construction significance thresholds for the project 
area are shown in Table 4.3-6.  The regional operational significance thresholds for individual projects are 
shown in Table 4.3-7.  The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide does state a specific TAC significance 
threshold.  The SCAQMD has stated that a proposed project would generate significant emissions of TACs 
that exceed a Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk of 10 in a million, a Cancer Burden of 0.5 excess cancer 
cases, or a Chronic or Acute Hazard Index of 1.0.12 

TABLE 4.3-6: SCAQMD DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

Criteria Pollutant 
Regional Emissions  

(Pounds Per Day) 
Localized Emissions 
(Pounds Per Day) /a/ 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 75 -- 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) 100 74 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 426 
Sulfur Oxides (SOX) 150 -- 
Fine Particulates (PM2.5) 55 3 
Particulates (PM10)  150 4 
/a/ The LSTs were based on the most conservative threshold between SCAQMD Source Receptor Areas 1, 2, 6, and 7.  It is not anticipated that 
construction of proposed enhancements would encompass a large area on any one particular day. The analysis conservatively assumes a one-acre 
construction area with a 25-meter (82-foot) receptor distance.     
SOURCE:  SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993; SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, Revised July 2008; 

 
 

TABLE 4.3-7: SCAQMD DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 
Criteria Pollutant Pounds Per Day 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 55 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) 55 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 
Sulfur Oxides (SOX) 150 
Fine Particulates (PM2.5) 55 
Particulates (PM10) 150 
SOURCE:  SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993. 

 

IMPACTS 

Impact 4.3-1 The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan.  The proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact. 

The overall control strategy for the 2012 AQMP is designed to meet applicable federal and State 
requirements, including attainment of ambient air quality standards.  The focus of the 2012 AQMP is to 
demonstrate attainment of the federal 2006 24-hour PM2.5 ambient air quality standard, as well as an update 
to further define measures to meet the federal and State 8-hour ozone standards.  The attainment 
demonstration for the recent 8-hour ozone standard (75 ppb) will be addressed in the 2015 ozone plan.  

                                                           
12SCAQMD, Air Quality Significance Thresholds, March 2011. 
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CONSTRUCTION 
The emission methodology used by SCAQMD to establish the AQMP emission inventories includes 
construction emissions based on anticipated regional development.  There are many challenges with making 
accurate projections of future growth.  However, forecasts are made with the best information available.  The 
AQMP updates are generally developed every three to four years; thereby allowing for frequent 
improvements to the emission inventories.  Table 4.3-8 shows the treatments, anticipated level of work 
associated with each enhanced network and a qualitative description of construction intensity.  Many of the 
treatments would have minimal, or no, construction emissions.  Bulb-out and sidewalk widening would 
likely be the most intense construction project associated with MP 2035 buildout.  This type of activity 
would not generate unusual or atypical construction emissions compared to standard urban construction 
activity; rather these emissions would be at the low end of the range of construction activities that occur in 
urban areas.  In addition, as discussed in detail in Impact 4.3-2, construction emissions would not exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to construction emissions and the AQMP.                        

TABLE 4.3-8:   TREATMENT LEVEL AND CONSTRUCTION INTENSITY 
Enhanced Network Treatment Level Assumptions Construction Intensity 

Pedestrian-
Enhanced Network  N/A 

Infrastructure (e.g., way-finding, street trees, and lighting) Low 
Bulb-outs and sidewalk widening Medium 

Bicycle-Enhanced 
Network  

Moderate Restriping to accommodate a  bicycle lane alongside the 
vehicular lane or through a shared bike lane Low 

Moderate Plus Remove one vehicular travel lane per direction to 
accommodate a buffered bicycle lane Medium 

Comprehensive Remove one vehicular travel lane per direction to 
accommodate a cycle track Medium 

Neighborhood-
Enhanced Network 

Moderate Signalized crosswalk, landscaped medians and street 
trees Low 

Comprehensive Curb bulb-outs, mini traffic circles, neckdowns, chicanes, 
raised crosswalks, speed tables and diagonal diverters Medium 

Transit-Enhanced 
Network 

Moderate 
No change to lane configuration None 
Double frequency of bus service None 

Moderate Plus 
Convert one vehicular travel lane per direction to a bus 
only lane during peak periods Low 

Double frequency of bus service None 

Comprehensive 
Convert one vehicular travel lane per direction to a bus 
only lane for the full day Low 

Double frequency of bus service None 

Vehicle-Enhanced 
Network  

 

Moderate 

Increase vehicle travel speeds by 10 percent None 
Add one vehicular travel lane per direction if all-day 
parking is available –OR– convert one off-peak parking 
lane per direction to a full-time vehicular travel lane 

Low 

Comprehensive 

Increase vehicle travel speeds by 10 percent None 
Add one vehicular travel lane per direction if all-day 
parking is available –OR– convert one off-peak parking 
lane per direction to a full-time vehicular travel lane  

Low 

Increase effective vehicular capacity by 10 percent None 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015 and TAHA, 2015. 
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OPERATION 
The 2012 AQMP was prepared to address growth anticipated in the RTP/SCS, to reduce the high levels of 
pollutants within areas under the jurisdiction of SCAQMD, to return clean air to the region, and to minimize 
the impact on the economy.  Both the AQMP and the RTP/SCS are based on land use projections provided 
by each jurisdiction, including the City of Los Angeles.  Consistency with the AQMP can be assessed by 
determining how a project accommodates increases in population or employment, and if the project is 
consistent with the goals of the RTP/SCS.  Generally, a project that is planned in a way that minimizes 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) both within the project area and the surrounding community would also 
minimize air pollutant emissions.  

The proposed project is expected to result in increased options for mobility; more walkable communities; and 
fewer travel barriers for active transportation and those who cannot drive such as children or people with 
disabilities.  The MP 2035 plays an important role for those who would choose not to drive if they had an 
alternative as well as for those who do not have the option of driving.  The proposed project specifically 
encourages an increase in non-driving modes of travel while also recognizing the value that streets play in 
facilitating the vehicular movement of goods and people.   

The traffic model developed for the MP 2035 is based on the Transportation Specific Plan (TSP) model, 
which utilizes the TransCAD Version 4.8 Build 500 modeling software and has been calibrated and validated 
for current conditions.  The model-estimated changes in circulation system conditions are conservative, 
vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not account for changes in 
demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to alternate modes (pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  Transportation demand models are 
largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when forecasting future traffic projections.  
Recent research in this area suggests that factors correlated with annual VMT over the last sixty years 
include the economy, demographics, technology, and the urban form of the built environment.  Specifically, 
this research shows both cyclical recession effects and a structural leveling of the economy and travel.   
However, the conservative traffic model does not recognize these factors.  Refer to Section 4.1 
Transportation, Parking and Safety for a detailed discussion related to the methodology for estimating 
VMT. 

As discussed in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety, the proposed project would reduce daily 
per capita VMT within the City by 2.1 percent when compared to Future No Project conditions.  Daily per 
capita VMT would be approximately the same as Existing conditions.  This per capita VMT reduction 
demonstrates consistency with the AQMP goals.  In addition, as shown in Table 4.3-9, the proposed project 
would be consistent with the RTP/SCS.  Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals 
of the AQMP.    

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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TABLE 4.3-9  CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS 
Goal Goal Description Analysis 
1 Align the plan investments and 

polices with improving regional 
economic development and 
competitiveness 

Consistent. The development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street System 
outlines modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced 
networks that together would create a system of complete streets that would improve 
the overall multimodal transportation system. 

2 Maximize mobility and accessibility 
for all people and goods in the 
region 

Consistent. The MP 2035 addresses all modes of circulation on the City’s street 
network, guiding mobility policies, programs, and projects in the City of Los Angeles 
through 2035. The development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street System 
outlines modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced 
networks that together would create a system of complete streets that would improve 
the overall multimodal transportation system.  One of the objectives of the proposed 
project, Access for all Angelinos, aims to Increase on-time performance and reliability 
of transit, facilitate the seamless movement of freight and improve on-time deliveries, 
and upgrade infrastructure to include features that accommodate disabled and other 
vulnerable users. 

3 Ensure travel safety and reliability 
for all people and goods in the 
region 

Consistent.  Travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region are 
addressed by the goals and topics of the MP 2035. Safety First – focuses on topics 
related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education, and enforcement.  
World Class Infrastructure – focuses on topics related to the Complete Streets 
Network (walking, bicycling, transit, vehicles, green streets, goods movement), Great 
Streets, Bridges, Street Design Manual, and demand management.  Access for all 
Angelenos – focuses on topics related to affordability, least cost transportation, land 
use, operations, reliability, demand management, and community connections.  
Collaboration, Communication and Informed Choices – focuses on topics related to 
real-time information, open source data, transparency, monitoring, reporting, 
emergency response, departmental and agency cooperation and data base 
management.  Clean Environments for a Healthy Community– focuses on topics 
related to environment, health, clean air, clean fuels and fleets, and open street 
events.  Smart Investments that Build and Maintain a Multi-Modal Transportation and 
Place-Making System – focuses on topics related to fiscal responsibility, sustainable 
long-term funding, economic development, performance-based analysis and 
prioritization criteria. 

4 Preserve and ensure a sustainable 
regional transportation system 

Consistent.  See analysis of Goals 1 and 2. 

5 Maximize the productivity of our 
transportation system 

Consistent. See analysis Goals 1 and 2. 

6 Protect the environment and 
health for our residents by 
improving air quality and 
encouraging active transportation 
(non-motorized) transportation, 
such as bicycling and walking. 

Consistent. One of the objectives of the Access for All Angelenos would ensure that 
a greater percentage of residents would be able to walk to meet their daily needs. The 
Bicycle-Enhanced streets would work in conjunction with existing paths and lanes to 
provide a low-stress network of bikeways for all types of riders.  While many bicycle 
facilities would be implemented as envisioned by the Bicycle Plan, streets on the BEN 
would receive treatments beyond a regular bicycle lane or shared lane marking, such 
as buffered lanes, cycle tracks, and intersection enhancements, and would prioritize 
improvements for bicyclists relative to improvements for other roadway users  

7 Actively encourage and create 
incentives for energy efficiency, 
where possible. 

Consistent. The Clean Environments for a Healthy Community objective focuses on 
topics related to environment, health, clean air, clean fuels and fleets, and open street 
events. The TEN streets aim to provide reliable and frequent transit service that is 
convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle 
trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with the identity of the 
surrounding street. 

8 Encourage land use and growth 
patterns that facilitate transit and 
non-motorized transportation 

Consistent. The Access for All Angelenos objective would increase on-time 
performance and reliability of transit and increase public transit trips from 11 percent 
to 20 percent. The TEN streets aim to provide reliable and frequent transit service that 
is convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle 
trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with the identity of the 
surrounding street.  The transit technology on these streets would primarily be high-
capacity buses.  Bus service would be improved with infrastructure improvements in 
the right-of-way, signal timing and technology improvements, and stop 
enhancements.  

9 Maximize the security of the 
regional transportation system 
through improved system 
monitoring, rapid recovery 
planning, and coordination with 
other security agencies. 

Consistent.  The MP 2035 would include Safety First, which focuses on topics 
related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education and enforcement.  
Objectives of Safety First would include reducing inequities in collision rates among 
different neighborhoods, increasing the miles of roadways, paths and sidewalks that 
are repaired each year, decreasing pedestrian and bicycle collisions with vehicles to 
50 percent of 2010 numbers by 2020 and increasing the number of adults and 
children who receive in-person safety education by 10 percent annually. 

SOURCE: TAHA 2015. 
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Impact 4.3-2 Implementation of the proposed project would not violate an air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.  The proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The proposed project would be an element of the General Plan (replacing the current Transportation 
Element) that would guide mobility policies, programs, and projects in the City of Los Angeles through the 
year 2035.  The proposed project is developed to the concept level of detail and specific roadway designs for 
planned improvements are not yet available.  Program implementation is in large part contingent upon the 
availability of adequate funding.  Funding is likely to change over time due to economic conditions and 
fluctuations in the priorities of federal, State and regional funding agencies as well as the City budget.  In 
order to assist the City in prioritizing annual transportation related funding the various departments 
including, planning, transportation and public works will collectively prepare for Council a sub-set of 
programs to be implemented in each forthcoming budget cycle.  Therefore, there is no construction schedule 
or phasing. 

Table 4.3-8, above, shows the treatments associated with each enhanced network and associated degree of 
construction emissions.  Many of the treatments would have minimal, or no, construction emissions.  A 
general analysis has been completed below to quantify regional and localized analysis from projects that 
could generate construction emissions.  

It is mandatory for all construction projects in the Basin to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 for Fugitive 
Dust.  Specific Rule 403 control requirements include, but are not limited to, applying water in sufficient 
quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust plumes, applying soil binders to uncovered areas, 
reestablishing ground cover as quickly as possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove material from 
tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site, and maintaining effective cover over 
exposed areas.  Compliance with Rule 403 would reduce PM2.5 and PM10 emissions associated with 
construction activities by approximately 61 percent. 

The majority of construction emissions would be related to equipment exhaust, truck trips, and worker 
commute trips.  Detailed construction information was not available for this planning level analysis.  Based 
emissions estimating experience with similar projects, it was assumed that a maximum construction envelope 
associated with proposed enhancements could include up to four pieces of heavy-duty construction 
equipment operating simultaneously for eight hours per day, 25 truck trips, and 15 commute trips.  
Equipment engine emissions were estimated using the OFFROAD model and on-road emissions were 
estimated using EMFAC2014.  Table 4.3-10 shows the maximum estimated daily regional emissions 
associated with construction activity.  Daily construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD regional 
significance threshold for all criteria pollutants.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to regional construction emissions. 

TABLE 4.3-10: DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS  - REGIONAL 

Construction  
Pounds Per Day 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM2.5 PM10 
Maximum Regional Total 6 58 27 <1 2 2 
Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 150 
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2015. 
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OPERATION 

As previously discussed, the model-estimated changes in circulation system conditions are conservative, 
vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not fully account for changes in 
demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to alternate modes (pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  The MP 2035 enhanced networks 
would reduce regional VMT compared to the future No Project scenario and associated air emissions.  
Table 4.3-11 summarizes changes in VMT among the Existing, Future No Project, and Future With Project 
Conditions on surface streets by APC and for the City as a whole.  Under Existing conditions, motorists 
travel over 75 million vehicle miles on roadways within the City of Los Angeles on an average weekday.  
Under Future No Project conditions, daily VMT increases to 82.6 million, 8 percent above Existing Base 
levels.  The increase occurs disproportionately on Freeways, where VMT increases by 10.8 percent, 
compared with surface streets, where VMT increases by 8.6 percent.   

Future With Project conditions would result in daily VMT of 81 million, 7.5 percent greater than Existing 
levels, but 2.1 percent lower than Future No Project levels (refer to Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking 
and Safety).  VMT on surface streets would be 0.4 percent less than Existing conditions, while freeway 
VMT would exceed Existing conditions by 14.4 percent.  Relative to Future No Project conditions, freeway 
VMT would increase by 3.3 percent, while surface street VMT would decrease by 8.3 percent.  The VMT 
modeling is vehicle-centric does not fully account for VMT changes associated with shifts to other modes of 
transportation.    

The same socio-demographic changes (increases in population and employment) apply to both the Future No 
Project conditions and to Future with Project conditions, resulting in an increase in the level of VMT over 
Existing conditions; however, project improvements to transit, walk, and bicycle modes shift some travelers 
from vehicles to those modes (based on historical trends), reducing the VMT under Future with Project 
conditions relative to Future No Project conditions.  Freeway VMT increases more than surface street VMT 
likely because reductions in capacity on some surface streets divert some arterial through-trips to the 
freeways. 

Regional emissions were estimated using the VMT presented above and the CARB EMFAC2014 model.  
Table 4.3-12 presents mass emissions for each scenario and APC, and Table 4.3-13 presents emission 
comparisons between scenarios.  This impact analysis is based on the CEQA requirement that impacts be 
compared to existing conditions.  The comparison between future conditions is presented for information.  
Under Existing conditions, criteria pollutants would be emitted at substantially higher levels compared to 
Future conditions.  

Although traffic volumes would be higher in Future with Project conditions, pollutants emissions from 
mobile sources are expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems 
combined with normal turnover in the vehicle fleet and new emission standards.  Future with Project 
emissions would be less than Existing emissions (echoing reductions in VMT), and would not exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to regional emissions.   

The Future With Project to Future No Project comparison is presented for informational purposes (existing 
conditions are the baseline for the air quality analysis).  Based in the vehicle-centric traffic modeling, Future 
With Project emissions when compared to Future No Project emissions would decrease for CO, PM2.5, and 
PM10 but increase for VOC (1.6 percent) and NOX (2.6 percent).  The traffic model developed for the MP 
2035  has a margin of error of approximately 5 to 15 percent.  The increased emissions of VOC and NOx 
between Future with Project and Future No Project conditions is therefore not substantial given 1) the small 
difference, 2) the vehicle-centric nature of the analysis, 3) the error margin of the model, and 4) the baseline 
for the air quality analysis being existing conditions.  Therefore, the difference between Future With Project 
and Future No Project emissions would not be considerable.       
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TABLE 4.3-11:  DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES  
Area Planning Commission Vehicle Miles Traveled Percent Change  
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

1. North Valley 6,049,100 – 
2. South Valley 6,766,200 – 
3. Central 6,489,500 – 
4. East Los Angeles 2,923,500 – 
5. West Los Angeles 5,487,900 – 
6. South Los Angeles 5,688,800 – 
7. Harbor 2,003,900 – 

Surface Streets 35,408,900 – 
Freeways (Mainline) 39,857,400 – 

Total, City of Los Angeles 75,266,200 – 
FUTURE NO PROJECT  

  Compared to Existing 
1. North Valley 6,694,700 10.7% 
2. South Valley 7,272,100 7.5% 
3. Central 6,959,200 7.2% 
4. East Los Angeles 3,171,000 8.5% 
5. West Los Angeles 5,922,200 7.9% 
6. South Los Angeles 6,250,900 9.9% 
7. Harbor 2,193,600 9.5% 

Surface Streets 38,463,700 8.6% 
Freeways (Mainline) 44,164,000 10.8% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 82,627,700 9.8% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  

  Compared to Existing 
1. North Valley 6,182,900 2.2% 
2. South Valley 7,033,000 3.9% 
3. Central 6,202,300 (4.4%) 
4. East Los Angeles 2,697,700 (7.7%) 
5. West Los Angeles 5,695,100 3.8% 
6. South Los Angeles 5,556,900 (2.3%) 
7. Harbor 1,914,900 (4.4%) 

Surface Streets 35,282,800 (0.4%) 
Freeways (Mainline) 45,602,200 14.4% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 80,885,000 7.5% 
  Compared to Future No Project 

1. North Valley  (7.6%) 
2. South Valley  (3.3% 
3. Central  (10.9%) 
4. East Los Angeles  (14.9%) 
5. West Los Angeles  (3.8%) 
6. South Los Angeles  (11.1%) 
7. Harbor  (12.7%) 

Surface Streets  (8.3% 
Freeways (Mainline)  3.3% 

Total, City of Los Angeles  (2.1%) 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015. 
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TABLE 4.3-12:   TOTAL REGIONAL EMISSIONS  

Area Planning Commission 
Pounds Per Day 

VOC NOX CO PM2.5 PM10 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

1. North Valley 3,039 13,392 50,969 1,105 1,567 
2. South Valley 3,896 15,579 60,529 1,345 1,868 
3. Central 5,735 17,663 68,228 1,712 2,235 
4. East Los Angeles 2,168 7,400 28,551 682 913 
5. West Los Angeles 4,481 14,443 55,570 1,365 1,803 
6. South Los Angeles 3,824 13,829 53,904 1,249 1,694 
7. Harbor 1,060 4,492 17,390 379 532 

Surface Streets 24,202 86,798 335,141 7,838 10,613 
Freeways (Mainline) 33,355 107,054 383,744 9,821 12,999 

TOTAL 57,558 193,852 718,885 17,659 23,612 
FUTURE NO PROJECT 

1. North Valley 511 2,823 9,037 352 812 
2. South Valley 606 3,512 10,276 387 886 
3. Central 861 5,839 11,658 394 874 
4. East Los Angeles 330 2,104 4,906 174 393 
5. West Los Angeles 676 4,429 9,491 331 739 
6. South Los Angeles 603 3,745 9,404 340 769 
7. Harbor 170 949 3,007 116 266 

Surface Streets 3,758 23,401 57,779 2,094 4,738 
Freeways (Mainline) 5,119 32,570 66,855 2,478 5,520 

TOTAL 8,877 55,971 124,634 4,573 10,259 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  

1. North Valley 502 2,867 8,556 328 752 
2. South Valley 625 3,728 10,179 378 861 
3. Central 843 5,812 10,784 358 786 
4. East Los Angeles 304 1,972 4,296 150 336 
5. West Los Angeles 700 4,665 9,403 322 715 
6. South Los Angeles 586 3,759 8,656 306 689 
7. Harbor 163 961 2,718 102 234 

Surface Streets 3,724 23,765 54,591 1,945 4,372 
Freeways (Mainline) 5,293 33,689 69,074 2,560 5,701 

TOTAL 9,016 57,454 123,665 4,504 10,073 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015; CARB, EMFAC2014. 
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TABLE 4.3-13:   REGIONAL EMISSIONS COMPARISON 

Area Planning Commission 

Pounds Per Day 

VOC NOX CO PM2.5 PM10 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT COMPARED TO EXISTING 

1. North Valley (2,536) (10,526) (42,413) (777) (815) 
2. South Valley (3,272) (11,851) (50,350) (968) (1,007) 
3. Central (4,891) (11,850) (57,444) (1,354) (1,449) 
4. East Los Angeles (1,864) (5,428) (24,255) (532) (577) 
5. West Los Angeles (3,781) (9,778) (46,168) (1,042) (1,088) 
6. South Los Angeles (3,237) (10,070) (45,248) (943) (1,006) 
7. Harbor (897) (3,531) (14,672) (276) (299) 

Surface Streets (20,479) (63,033) (280,550) (5,893) (6,242) 
Freeways (Mainline) (28,062) (73,365) (314,670) (7,262) (7,298) 

TOTAL (48,541) (136,398) (595,220) (13,155) (13,539) 
Regional Significance Threshold 55 55 550 55 150 
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT COMPARED TO FUTURE NO PROJECT 

1. North Valley (8.4) 43.3 (481.2) (24.3) (59.2) 
2. South Valley 18.1 216.6 (96.8) (9.5) (25.6) 
3. Central (17.8) (26.5) (874.5) (36.4) (88.0) 
4. East Los Angeles (26.6) (131.9) (609.8) (24.1) (56.5) 
5. West Los Angeles 24.2 236.0 (87.9) (8.4) (23.7) 
6. South Los Angeles (17.1) 14.1 (748.4) (33.5) (80.8) 
7. Harbor (6.5) 12.0 (289.2) (13.4) (32.4) 

Surface Streets (34) 364 (3,188) (150) (366) 
Freeways (Mainline) 173.8 1,118.7 2,219.2 81.3 180.4 

TOTAL 140 1,482 (969) (68) (186) 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015; CARB, EMFAC2014. 

 

The increase in VOC and NOx between the Future With Project and Future No Project conditions is due to 
the traffic distribution between surface streets and freeways.  Under the proposed project, freeway VMT 
increases by 3.3 percent and surface street VMT decreases by 8.3.  The VMT-weighted average speed for 
surface streets and freeways are calculated as 21.57 and 25.88 for Future No Project and as 20.69 and 25.89 
miles per hour for Future with Project, respectively.  The small increase in freeway-weighted average speed 
implies that the increased freeway emissions (not emissions rates) are mainly a function of VMT and not 
changes in speeds (the freeway VMT increases but the speed change is negligible yet the freeway NOX and 
VOC increase).  

Surface street emissions, unlike freeway emissions, are a function of both VMT and speed.  City VMT 
weighted average speeds decrease from 21.57 to 20.69 miles per hour, equivalent to approximately 4 percent 
citywide speed change.  According to EMFAC, a decrease in the speed of traffic by 5 miles per hour from 25 
to 20 miles per hour increases the average fleet PM2.5 and PM10 emissions by approximately 2.4 and 
1 percent, and increases the NOX and VOC emission rates by approximately 40 and 26 percent, respectively.  
Therefore, compared to PM10 and PM2.5 an increase in VOC and NOX emissions at these lower speeds is 
more substantial.  While the Future With Project surface street VMT decreases compared to the Future No 
Project VMT, the decrease in emissions would not be able to compensate for the increase in VOC and NOx 
emissions due to a decrease in speeds.  Therefore, in the Future With Project to Future No Project 
comparison, the overall effect is to increase NOX and CO emissions and decrease PM2.5 and PM10 emissions. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 

Impact 4.3-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors).  The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

CONSTRUCTION 
Because the Basin is designated as a State and/or federal nonattainment air basin for O3, PM2.5, PM10, and Pb, 
there is an ongoing regional cumulative impact associated with these pollutants.  An individual project can emit 
these pollutants without significantly contributing to this cumulative impact depending on the magnitude of 
emissions.  A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in a cumulative net increase in any 
criteria pollutant above thresholds identified by the SCAQMD.  The SCAQMD’s approach for assessing 
cumulative air quality impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in 
accordance with the requirements of the federal and State Clean Air Acts.  The SCAQMD has set forth 
significance thresholds designed to assist in the attainment of ambient air quality standards.  The SCAQMD has 
indicated that the project-level thresholds may be used as an indicator defining if project emissions contribute to 
the cumulative impact.  As discussed above, and as shown in Table 4.3-10, construction emissions would not 
exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to a cumulatively considerable construction impact.        

OPERATION 
As discussed above in Impact 4.3-2, the proposed project would decrease mobile source emissions within the 
City compared to Existing conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher in Future with Project 
conditions, pollutant emissions from mobile sources are expected to be much lower due to technological 
advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with normal turnover in the vehicle fleet and new emission 
standards.  There is no potential for the project-related emissions to contribute to the Basin's cumulative impact 
for O3, PM2.5, PM10, or Pb.  To the contrary, it is anticipated that the proposed project would reduce VMT and 
associated mobile source emissions, thereby contributing towards the regional goal of eliminating the cumulative 
impact.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to a 
cumulatively considerable operational impact.        

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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Impact 4.3-4 Implementation of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations.  The proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact. 

CONSTRUCTION 
Localized impacts from on-site daily emissions associated with construction activities were evaluated for 
sensitive receptors located adjacent to construction activity based on LST guidance published by the 
SCAQMD.13  LSTs are only applicable to NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.  LSTs represent the maximum 
emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent 
applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard, and are developed based on the ambient 
concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor.  
Localized on-site emissions were calculated using similar methodology to the regional emission calculations.  
On-site emissions typically include equipment exhaust and fugitive dust emissions.  As shown in  
Table 4.3-14, daily construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD localized significance 
thresholds.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to localized 
construction emissions. 

TABLE 4.3-14: DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS  - LOCALIZED 

Construction  
Pounds Per Day 

NOX CO PM2.5 PM10 
Maximum On-Site Total 48 24 2 2 
Localized Significance Threshold /a/ 74 426 3 4 
Exceed Threshold? No No No No 
/a/ The LSTs were based on the most conservative threshold between SCAQMD Source Receptor Areas 1, 2, 6, and 7.  It is not anticipated that 
construction of proposed enhancements would encompass a large area on any one particular day. The analysis conservatively assumed a one-acre 
construction area with a 25-meter (82-foot) receptor distance.     
SOURCE:  SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993; SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, Revised July 2008. 

 

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during construction would be diesel particulate emissions 
associated with heavy-duty equipment operations.  Construction activity would occur throughout the project 
area and sensitive receptor exposure to construction TACs would vary during the process; however, in 
general it is anticipated that construction activities in the immediate vicinity of any individual sensitive 
receptor would be relatively brief (in the order of a few days).  In addition, as shown in Table 4.3-8, above, 
the majority of construction activity associated with the proposed project would be low intensity (e.g., would 
not require heavy-duty equipment).  Exposure to diesel particulate matter and related TACs are anticipated to 
be low.  Emissions would be typical for urban environments within the region, as demonstrated by the less-
than-significant localized PM2.5 and PM10 emissions.  The proposed project would not generate emissions 
that exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of 10 in a million for the maximum incremental cancer risk or a 1.0 
chronic or acute hazard index.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to construction TAC emissions. 

OPERATION 

The operational analysis addresses pollutant exposure associated with roadway widening, reduced capacity, 
diesel emissions, lane conversions and bicycle riders. 

                                                           
13SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, Revised July 2008. 
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ROADWAY WIDENING 

In general, roadway widening would be associated with increased sidewalk widths such that sensitive 
receptors would be no closer to the travel lane than existing or could become further away.  The analysis of 
the transportation network generally assumes that implementing the BEN and TEN would result in the 
conversion of vehicle travel lanes, not on-street parking, to bicycle or transit lanes.  Implementation of the 
VEN does include conversion of on-street parking to vehicle travel lanes in the case of the Moderate 
treatments.  The CARB has published guidance related to the location of sensitive receptors near high 
volume roadways.14

REDUCED CAPACITY  

  The guidance states that sensitive land uses should not be located within 500 feet of 
urban roads with 100,000 vehicles per day.  None of the roadways with proposed lane conversions have 
either existing volumes greater than 100,000 vehicles per day or future volumes with the lane conversion 
greater than 100,000 vehicles per day.  Based on the CARB guidance, conversion of parking lanes to travel 
lanes would not significantly increase exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations.  While 
vehicular travel in a parking lane would bring emissions incrementally closer to some sensitive receptors, the 
change would not result in a significant impact to adjacent sensitive receptors because 1) the volumes would 
be below the threshold of concern identified by the CARB, and 2) emission controls continue to substantially 
reduce emissions such that incremental increases in exposure from a closer vehicle lane would be more than 
offset by emissions reductions from required emissions controls.          

Where capacity is reduced, there could be an incremental reduction in vehicle speeds along the affected street 
segments and there could be a localized incremental increase in carbon monoxide emissions (Although in 
some cases where capacity is reduced, the number of vehicles passing through an intersection during peak 
hours could decrease, which could lead to peak period being extended).  Increased localized carbon 
monoxide concentrations could occur where large amounts of traffic operate under heavily congested 
conditions and if vehicles would be idling for a substantial period of time.  Many roadway segments affected 
by the proposed project are already congested and operate at or near capacity during peak hour periods and 
any incremental change in traffic volumes or vehicle idling emissions would not be significant. 

Existing ambient CO levels are extremely low within the Basin.  CO concentrations in the basin have not 
exceeded State standards since 1992 due to stringent State and federal mandates for lowering vehicle 
emissions.  This is accurate even when considering the most congested City intersections with the highest 
traffic volumes and largest percentage of vehicle idle time. The one-hour concentration is typically 3 ppm 
and the 8-hour concentration is typically 2 ppm according to monitoring data.  The State and federal 1-hour 
standards are 20 and 35 ppm, respectively.  The State and federal 1-hour standards are 9.0 and 9 ppm, 
respectively.  No CO standard has been exceeded in the Basin since 2002.  The Basin is designated as a 
maintenance area for CO which means both State and federal air quality standards are satisfied.   

To trigger an impact, CO emissions along any roadway segment affected by the project, would have to 
increase by almost 7 times in the peak hour or by four times in over an 8-hour period.  Because of the low 
ambient CO condition, even where speed on average street segments could be reduced to almost zero, the 
resulting CO emissions would only increase by a factor of two.15

This conclusion was demonstrated through a localized pollutant concentration analysis for a City street with 
a volume approaching 35,000 vehicles per day (La Brea Avenue between Beverly Boulevard and 6th Street.  
The analysis was completed using the CARB CALINE4 model and assuming that peak hour traffic is 
commonly ten percent of average daily traffic.  The highest hourly delay at this intersection was assumed to 
be 215 seconds per vehicle during the AM peak hour (based on modeling performed for a bicycle lane).  It 

  In addition, none of the intersections 
affected by MP 2035 contain the requisite vehicle volumes and delays to generate a CO hotspot.  Under the 
most extreme circumstances, the change in emission levels would not be high enough to cause an exceedance 
of the CO air quality standard, and therefore would not result in a significant impact. 

                                                           
14CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005.  
15CARB, EMAC2014.  
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was assumed that these vehicles would travel five miles per hour during the delay period creating a constant 
0.3-mile emissions source.  The results of the analysis and applicable standards are shown in Table 4.3-15. 

TABLE 4.3-15:  MOBILE SOURCE POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS  
Pollutant Concentration State Standard 

CO (One-Hour Concentration) 3.5 ppm 20 ppm 
CO (Eight-Hour Concentration) 2.6 ppm 9.0 ppm 

NO2 (One-Hour Concentration) 0.0 ppm 0.18 ppm 
NO2 (Annual Concentration) 0.0 ppm 0.030 ppm 
SOURCE: TAHA, 2015. 

 

The results show that the significantly increased delay at the already congested Westwood/Santa Monica 
Boulevard intersection would not cause an exceedance of the applicable standards.  CALINE4 does not 
model ozone concentrations.  NO2 is a precursor to O3 and NO2 concentrations show the potential for 
increased localized ozone concentrations.  In addition, CALINE4 presents PM emissions in parts per million 
which cannot be compared to the State standards listed in micrograms per cubic meter.  The CO and NO2 
concentrations are well below the standards and local roadways are mostly traveled by gasoline powered 
vehicles.  These vehicles emit less particulate matter than diesel powered vehicles.  In addition, particulate 
matter generated by tire wear would not increase because traffic volumes would not increase.  Similar to the 
modeled pollutants, it is not anticipated that particulate matter missions would be significant. 

DIESEL EMISSIONS 

The greatest exposure concern to TACs is associated with diesel emissions.  The majority of buses operating 
within the City of Los Angeles are powered by alternative fuels.  For example, the entire bus fleet operated by 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, and other bus operators, are powered by 
compressed natural gas.  It is not anticipated that increased bus service would substantially increase diesel 
particulate emissions.  In addition, the proposed mobility enhancements are designed to improve the flow of 
passenger vehicles along heavily trafficked roadways.  It is not anticipated that lane conversions would change 
diesel-emitting truck travel patterns substantially and the therefore propjet would not significantly increase 
associated exposure to emissions.   

LANE CONVERSIONS 

Peak-hour traffic speeds on the roadway network would change where lanes would be converted to transit or 
bicycle lanes, which could affect truck emissions on those roadways. However, it is not anticipated that the 
proposed project would change truck speeds to the extent that associated emissions would result in substantial 
additional exposures of sensitive receptors.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to operational TACs. 

BICYCLE RIDERS 

Bicycle riders using new bicycle lanes on high-volume roadways would be exposed to higher pollutant 
concentrations than riders that use neighborhood routes.  However, it is anticipated that bicycle lanes would 
allow riders to quickly traverse congested areas.  In addition, as described above, peak hour pollutant 
concentrations would be less than State Standards and exposure would not exceed applicable standards.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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Impact 4.3-5 Implementation of the proposed project would not create objectionable odors affecting 
a substantial number of people.  This is considered a less-than-significant impact.    

CONSTRUCTION 

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include equipment exhaust. Odors from 
these sources would be localized and generally confined to the immediate area surrounding the proposed 
alignment and facility sites in both stages of the proposed project. Construction odors would be typical of 
urban construction sites and temporary in nature.  Therefore, the odor impact during construction would be 
less than significant. 

OPERATION 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses and industrial operations that are 
associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing 
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies and fiberglass molding.  The proposed 
project does not include any of these land uses or industrial operations.  The SCAQMD does not identify 
mobile sources as a significant source of odors.  Therefore the proposed project would not result in a 
significant impact related to odors. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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4.4 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
This section provides an overview of greenhouse gases (GHG) and evaluates the construction and 
operational impacts associated with the Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project).  Topics 
addressed in this section include regional emissions and consistency with applicable GHG reduction plans 
and policies.   

The section is organized as follows: 
 Regulatory Framework describes the pertinent federal, State, and local laws and guidelines. 
 Existing Setting provides a general summary and overview of GHG goals and policies. 
 Thresholds of Significance lists the thresholds used in identifying significant impacts as identified in 

Appendix G of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
 Impacts discuss the methodology used to assess impacts, including an overall discussion of 

methodology and assumptions, followed by a listing of thresholds and how the MP 2035 is expected to 
perform for each of them.   

 Mitigation Measures are identified as necessary and feasible to reduce identified significant adverse impacts.   
 Significance of Impacts after Mitigation identifies residual impacts after application of mitigation measures. 

GHG emissions refer to a group of emissions that are generally believed to affect global climate conditions.  
The greenhouse effect compares the Earth and the atmosphere surrounding it to a greenhouse with glass 
panes.  The glass panes in a greenhouse let heat from sunlight in and reduce the amount of heat that escapes.  
GHGs, such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O), keep the average surface 
temperature of the Earth close to 60 degrees Fahrenheit (°F).   

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

In response to growing scientific and political concern with global climate change, a series of federal and 
State laws have been adopted to reduce GHG emissions.   

FEDERAL 

The U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency, 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007), 
that CO2 and other GHGs are pollutants under the Clean Air Act (CAA), which the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) must regulate if it determines they pose an endangerment to public health or welfare.  
On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator made two distinct findings: 1) the current and projected 
concentrations of the six key GHGs in the atmosphere (i.e., CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6) threatens the 
public health and welfare of current and future generations; and 2) the combined emissions of these GHGs from 
motor vehicle engines contribute to GHG pollution which threatens public health and welfare. 

STATE 

Assembly Bill 1493.  Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (referred to as Pavley I), adopted in 2002, required the 
California Air Resource Board (CARB) to develop and adopt standards for vehicle manufacturers to reduce 
GHG emissions coming from passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks at a “maximum feasible and cost 
effective reduction” by January 1, 2005.  Pavley I took effect for model years starting in 2009 and extending 
to 2016 and Pavley II, which is referred to as the Low Emission Vehicle (LEV) III GHG, will cover 2017 to 
2025.  It is estimated that the standard will reduce climate change emissions by 30 percent in 2016 compared 
to the emissions in the same year without the standards.1 

                                                           
1CARB, Clean Air Standards - Pavley, Assembly Bill 1493, May 6, 2013.  
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In September 2002, AB 1493 was enacted, requiring the development and adoption of regulations to achieve 
“the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases” emitted by noncommercial passenger vehicles, light-
duty trucks, and other vehicles used primarily for personal transportation in the State.   

Executive Order S-3-05.  On June 1, 2005, Executive Order S-3-05 (EO S-3-05) set the following GHG 
emission reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions 
to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.   

In response to the EO S-3-05, the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency created the 
Climate Action Team (CAT).  The original mandate for the CAT was to develop proposed measures to meet 
the emission reduction targets set forth in EO S-3-05.  The primary focus area as it relates to the proposed 
project is linking land use and infrastructure planning to efforts to reduce GHG from vehicles and adaptation 
to changing climatic conditions. 

Assembly Bill 32.  In September 2006, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, also known as 
AB 32, was signed into law.  AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California, and requires the 
CARB to adopt rules and regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to Statewide levels in 
1990 by 2020.  The CARB has determined that the total Statewide aggregated GHG 1990 emissions level 
and 2020 emissions limit is 427 million metric tons of GHG emissions.  The 2020 target reductions are 
currently estimated to be 174 million metric tons of GHG emissions.   

To achieve the goal, AB 32 mandates that the CARB establish a quantified emissions cap, institute a schedule to 
meet the cap, implement regulations to reduce Statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources, and develop 
tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that reductions are achieved.   

The CARB Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) contains the main strategies to achieve the 2020 
emissions cap.  The Scoping Plan was developed by the CARB with input from the CAT and proposes a 
comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall carbon emissions in California, improve the environment, 
reduce oil dependency, diversify energy sources, and enhance public health while creating new jobs and 
improving the State economy.  Key approaches for reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 include: 

 Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and appliance 
standards; 

 Achieving a Statewide renewable electricity standard of 33 percent; 
 Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate Initiative partner 

programs to create a regional market system; 
 Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout the State, and 

pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets; and 
 Adopting and implementing measures to reduce transportation sector emissions. 

The CARB adopted the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan in May 2014.  This Update 
identifies the next steps for California’s leadership on climate change.  The first Update to the initial Scoping 
Plan describes progress made to meet the near-term objectives of AB 32 and defines California’s climate 
change priorities and activities for the next several years.  It also frames activities and issues facing the State 
as it develops an integrated framework for achieving both air quality and climate goals in California beyond 
2020. Specifically, the Update covers a range of topics: 

 An update of the latest scientific findings related to climate change and its impacts, including short-lived 
climate pollutants. 

 A review of progress-to-date, including an update of Scoping Plan measures and other State, federal, and 
local efforts to reduce GHG emissions in California. 

 Potential technologically feasible and cost-effective actions to further reduce GHG emissions by 2020. 
 Recommendations for establishing a mid-term emissions limit that aligns with the State’s long-term goal 

of an emissions limit 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 
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 Sector-specific discussions covering issues, technologies, needs, and ongoing State activities to 
significantly reduce emissions throughout California’s economy through 2050.  

As discussed above, in December 2007, the CARB approved a total Statewide GHG 1990 emissions level 
and 2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of GHG emissions.  As part of the Update, the CARB 
revised the 2020 Statewide limit to 431 million metric tons of GHG emissions, an approximately one percent 
increase from the original estimate.  The revised estimate includes incorporation of the Pavley standards in 
the Business as Usual (BAU) forecast.  The 2020 business-as-usual BAU forecast in the Update is 
509 million metric tons of GHG emissions.  The State would need to reduce those emissions by 15 percent to 
meet the 431 million metric tons of GHG emissions 2020 limit.  

Executive Order S-1-07 (Low Carbon Fuel Standard).  On January 18, 2007, EO S-1-07 was issued 
requiring a reduction of at least ten percent in the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by 
2020.  Regulatory proceedings and implementation of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard are CARB’s 
responsibility.  The Low Carbon Fuel Standard has been identified by CARB as a discrete early action item 
in the Scoping Plan.  The CARB expects the Low Carbon Fuel Standard to achieve the minimum ten percent 
reduction goal; however, many of the early action items outlined in the Scoping Plan work in tandem with 
one another.  To avoid the potential for double-counting emission reductions associated with Assembly 
Bill 1493 (see previous discussion), the Scoping Plan has modified the aggregate reduction expected from 
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard to 9.1 percent.  

Senate Bill 375.  Senate Bill (SB) 375, adopted on September 30, 2008, provides a means for achieving 
Assembly Bill 32 goals through the reduction in emissions by cars and light trucks.  SB 375 requires 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) prepared by metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to include 
Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCSs).  In adopting SB 375, the Legislature found that improved 
coordination between land use planning and transportation planning is needed in order to achieve the GHG 
emissions reduction target of AB 32.  Further, the staff analysis for the bill prepared for the Senate 
Transportation and Housing Committee’s August 29, 2008 hearing on SB 375 began with the following 
statement: “According to the author, this bill will help implement AB 32 by aligning planning for housing, 
land use, transportation and GHG emissions for the 17 MPOs in the state.”  

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region comprises about half of the State’s 
population and is projected to add 4 million residents and 1.7 million jobs by 2035.  The RTP/SCS is the 
region’s transportation and sustainability investment strategy for protecting and enhancing the region’s 
quality of life and economic prosperity through this period.  Plan implementation is expected to result in 
regional benefits to mobility, economy, health and sustainability.  SCAG’s plan is also expected to help 
California reach its GHG reduction goals, with reductions in per capita transportation emissions of 9 percent 
by 2020 and 16 percent by 2035.  The reduction targets are based on the original Scoping Plan and SCAG 
has not revised the targets based on the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan. 

CEQA Guideline Amendments.  SB 97, adopted on August 24, 2011, required the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) to develop CEQA Guidelines “for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions 
or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions.”  The CEQA Guidelines amendments provide guidance to public 
agencies regarding the analysis and mitigation of the effects of GHG emissions in CEQA documents.  
Noteworthy revisions to the CEQA Guidelines include: 

 Lead agencies should quantify all relevant GHG emissions and consider the full range of project features 
that may increase or decrease GHG emissions as compared to the existing setting; 

 Consistency with the Scoping Plan is not a sufficient basis to determine that a project’s GHG emissions 
would not be cumulatively considerable; 

 A lead agency may appropriately look to thresholds developed by other public agencies, including 
CARB’s recommended CEQA thresholds; 

 To qualify as mitigation, specific measures from an existing plan must be identified and incorporated 
into the project.  General compliance with a plan, by itself, is not mitigation; 
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 The effects of GHG emissions are cumulative and should be analyzed in the context of CEQA’s 
requirements for cumulative impact analysis; and 

 Given that impacts resulting from GHG emissions are cumulative, significant advantages may result 
from analyzing such impacts on a programmatic level.  If analyzed properly, later projects may tier, 
incorporate by reference, or otherwise rely on the programmatic analysis. 

Senate Bill 743.  SB 743, adopted on September 27, 2013, encourages land use and transportation planning 
decisions and investments that reduce vehicle miles traveled that contribute to GHG emissions, as required 
by AB 32.  Key provisions of SB 743 include reforming aesthetics and parking CEQA analysis for urban 
infill projects and eliminating the measurement of auto delay, including level of service (LOS), as a metric 
that can be used for measuring traffic impacts in transit priority areas.  SB 743 requires OPR to develop 
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation 
impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote the “…reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, 
the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses”.  It also allows OPR to 
develop alternative metrics outside of transit priority areas. 

REGIONAL 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted a Policy on Global Warming and 
Stratospheric Ozone Depletion on April 6, 1990.  The policy commits the SCAQMD to consider global 
impacts in rulemaking and in drafting revisions to the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  In 
March 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board reaffirmed this policy and adopted amendments to the policy. 

SCAQMD released draft guidance regarding interim CEQA GHG significance thresholds.  In its 
October 2008 document, the SCAQMD proposed the use of a percent emission reduction target (e.g., 
30 percent) to determine significance for commercial/residential projects that emit greater than 3,000 metric 
tons per year.  On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the staff proposal for an 
interim GHG significance threshold for stationary source/industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead 
agency.  However, the SCAQMD has yet to adopt a GHG significance threshold for land use development 
projects (e.g., residential/commercial projects) and has formed a GHG Significance Threshold Working 
Group to further evaluate potential GHG significance thresholds.  Members of the working group include 
government agencies implementing CEQA and representatives from various stakeholder groups that will 
provide input to the SCAQMD staff on developing CEQA GHG significance thresholds.  The working group 
is currently discussing multiple methodologies for determining project significance.  These methodologies 
include categorical exemptions, consistency with regional GHG budgets in approved plans, a numerical 
threshold, performance standards, and emissions offsets.    

LOCAL 

The City of Los Angeles released its climate action plan, GREEN LA: An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in 
Fighting Global Warming (GREEN LA Plan), in May 2007.  Although not a legally enforceable plan, the 
GREEN LA Plan sets forth a goal of reducing the City’s GHG emissions to 35 percent below 1990 levels by 
the year 2030, one of the most aggressive goals of any big city in the U.S.  This voluntary plan identifies 
over 50 action items, grouped into focus areas, to reduce emissions.  While the emphasis is first on municipal 
facilities and operations, several measures address programs to reduce emissions in the community.  Key 
actions listed in the GREEN LA Plan related to mobility and the proposed project includes the following: 

 Complete the automated traffic signal synchronization and control system; 
 Expand flyaway shuttles serving Los Angeles International Airport and other regional airports, and 

convert existing flyaway buses to alternative fuels; 
 Make transit information easily available, understandable, and translated into multiple languages; 
 Promote walking and biking to work, within neighborhoods, and to large events and venues; and  
 Expand the regional rail network.  
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In order to provide detailed information on action items discussed in the GREEN LA Plan, the City 
published a voluntary implementation document titled ClimateLA.  ClimateLA presents the existing GHG 
inventory for the City, includes enforceable GHG reduction requirements, provides mechanisms to monitor 
and evaluate progress, and includes mechanisms that allow the plan to be revised in order to meet targets.  By 
2030, the plan aims to reduce GHG emissions by 35 percent from 1990 levels which were estimated to be 
approximately 54.1 million metric tons.  Therefore, the City will need to lower annual GHG emissions to 
approximately 35.1 million metric tons per year by 2030.  To achieve these reductions the City has 
developed strategies that focus on energy, water use, transportation, land use, waste, open space and 
greening, and economic factors.  Key actions related to mobility and the proposed project include those listed 
above for the GREEN LA Plan.  

EXISTING SETTING 

GLOBAL  

In addition to CO2, CH4, and N2O, GHGs include hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and water vapor.  CO2 is the most abundant pollutant that contributes to climate 
change through fossil fuel combustion.2  The other GHGs are less abundant but have higher global warming 
potential than CO2.  To account for this higher potential, emissions of other GHGs are frequently expressed 
in the equivalent of CO2, denoted as CO2e.  CO2e is a measurement used to account for the fact that different 
GHGs have different potential to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse 
effect.  This potential, known as the global warming potential (GWP) of a GHG, is dependent on the lifetime, 
or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere.  Table 4.4-1 shows various GWP.      

TABLE 4.4-1: GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR VARIOUS GREENHOUSE GASES 

Pollutant 
Lifetime  
(Years) 

Global Warming Potential 
(20-Year) 

Global Warming Potential 
(100-Year) 

Carbon Dioxide 100 1 1
Nitrous Oxide 121 264 265
Nitrogen Trifluoride 500 12,800 16,100
Sulfur Hexafluoride 3,200 17,500 23,500
Perfluorocarbons 3,000-50,000 5,000-8,000 7,000-11,000
Black Carbon days to weeks 270-6,200 100-1,700
Methane 12 84 28
Hydrofluorocarbons Uncertain 100-11,000 100-12,000
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, May 2014. 

 

The primary effect of rising global concentrations of atmospheric GHG levels is a rise in the average global 
temperature of approximately 0.2 degrees Celsius per decade, determined from meteorological measurements 
worldwide between 1990 and 2005.  Climate change modeling using 2000 emission rates shows that further 
warming is likely to occur given the expected rise in global atmospheric GHG concentrations from 
innumerable sources of GHG emissions worldwide (e.g., economically developed and developing countries 
and deforestation), which would induce further changes in the global climate system during the current 
century.3  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) 2007 IPCC Fourth Assessment Report 
projects the global mean temperature to increase from 1.4 to 5.8 degrees Celsius (2.5 to 10.4 °F) between 
1990 and 2100.  In the past, gradual changes in the earth’s temperature changed the distribution of species, 
                                                           

2U.S. Department of Energy - Energy Information Administration, Office of Integrated Analysis and Forecasting. 
Emissions of Greenhouse Gases in the United States, 1995. 

3Environmental Protection Agency, Draft Endangerment Finding, 74 Fed. Reg. 18886, 18904 (April 24, 2009) 
(“cumulative emissions are responsible for the cumulative change in the stock of concentrations in the atmosphere”); 74 Fed. Reg. 
66496, 66538 (same in Final Endangerment Finding).  
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availability of water, etc.  However, human activities are accelerating this process so that environmental 
impacts associated with climate change no longer occur in a geologic time frame but within a human 
lifetime.4 

Adverse impacts from global climate change worldwide and in California include: 

 Declining sea ice and mountain snowpack levels, thereby increasing sea levels and sea surface 
evaporation rates with a corresponding increase in atmospheric water vapor due to the atmosphere’s 
ability to hold more water vapor at higher temperatures;5 

 Rising average global sea levels primarily due to thermal expansion and the melting of glaciers, ice caps, 
and the Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets;6 

 Changing weather patterns, including changes to precipitation, ocean salinity, and wind patterns, and 
more energetic aspects of extreme weather including droughts, heavy precipitation, heat waves, extreme 
cold, and the intensity of tropical cyclones;7 

 Declining Sierra Mountains snowpack levels, which account for approximately half of the surface water 
storage in California, by 70 percent to as much as 90 percent over the next 100 years;8 

 Increasing the number of days conducive to ozone formation (e.g., clear days with intense sun light) by 
25 percent to 85 percent (depending on the future temperature scenario) in high ozone areas located in 
the Southern California area and the San Joaquin Valley by the end of the 21st Century;9 and 

 Increasing the potential for erosion of California’s coastlines and seawater intrusion into the Sacramento 
Delta and associated levee systems due to the rise in sea level.10 

Scientific understanding of the fundamental processes responsible for global climate change has improved 
over the past decade.  However, there remain significant scientific uncertainties, for example, in predictions 
of local effects of climate change, occurrence of extreme weather events, and effects of aerosols, changes in 
clouds, shifts in the intensity and distribution of precipitation, and changes in oceanic circulation.  Due to the 
complexity of the climate system, the uncertainty surrounding the implications of climate change may never 
be completely eliminated.  Because of these uncertainties, there continues to be significant debate as to the 
extent to which increased concentrations of GHGs have caused or will cause climate change, and with 
respect to the appropriate actions to limit and/or respond to climate change.  In addition, it may not be 
possible to link specific development projects to future specific climate change impacts, though estimating 
project-specific impacts is possible. 

STATE  

California is the 15th largest emitter of GHG on the planet, representing about two percent of the worldwide 
emissions.11  Table 4.4-2 shows the California GHG emissions inventory for years 2002 to 2011.  The 
transportation sector – largely the cars and trucks that move people and goods – is the largest contributor to 
GHG emissions followed by electrical power.  GHG emissions decreased starting in 2009 due to a noticeable 
drop in on-road transportation, electricity generation, and industrial emissions.  

                                                           
4IPCC, Climate Change, 2007. 
5Ibid.   
6Ibid. 
7Ibid. 
8California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team, Climate Action Report to Governor Schwarzenegger 

and the California Legislator, March 2006. 
9Ibid.   
10Ibid.   
11CARB, Climate Change Scoping Plan, December 2008.  
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TABLE 4.4-2:  CALIFORNIA GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INVENTORY 

Sector 
CO2e Emissions (Million Metric Tons) 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Transportation 184 184 187 189 189 189 177 172 171 168 
Electric Power 109 113 115 108 105 114 120 104 90 87 
Commercial and Residential 43 42 44 43 43 44 45 44 45 45 
Industrial 94 93 96 94 92 89 89 84 91 93 
Recycling and Waste 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 
Agriculture 32 33 33 33 34 33 34 32 32 32 
High Global Warming Potential 7 8 9 9 10 11 11 12 14 15 

Emissions Total 476 479 489 482 479 486 486 455 450 448 
SOURCE: CARB, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory 2000-2011, August 1, 2013. 

 

LOCAL  

The proposed project focuses on mobility and the GHG analysis focuses on vehicle emissions. Table 4.4-3 
shows on-road emissions by Area Planning Commission (APC).  The emissions were estimated based on the 
City's Travel Demand Model and the EMFAC2014 Mobile Source Emission Inventory model.  The Central 
APC generates the most CO2 of the APCs, and existing annual emissions in the City are approximately 
19,327,145 metric tons.  

TABLE 4.4-3:  EXISTING CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS  
Area Planning Commission Metric Tons per Year 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

1. North Valley 1,275,496 
2. South Valley 1,543,477 
3. Central 1,854,119 
4. East Los Angeles 755,473 
5. West Los Angeles 1,493,435 
6. South Los Angeles 1,405,032 
7. Harbor 437,830 

Surface Streets 8,764,863 
Freeways (Mainline) 10,562,282 

Total, City of Los Angeles 19,327,145 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015; CARB, EMFAC2014. 

 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to GHG emissions if it would: 

 Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment; and/or 

 Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of GHG.  

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CEQA THRESHOLDS GUIDELINES 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) was published prior to the implementation of the 
GHG requirements in the State CEQA Guidelines.  The City's Thresholds Guide does not include GHG 
significance thresholds. 
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PROJECT-SPECIFIC THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

As discussed above, the City has not adopted GHG significance thresholds.  SCAQMD has yet to adopt a 
GHG significance threshold for land use development projects, although the SCAQMD has adopted 
significance thresholds for industrial-type projects for which it is the lead agency.  Those industrial 
thresholds are not relevant to the proposed project.  In the absence of adopted thresholds, the City has the 
discretion to use a significance threshold relevant to the proposed project.  For this project, the City 
determined that GHG emissions resulting from the proposed project would be significant if the Project 
condition caused an increase over Existing or Future No Project (Business-As-Usual) conditions.   

Impacts are also assessed based on consistency with GHG reduction plans, including the RTP/SCS, the City's 
community plans, and SB 375 reduction goals.  Consistency with the RTP/SCS and community plans is 
assessed by a review of project consistency with relevant goals and/or objectives in those documents 
including a discussion of how the proposed project relates to those goals and/or objectives. The RTP/SCS 
concluded that, in 2035, regional SB 375 per capita CO2 emissions would be 20.5 pounds per day without 
implementation of Pavley mileage regulations and other yet-to-be-implemented low carbon fuel standards, 
which was determined to be consistent with the SB 375.  The SB 375 impact assessment is based on 
consistency with the per capita emission rate for passenger vehicles and light trucks of 20.5 pounds per day, 
as identified in the RTP/SCS. 

IMPACTS 

Impact 4.4-1: Implementation of the proposed project (together with anticipated emission controls) 
would (incrementally) decrease GHG emissions compared to Existing and Future No 
Build conditions, and therefore the project is not considered to have a significant 
impact on the environment. The proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact.  

CONSTRUCTION 
There are no specifically planned construction projects that are part of the MP 2035; enhancements to the 
transportation networks are identified at a conceptual level of detail.  Funding is likely to change over time 
due to economic conditions and to fluctuations in the priorities of federal, State, and regional funding 
agencies as well as the City budget.   

Enhancements along the proposed enhanced networks would occur almost entirely within existing roadways, 
sidewalks, and public right-of-way with the exception of street locations that are not currently developed to 
the proposed roadway street designation widths (in these locations widenings would generally allow for 
added sidewalks).  Implementation of on-street improvements related to the enhanced networks would 
mostly consist of roadway restriping and limited changes to the physical configuration of curbs.   

GHG emissions would be generated by construction activity associated with proposed enhancements.  No 
specific enhancements have been proposed in this planning analysis, and an annualized quantification of 
construction emissions would be entirely speculative.  In addition, construction-related GHG emissions 
would be a negligible percentage of total regional emissions when considering the emissions generated by 
mobile sources.  For example, the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS construction emissions presented for 2035 conditions 
in Los Angeles County were approximately 0.3 percent of mobile source emissions.  These emissions 
included construction emissions from all development activity (e.g., electricity, natural gas, and solid waste 
decomposition), not just transportation improvements.  GHG emissions strictly from transportation projects 
would represent less than 0.3 percent of total emissions.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a 
less-than-significant impact related to construction GHG emissions. 
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OPERATION 
The GHG emissions resulting from the proposed project would be significant if the project caused an 
increase over Existing and Future No Project conditions.  Since existing rates of GHG emissions are already 
harmful to the environment it is necessary that existing emissions be reduced in order to reduce climate 
change.  The proposed project would change City-wide GHG emissions as a result in project-related changes 
to VMT.  When dealing with project areas that are large in scale, a regional model is the most appropriate 
method of quantifying transportation-related effects.  The Transportation Demand Model provides details of 
VMT and speed by facility type that allows approximate emissions to be calculated.  The following analysis 
focuses on regional emissions associated with VMT.  Regional VMT was estimated using an updated version 
of the City of Los Angeles’ Travel Demand Model.  The model developed for MP 2035 is based on the 
Transportation Specific Plan (TSP) model, which utilizes the TransCAD Version 4.8 Build 500 modeling 
software and has been calibrated and validated for current conditions.  The model-estimated changes in 
circulation system conditions are conservative, vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior 
patterns and do not account for changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and 
migration to alternate modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular 
volumes.  Transportation demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode 
choices when forecasting future traffic projections.  Recent research in this area suggests that factors 
correlated with annual VMT over the last sixty years include the economy, demographics, technology, and 
the urban form of the built environment.  Specifically, this research shows both cyclical recession effects and 
a structural leveling of the economy and travel.  Refer to Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety 
for a detailed discussion related to the methodology for estimating VMT. 

Emissions rates are from CARB's EMFAC2014 model.  Using EMFAC2014, emissions were estimated for 
VMT in five mile per hour increments from 0 to 65+ miles per hour.  The ratio between changes in VMT and 
pollutant emissions is not identical (the change is not linear) as EMFAC emission rates change by speed.  

Table 4.4-4 shows the total GHG emissions for Existing, Future No Project, and Future With Project Conditions 
in each APC.  It is anticipated that mobility enhancements associated with the proposed project together with 
anticipated emission controls, would reduce GHG emissions.  The reduction in emissions associated with 
emissions controls, such as Pavley and Low Carbon Fuel Standards is identifiable in the EMFAC emission rates.  
The GHG emission rates are significantly lower after the implementation of these standards.  The analysis 
indicates that GHG emissions under Future With Project conditions would be 7 million metric tons per year less 
than under Existing conditions (38 percent reduction).  GHG emissions under Future With Project conditions 
would reduce be 22 thousand metric tons per year less than under Future No Project conditions (<1 percent 
reduction).   

Table 4.4-5 shows the comparison of emissions under Future with Project conditions to emissions under 
Existing Conditions and Future No Project conditions.  Although it is estimated that regional growth would 
result in increased regional VMT, the implementation of the GHG engine emission standards known as the 
Pavley Rules would substantially reduce tailpipe GHG emissions between now and 2035.  It is anticipated that 
mobility enhancements associated with the proposed project together with anticipated emission controls would 
reduce GHG emissions by 38 percent when compared to Existing conditions.  Emissions would be reduced in 
every APC and on freeways.  When compared to Future No Project conditions, GHG emissions would be 
reduced by 0.2 percent.  Emissions would be reduced in every APC except for West Los Angeles.   

As a result of increased trips (VMT) on freeways, the modeling shows that there would be an increase in 
GHG emissions from the freeways (and a decrease in GHG emissions on arterial streets that is slightly 
greater so that total emissions citywide decrease slightly overall).   
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TABLE 4.4-4:  TOTAL GHG EMISSIONS  
Area Planning Commission CO2 (Metric Tons per Year) 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 

1. North Valley 1,275,496 
2. South Valley 1,543,477 
3. Central 1,854,119 
4. East Los Angeles 755,473 
5. West Los Angeles 1,493,435 
6. South Los Angeles 1,405,032 
7. Harbor 437,830 

Surface Streets 8,764,863 
Freeways (Mainline) 10,562,282 

Total, City of Los Angeles 19,327,145 
FUTURE NO PROJECT 

1. North Valley 825,901 
2. South Valley 941,924 
3. Central 1,116,710 
4. East Los Angeles 461,059 
5. West Los Angeles 903,950 
6. South Los Angeles 874,323 
7. Harbor 273,950 

Surface Streets 5,397,815 
Freeways (Mainline) 6,669,874 

Total, City of Los Angeles 12,067,690 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  

1. North Valley 786,663 
2. South Valley 939,927 
3. Central 1,048,504 
4. East Los Angeles 408,484 
5. West Los Angeles 905,240 
6. South Los Angeles 814,155 
7. Harbor 250,463 

Surface Streets 5,153,436 
Freeways (Mainline) 6,892,287 

Total, City of Los Angeles 12,045,723 
Project Condition Emissions -- Percent Comparison to Existing Conditions 38% Reduction 

Project Condition Emissions -- Percent Comparison to Future No Project Conditions 0.2% Reduction 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015; CARB, EMFAC2014. 

 

While GHG emissions Citywide would incrementally decrease compared to Future No Project conditions, 
they would increase in West Los Angeles as a result of changing speeds.  While total VMT would decrease 
in West Los Angeles, more VMT would occur at slower speeds (i.e., 5 and 10 miles per hour).  Based on 
EMFAC modeling, automobiles generate approximately 66 percent more GHG emissions at 5 miles per hour 
than at 35 miles per hour.   

GHG emissions are a regional issue and Citywide emissions would decrease under the proposed project 
compared to Existing conditions, and marginally when compared to Future No Project conditions.   

As discussed above under Thresholds of Significance, GHG emissions resulting from the proposed project 
would be significant if the project caused an increase over Existing or Future No Build conditions.  Regional 
GHG emissions would decrease compared to both Existing conditions and Future No Project conditions.  
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to generating GHG 
emissions. 
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TABLE 4.4-5:  GHG EMISSIONS COMPARISONS 
Area Planning Commission CO2 (Metric Tons per Year) 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT COMPARED TO EXISTING  

1. North Valley (488,834) 
2. South Valley (603,550) 
3. Central (805,615) 
4. East Los Angeles (346,989) 
5. West Los Angeles (588,195) 
6. South Los Angeles (590,878) 
7. Harbor (187,366) 

Surface Streets (3,611,427) 
Freeways (Mainline) (3,669,995) 

Total, City of Los Angeles (7,281,421) 
Percent Comparison 38% Reduction 

FUTURE WITH PROJECT COMPARED TO FUTURE NO PROJECT 
1. North Valley (39,238) 
2. South Valley (1,997) 
3. Central (68,206) 
4. East Los Angeles (52,575) 
5. West Los Angeles 1,290 
6. South Los Angeles (60,168) 
7. Harbor (23,487) 

Surface Streets (244,379) 
Freeways (Mainline) 222,413 

Total, City of Los Angeles (21,966) 
Percent Comparison 0.2% Reduction 

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015; CARB, EMFAC2014. 
 

As discussed in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety, the VMT analysis accounts for potential 
secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by 
assuming that all drivers would attempt to find parking along local streets and then seek parking farther away 
if convenient parking is unavailable.  That is, the model assumes that people will continue to drive as 
opposed to shifting to other transportation modes when parking is limited.  The secondary effects of drivers 
searching for parking is typically off-set by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of 
constrained parking conditions in a given area and choose to travel by another mode or choose another 
destination.  Hence, any secondary impacts to GHG emissions that could result from a shortfall in parking 
are anticipated to be minor and generally included in the transportation analysis and therefore this GHG 
analysis. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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Impact 4.4-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with applicable plans, 
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG.  The 
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact.   

GHG REDUCTION PLAN ANALYSIS 

The primary regional plan designed to reduce GHG emission is the RTP/SCS.  The proposed project would 
be consistent with applicable goals of the RTP/SCS.  Specifically, the proposed project would encourage 
non-motorized transportation, including bicycling and walking.  This would protect the environment and 
health of residents by improving air quality and encouraging active transportation.  This would also be 
consistent with the RTP/SCS goal of encouraging land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-
motorized transportation.  In addition, as shown in Table 4.4-4 and Table 4.4-5, above, the proposed project 
and emission controls would reduce GHG emissions by 38 percent compared to Existing conditions.  
Compared to Future No Project conditions, emissions would be reduced incrementally (0.2 percent) under 
Future No Project conditions.  Due to a number of factors, including the conservative nature of the travel 
demand model (vehicle-centric), and emission rates that change with speed, the Future With Project 
condition would reduce GHG emissions by <1 percent compared to Future No Project conditions.  
Nonetheless, as shown in Table 4.4-6, the proposed project would be consistent with the RTP/SCS.  

Implementation of the proposed project would occur citywide and would affect all 35 City of Los Angeles 
Community Plan areas (community plans).  These community plans include several objectives that are 
applicable to the proposed project.  In general, these objectives can be summarized as follows: 

 Increase capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical improvements; 
 Promote pedestrian & bicycle use/reduction of dependence on auto; 
 Maintain a safe and efficient street network; and 
 Promote the use of transit. 

As shown in Table 4.4-7, the proposed project would be generally consistent with community plan goals and 
objectives related to the promotion of pedestrian, transit and bicycle use.  The proposed development of a 
citywide Enhanced Complete Street System included under the proposed project would outline modal 
enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced networks that together create a system 
of complete streets that would improve the overall multimodal transportation system.  The Enhanced 
Complete Street System would comprise five enhanced networks/districts, one each to support pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, and vehicle travel, and a neighborhood network to support bicycle travel and safety in 
neighborhoods.  The proposed project would be consistent with policies and goals related to increasing 
capacity on existing transportation systems and with maintaining a safe and efficient street network.  The 
proposed project would also be consistent with the GREEN LA Plan by encouraging the use of mass transit 
and reducing future with project emissions from existing emissions.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to consistency with existing GHG reduction plans. 

SENATE BILL 375 ANALYSIS 

As described in the Regulatory Framework above, SB 375 requires the CARB to develop regional CO2 
emission reduction targets, compared to 2005 emissions (for cars and light trucks only) for 2020 and 2035 
for each of the State’s MPOs. Each MPO is required to prepare an SCS as part of the RTP in order to reduce 
CO2 by better aligning transportation, land use, and housing.  For the SCAG, the current targets are to reduce 
per capita emissions 8 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 13 percent below 2005 levels by 2035.   

Table 4.4-8 summarizes changes in vehicle miles traveled on a per-capita basis by dividing total vehicle 
miles traveled in the City of Los Angeles by the total number of people in the City, including both residents 
and workers.  Under Existing conditions, motorists in the City of Los Angeles travel a daily average of 
approximately 13.0 miles per capita.  Under Future No Project conditions, daily VMT per capita increases to 
13.3 miles, 2.1 percent above Existing levels.  Future With Project conditions reduce daily VMT per capita to 
13.0 miles, comparable to Existing levels and 2.1 percent lower than Future No Project levels.  
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TABLE 4.4-6  CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS 
Goal Goal Description Analysis 
1 Align the plan investments and 

polices with improving regional 
economic development and 
competitiveness 

Consistent. The development of a Citywide Enhanced Complete Street System 
outlines modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced 
networks that together would create a system of complete streets that would improve 
the overall multimodal transportation system. 

2 Maximize mobility and accessibility 
for all people and goods in the 
region 

Consistent. MP 2035 addresses all modes of circulation on the City’s street network, 
guiding mobility policies, programs, and projects in the City of Los Angeles through 
2035. The development of a Citywide Enhanced Complete Street System outlines 
modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced networks 
that together would create a system of complete streets that would improve the 
overall multimodal transportation system.  One of the objectives of the proposed 
project, Access for all Angelinos, aims to Increase on-time performance and reliability 
of transit, facilitate the seamless movement of freight and improve on-time deliveries, 
and upgrade infrastructure to include features that accommodate disabled and other 
vulnerable users. 

3 Ensure travel safety and reliability 
for all people and goods in the 
region 

Consistent.  Travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region are 
addressed by the goals and topics of the MP 2035. Safety First – focuses on topics 
related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education, and enforcement.  
World Class Infrastructure – focuses on topics related to the Complete Streets 
Network (walking, bicycling, transit, vehicles, green streets, goods movement), Great 
Streets, Bridges, Street Design Manual, and demand management.  Access for all 
Angelenos – focuses on topics related to affordability, least cost transportation, land 
use, operations, reliability, demand management, and community connections.  
Collaboration, Communication and Informed Choices – focuses on topics related to 
real-time information, open source data, transparency, monitoring, reporting, 
emergency response, departmental and agency cooperation and data base 
management.  Clean Environments for a Healthy Community– focuses on topics 
related to environment, health, clean air, clean fuels and fleets, and open street 
events.  Smart Investments that Build and Maintain a Multi-Modal Transportation and 
Place-Making System – focuses on topics related to fiscal responsibility, sustainable 
long-term funding, economic development, performance-based analysis and 
prioritization criteria. 

4 Preserve and ensure a sustainable 
regional transportation system 

Consistent.  See analysis of Goals 1 and 2. 

5 Maximize the productivity of our 
transportation system 

Consistent. See analysis Goals 1 and 2. 

6 Protect the environment and 
health for our residents by 
improving air quality and 
encouraging active transportation 
(non-motorized) transportation, 
such as bicycling and walking. 

Consistent. One of the objectives of the Access for All Angelenos would ensure that 
a greater percentage of residents would be able to walk to meet their daily needs. The 
BEN streets would work in conjunction with existing paths and lanes to provide a low-
stress network of bikeways for all types of riders.  While many bicycle facilities would 
be implemented as envisioned by the Bicycle Plan, streets on the BEN would receive 
treatments beyond a regular bicycle lane or shared lane marking, such as buffered 
lanes, cycle tracks, and intersection enhancements, and would prioritize 
improvements for bicyclists relative to improvements for other roadway users  

7 Actively encourage and create 
incentives for energy efficiency, 
where possible. 

Consistent. The Clean Environments for a Healthy Community objective focuses on 
topics related to environment, health, clean air, clean fuels and fleets, and open street 
events. The TEN streets aim to provide reliable and frequent transit service that is 
convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle 
trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with the identity of the 
surrounding street. 

8 Encourage land use and growth 
patterns that facilitate transit and 
non-motorized transportation 

Consistent. The Access for All Angelenos objective would increase on-time 
performance and reliability of transit and increase public transit trips from 11 percent 
to 20 percent.  The Transit-Enhanced streets aim to provide reliable and frequent 
transit service that is convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce 
single-occupancy vehicle trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with 
the identity of the surrounding street.  The transit technology on these streets would 
primarily be high-capacity buses.  Bus service would be improved with infrastructure 
improvements in the right-of-way, signal timing and technology improvements, and 
stop enhancements.  

9 Maximize the security of the 
regional transportation system 
through improved system 
monitoring, rapid recovery 
planning, and coordination with 
other security agencies. 

Consistent.  The MP 2035 would include Safety First, which focuses on topics 
related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education and enforcement.  
Objectives of Safety First would include reducing inequities in collision rates among 
different neighborhoods, increasing the miles of roadways, paths and sidewalks that 
are repaired each year, decreasing pedestrian and bicycle collisions with vehicles to 
50 percent of 2010 numbers by 2020 and increasing the number of adults and 
children who receive in-person safety education by 10 percent annually. 

SOURCE: TAHA 2015. 
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TABLE 4.4-7  CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY PLAN SUMMARIZED 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES  

 Description Analysis 
Goal A diverse system of streets that balances the 

needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, 
equestrians, mobility challenged persons and 
vehicles while providing sufficient mobility and 
abundant access options for the existing and 
future users of the street system. 

Consistent. The Enhanced Complete Street System would comprise four enhanced 
networks/districts, one each to support pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicle travel. 
The streets on the BEN would receive treatments beyond a regular bicycle lane or 
shared lane marking, such as buffered lanes, cycle tracks, and intersection 
enhancements, and will prioritize improvements for bicyclists relative to improvements 
for other roadway users.  Proposed PEDs would establish areas where improvements 
for pedestrians are prioritized relative to improvements for other roadway users. The 
proposed TEN streets would aim to provide reliable and frequent transit service that is 
convenient and safe; increase transit mode share; reduce single-occupancy vehicle 
trips; and integrate transit infrastructure investments with the identity of the 
surrounding street. Proposed VEN treatments would include investments in intelligent 
transportation systems, access management and consolidation, parking restrictions 
and removal, improved signal timing, and turning restrictions. The VEN is intended to 
complement the existing freeway network.   

Goal A system of safe, efficient, and attractive 
pedestrian, bicycle and trail routes linking 
neighborhoods to key areas in the community, 
including commercial centers, services and 
employment, points of historical interest, as 
well as open space and recreational areas. 

Consistent. The improved connectivity related to bicycle, transit, pedestrian networks 
would result in increasing percentages of bicycling, walking and transit use as travel 
modes and would support a host of strategies to reduce congestion along certain 
corridors over the long-term.   

Goal A safe, comprehensive, and integrated 
bikeway network that is accessible to all, and 
encourages bicycling for recreation and 
transportation. 

Consistent.  The proposed improvements along the BEN would consist of right-of-way 
infrastructure improvements, signal timing infrastructure improvements, and end of trip 
facilities. 

Goal Develop a public transit system that improves 
mobility with convenient alternatives to 
automobile travel. 

Consistent. The proposed Mobility Plan 2035 addresses all modes of circulation on 
the City’s street network, guiding mobility policies, programs, and projects in the City of 
Los Angeles through 2035.  The development of a citywide Enhanced Complete Street 
System outlines modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific 
enhanced networks that together would create a system of complete streets that would 
improve the overall multimodal transportation system.  One of the objectives of the 
proposed project, Access for all Angelinos, aims to Increase on-time performance and 
reliability of transit, 

Goal A well maintained, safe, efficient freeway, 
highway, and street network. 

Consistent. In addition to the MP 2035 enhanced network improvements, the MP 
2035 also considers proposed and programmed projects from the Metro Congestion 
Mitigation Fee (CMF) program and Call for Projects (CFP), the SCAG Regional 
Transportation and the City of Los Angeles’ Street and Transportation Projects 
Oversight Committee. 

Goal A sufficient system of well-designed and 
convenient on-street parking and off-street 
parking facilities throughout the plan area. 

Partially consistent. By providing increased access to other modes the project would 
allow for a reduction in parking demand. Implementation of the VEN would include 
conversion of on-street parking to vehicle travel lanes. This proposed loss or limitation 
of parking could result in an indirect impact to land uses by reducing the availability of 
parking for these uses.  For the segments anticipated to lose parking, patrons, 
residents and visitors would need to use on-site parking or other nearby parking 
options. 

Goal A system of freeways, highways and streets 
that provides a circulation system which 
supports existing, approved, and planned land 
uses while maintaining a desired level of 
service at all intersections. 

Partially Consistent.  The VEN would include investments in intelligent transportation 
systems, access management and consolidation, parking restrictions and removal, 
improved signal timing, and turning restrictions. The VEN is intended to complement 
the existing freeway network.  Under Project conditions, the share of roadway links 
projected to operate at LOS E or F exceeds the share for both Existing (2013) traffic 
conditions and Future No Project (2035) conditions in both the AM and PM peak 
periods.  The “volume-weighted” average of the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio under 
Project conditions for all of the analyzed roadway segments also exceeds that of both 
the Existing traffic conditions and Future No Project conditions in both the AM and PM 
peak periods. See Mitigation Measures T1 through T4, included in Section 4.1 
Transportation, Parking and Safety. 

Objective To provide parking in appropriate locations in 
accord with Citywide standards and community 
needs. 

Partially consistent. By providing increased access to other modes the project would 
allow for a reduction in parking demand. Implementation of the VEN would include 
conversion of on-street parking to vehicle travel lanes. This proposed loss or limitation 
of parking could result in an indirect impact to land uses by reducing the availability of 
parking for these uses.  For the segments anticipated to lose parking, patrons, 
residents and visitors would need to use on-site parking or other nearby parking 
options. 

Objective To increase the work trips and non-work trips 
made on public transit. 

Consistent.  Proposed TEN treatments would include a range of proposed 
improvements. Proposed enhancements would include stop enhancement, increased 
service, with transit vehicles continuing to operate in mixed traffic, exclusive lanes 
during the peak period only, and in all-day exclusive lanes, while comprehensive 
enhancements typically include transit vehicles operating in an all-day exclusive lane. 

Objective To promote an adequate system of safe 
bikeways for commuter, school and 
recreational use. 

Consistent. Proposed improvements along the BEN would consist of right-of-way 
infrastructure improvements, signal timing infrastructure improvements, and end of trip 
facilities. 

SOURCE: TAHA 2013. 
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TABLE 4.4-8:   VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED PER CAPITA (EMPLOYMENT PLUS POPULATION) IN 
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Area Planning Commission 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Percent Change 
Peak Period  

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
Peak Period 

(7-Hour) 
Off Peak Period 

(17-Hour) Daily 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
1. North Valley 4.0 2.4 6.4 – – – 
2. South Valley 3.7 2.4 6.1 – – – 
3. Central 3.1 1.9 5.0 – – – 
4. East Los Angeles 3.4 1.9 5.3 – – – 
5. West Los Angeles 4.3 3.1 7.4 – – – 
6. South Los Angeles 4.1 2.3 6.5 – – – 
7. Harbor 4.2 2.9 7.1 – – – 

Surface Streets 3.7 2.4 6.1 – – – 
Freeways (Mainline) 3.4 3.4 6.9 – – – 

Total, City of Los Angeles 7.2 5.8 13.0 – – – 
FUTURE NO PROJECT  
 Compared to Existing 
1. North Valley 4.1 2.6 6.7 2.8% 6.8% 4.3% 
2. South Valley 3.6 2.4 6.0 -2.3% 0.4% -1.2% 
3. Central 3.0 1.9 5.0 -1.6% 0.5% -0.8% 
4. East Los Angeles 3.5 2.0 5.5 2.9% 4.8% 3.6% 
5. West Los Angeles 4.2 3.0 7.2 -2.8% -2.9% -2.8% 
6. South Los Angeles 4.2 2.4 6.6 0.8% 3.6% 1.8% 
7. Harbor 4.6 3.2 7.8 8.0% 12.7% 9.9% 

Surface Streets 3.7 2.4 6.2 0.1% 2.5% 1.0% 
Freeways (Mainline) 3.5 3.6 7.1 0.7% 5.4% 3.0% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 7.2 6.0 13.3 0.4% 4.2% 2.1% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Compared to Existing 
1. North Valley 3.7 2.5 6.2 -6.5% 1.0% -3.7% 
2. South Valley 3.4 2.4 5.8 -7.2% -0.5% -4.5% 
3. Central 2.6 1.8 4.4 -15.1% -5.9% -11.6% 
4. East Los Angeles 2.8 1.8 4.7 -16.3% -4.2% -11.9% 
5. West Los Angeles 3.8 3.1 6.9 -11.2% -0.1% -6.6% 
6. South Los Angeles 3.6 2.3 5.8 -13.5% -2.5% -9.5% 
7. Harbor 3.9 2.9 6.8 -8.6% 2.7% -4.1% 

Surface Streets 3.3 2.3 5.7 -11.0% -1.5% -7.3% 
Freeways (Mainline) 3.6 3.7 7.3 3.8% 9.0% 6.4% 

Total, City of Los Angeles 6.9 6.1 13.0 -3.9% 4.7% -0.1% 
FUTURE WITH PROJECT  
 Compared to Future No Project 
1. North Valley – – – -9.1% -5.4% -7.6% 
2. South Valley – – – -5.0% -0.8% -3.3% 
3. Central – – – -13.7% -6.4% -10.9% 
4. East Los Angeles – – – -18.6% -8.6% -14.9% 
5. West Los Angeles – – – -8.7% 2.9% -3.8% 
6. South Los Angeles – – – -14.1% -5.9% -11.1% 
7. Harbor – – – -15.4% -8.8% -12.7% 

Surface Streets – – – -11.1% -3.8% -8.3% 
Freeways (Mainline) – – – 3.1% 3.4% 3.3% 

Total, City of Los Angeles – – – -4.3% 0.5% -2.1% 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015.
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Determining the per capita CO2 emissions requires modeling VMT by passenger vehicles and light trucks 
that emit CO2 and dividing that number by the total population.  The SB 375 analysis in the RTP/SCS did not 
account for future Pavley reductions.  In order to demonstrate consistency with the RTP/SCS, the SB 375 
analysis for the proposed project also does not include Pavley reductions.  CARB's EMFAC2014 does not 
provide Pavley and non-Pavley emission rates.  However, EMFAC2011 does provide both emission rates 
and thus, the following analysis is based on EMFAC2011.     

The transportation analysis for the proposed project focused on 2035 VMT.  The RTP/SCS concluded that, in 
2035, regional SB 375 per capita CO2 emissions would be 20.5 pounds per day without implementation of 
Pavley mileage regulations and other yet-to-be-implemented low carbon fuel standards, which was 
determined to be consistent with the SB 375.  It is anticipated that passenger vehicles and light trucks will 
represent 79 percent of the VMT estimated in the City in 2035.  The CO2 emissions related to passenger 
vehicles and light trucks would be 84,458,309 pounds per day (without Pavley emission reductions).  SCAG 
projects that the population of the City of Los Angeles will be 4,416,000 in 2035.  As shown in Table 4.4-9, 
the per capita emission rate for passenger vehicles and light trucks would be 19.1 pounds per day, which 
would be less than the SCAG projection of 20.5 pounds per day.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to SB 375. 

TABLE 4.4-9: SB 375 ANALYSIS 

  RTP/SCS (2035) /a/ Future No Project (2035) Project (2035) 
Resident Population (per 1,000)  21,773 4,416 4,416
CO2 Emissions (per 1,000 Pounds) /b/ 445,800 84,320 84,458
Per Capita Emissions (Pounds)  20.5 19.1 19.1
/a/RTPC/SCS data is presented for the entire SCAG region.  The RTP/SCS does not present the data by City. 
/b/The RTP/SCS analysis did not account for Pavley emission reductions, which are now anticipated to occur.  The RTP/SCS emissions were based on 
EMFAC2011 which included CO2 emission rates without Pavley reductions.  EMFAC2014 does not include CO2 emission rates without Pavley reductions. It 
only provided CO2 emission rates with Pavley reductions.  In order to assess consistency with the RTP/SCS SB 375 analysis, this analysis used the 
EMFAC2011 CO2 emission rates without the Pavley reductions.  No other component of EMFAC2014 affects the SB 375 analysis, and EMFAC2011 
provides the correct comparison.    
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015; CARB, EMFAC2014; SCAG, 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, April 4, 2012. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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4.5 NOISE AND VIBRATION 
 
This section provides an overview of noise and vibration and evaluates the construction and operational 
impacts associated with Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or the proposed project).  Topics addressed in this 
section include pedestrian, vehicle, transit, and bicycle enhancements.  

The section is organized as follows: 

• Regulatory Framework describes the pertinent federal, State, and local laws and guidelines. 
• Existing Setting provides a general summary and overview of the noise and vibration goals and policies. 
• Thresholds of Significance lists the thresholds used in identifying significant impacts as identified in 

Appendix G of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guidelines.  

• Impacts discuss the methodology used to assess impacts, including an overall discussion of 
methodology and assumptions, followed by a listing of thresholds and how the MP 2035 is expected to 
perform for each of them.   

• Mitigation Measures are identified as necessary and feasible to reduce identified significant adverse impacts.   
• Significance of Impacts after Mitigation identifies residual impacts after application of mitigation measures. 

The following provides background information on the noise and vibration levels discussed in this section. 

NOISE CHARACTERISTICS AND EFFECTS 

Characteristics of Sound.  Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and 
frequency (pitch) of the sound.  The standard unit of measurement for sound is the decibel (dB).  The human 
ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies.  The “A-weighted scale,” abbreviated dBA, reflects 
the normal hearing sensitivity range of the human ear.  On this scale, the range of human hearing extends 
from approximately 3 to 140 dBA.  Figure 4.5-1 provides examples of A-weighted noise levels from 
common sounds. 

Noise Definitions.  This noise analysis discusses sound levels in terms of Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) and Equivalent Noise Level (Leq). 

Community Noise Equivalent Level.  CNEL is an average sound level during a 24-hour period.  CNEL is a 
noise measurement scale, which accounts for noise source, distance, single event duration, single event 
occurrence, frequency, and time of day.  Human reaction to sound between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. is as if 
the sound were actually 5 dBA higher than if it occurred from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.  From 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m., humans perceive sound as if it were 10 dBA higher due to the lower background level.  Hence, the 
CNEL is obtained by adding an additional 5 dBA to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
and 10 dBA to sound levels in the night from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  Because CNEL accounts for human 
sensitivity to sound, the CNEL 24-hour figure is always a higher number than the actual 24-hour average. 

Equivalent Noise Level.  Leq is the average noise level on an energy basis for any specific time period.  The Leq 
for one hour is the energy average noise level during the hour.  The average noise level is based on the energy 
content (acoustic energy) of the sound.  Leq can be thought of as the level of a continuous noise which has the 
same energy content as the fluctuating noise level.  The equivalent noise level is expressed in units of dBA.  

Effects of Noise.  Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound.  The degree to which noise can impact the 
human environment range from levels that interfere with speech and sleep (annoyance and nuisance) to 
levels that cause adverse health effects (hearing loss and psychological effects).  Human response to noise is 
subjective and can vary greatly from person to person.  Factors that influence individual response include the 
intensity, frequency, and pattern of noise, the amount of background noise present before the intruding noise, 
and the nature of work or human activity that is exposed to the noise source. 
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Audible Noise Changes.  Studies have shown that the smallest perceptible change in sound level for a 
person with normal hearing sensitivity is approximately 3 dBA.  A change of at least 5 dBA would be 
noticeable and would likely evoke a community reaction.  A 10-dBA increase is subjectively heard as a 
doubling in loudness and would cause a community response. 

Noise levels decrease as the distance from the noise source to the receiver increases.  Noise generated by a 
stationary noise source, or “point source,” will decrease by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces 
(e.g., reflective surfaces such as parking lots or smooth bodies of water) and 7.5 dBA over soft surfaces 
(e.g., absorptive surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees) for each doubling of the 
distance.  For example, if a noise source produces a noise level of 89 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, 
then the noise level would be 83 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the noise source, 77 dBA at a distance of 
200 feet, and so on.  Noise generated by a mobile source will decrease by approximately 3 dBA over hard 
surfaces and 4.8 dBA over soft surfaces for each doubling of the distance.   

Generally, noise is most audible where there is a direct line-of-sight.1

VIBRATION CHARACTERISTICS AND EFFECTS 

  Barriers, such as walls, berms, or 
buildings, that break the line-of-sight between the source and the receiver greatly reduce noise levels from 
the source since sound can only reach the receiver by bending over the top of the barrier.  Sound barriers can 
reduce sound levels by up to 20 dBA.  However, if a barrier is not high or long enough to break the line-of-
sight from the source to the receiver, its effectiveness is greatly reduced. 

Characteristics of Vibration.  Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s 
amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration.  Vibration can be a serious 
concern, causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard.  In contrast to noise, vibration is not a 
common environmental problem.  It is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be 
perceptible, even in locations close to major roads.  Some common sources of vibration are trains, buses on 
rough roads, and construction activities, such as blasting, pile driving, and heavy earth-moving equipment. 

Vibration Definitions.  There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration.  The peak 
particle velocity (PPV) is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings and is usually 
measured in inches per second.  The PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration 
signal.  The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the effect of vibration on 
the human body.  The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal.  
Decibel notation (Vdb) is commonly used to measure RMS.  The decibel notation acts to compress the range 
of numbers required to describe vibration.2

Effects of Vibration.  High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings.  
In addition, ground-borne vibration levels rarely affect human health.  Instead, most people consider ground-
borne vibration to be an annoyance that can affect concentration or disturb sleep.  High levels of ground-
borne vibration can damage fragile buildings or interfere with equipment that is highly sensitive to ground-
borne vibration (e.g., electron microscopes).   

  

Perceptible Vibration Changes.  In contrast to noise, ground vibration is not a phenomenon that most 
people experience every day.  The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS 
or lower, well below the threshold of perception for humans which is around 65 RMS.3

                                                           
1Line-of-sight is an unobstructed visual path between the noise source and the noise receptor.  

  Most perceptible 
indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment, 
movement of people, or slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground vibration are 
construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.  If the roadway is smooth, the 
vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

2City of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
3FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

The Federal Noise Control Act of 1972 established programs and guidelines to identify and address the 
effects of noise on public health, welfare, and the environment.  In 1981, the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) administrators determined that subjective issues such as noise would be better 
addressed at local levels of government, thereby allowing more individualized control for specific issues by 
designated federal, State, and local government agencies.  The United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) has established interior noise goals for new residential development.  HUD has 
set an interior 24-hour noise level goal of 45 dBA or less for new residential buildings.    

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published guidance relevant to assessing vibration impacts.  
As an example from the guidance, engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) buildings can be exposed to 
ground-borne vibration levels of 0.3 inches per second without experiencing structural damage.4

STATE 

  Buildings 
extremely susceptible to vibration damage (e.g., historic buildings) can be exposed to ground-borne vibration 
levels of 0.12 inches per second without experiencing structural damage.  The majority of buildings 
surrounding the project site consist of engineered concrete and masonry buildings.   

The State of California has adopted noise standards in areas of regulation not preempted by the federal 
government.  State standards regulate noise levels of motor vehicles, sound transmission through buildings, 
occupational noise control, and noise insulation.   Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations establishes an 
interior noise standard of 45 dBA for multiple unit structures.  There are no State vibration regulations 
applicable to the proposed project. 

Los Angeles Municipal Code.  The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning 
the generation and control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noise sensitive land uses.  
Regarding construction, Section 41.40 (Noise Due to Construction, Excavation Work – When Prohibited) of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) indicates that no construction or repair work shall be performed 
between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., since such activities would generate loud noises and disturb 
persons occupying sleeping quarters in any adjacent dwelling, hotel, apartment or other place of residence.  
No person, other than an individual home owner engaged in the repair or construction of his/her single-
family dwelling, shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind or perform such work within 500 
feet of land so occupied before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or on a federal holiday, or at any 
time on Sunday.  Under certain conditions, the City may grant a waiver to allow limited construction 
activities to occur outside of the limits described above. 

Section 112.05 (Maximum Noise Level of Powered Equipment or Powered Hand Tools) of the LAMC also 
specifies the maximum noise level of powered equipment or powered hand tools.  Any powered equipment 
or hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet is prohibited.  
However, this noise limitation does not apply where compliance is technically infeasible.  Technically 
infeasible means the above noise limitation cannot be met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers 
and/or any other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

Noise Element of the General Plan.  The Noise Element of the General Plan guides the development of 
noise regulations.5

                                                           
4Ibid. 

  It addresses noise mitigation regulations, strategies and programs and delineates federal, 
State and city jurisdiction relative to rail, automotive, aircraft and nuisance noise.   

5City of Los Angeles, Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, February 3, 1999.  
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Programs included in the Noise Element that are relevant to the proposed project include: 

• Continue to encourage the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), or their successors, and other responsible agencies, to 
plan and construct transportation systems so as to reduce potential noise impacts on adjacent land uses, 
consistent with the standards and guidelines contained in the noise element. 

• Continue to enforce, as applicable, federal, State, and City regulations intended to abate or eliminate 
disturbances of the peace and other intrusive noise. 

City of Los Angeles California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds Guide.  The City of Los Angeles has 
published California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) significance thresholds to be used in noise analyses.6  
The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide includes a community noise exposure table that addressed land 
use consistency (Table 4.5-1).  Specific significance thresholds are discussed below and include thresholds for 
construction and operational noise levels. 

TABLE 4.5-1:  GUIDELINES FOR NOISE COMPATIBLE LAND USE  

Land Use Category 
Community Noise Exposure (dBA, CNEL) 

55           60          65           70          75           80 

Residential - Low Density Single-Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 

       

       

       

       

Residential - Multi-Family 
       

       

       

       

Transient Lodging - Motels Hotels 
       

       

       

       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 
Homes 

       

       

       

       

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 
       

       

       

       

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 
       

       

       

       

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 
       

        

        

       

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

       

       

       

       

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and 
Professional 

       

         

       

       

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 
       

       

       

       

 Normally Acceptable - Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without any 
special noise insulation requirements. 

  

 Conditionally Acceptable - New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design.  Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply system or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

  

 Normally Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of 
the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

  

 Clearly Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

                                                           
6City of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
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EXISTING SETTING 

Existing Noise Levels.  The LAMC, Section 111.03 (Minimum Ambient Noise Level) has set forth the 
presumed ambient noise levels for various land uses (Table 4.5-2).  The daytime and nighttime ambient 
noise levels for residential areas are presumed to be 50 and 40 dBA, respectively.  However, urban areas 
typically experience ambient noise levels higher than the conservative levels presented in Table 4.5-2. 

TABLE 4.5-2:  PRESUMED EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL 

Zone  

dBA 
Daytime  

(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) 
Nighttime 

(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 
Residential A1, A2, RA, RE, RS, RD, RW1, 

RW2, R1, R2, R3, R4, and R5 
50 40 

Commercial P, PB, CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, 
C5, and CM 

60 55 

Manufacturing M1, MR1, and MR2 60 55 
Heavy Manufacturing M2 and M3 65 65 
SOURCE:  LAMC, Section 111.03. 

 

A range of average daily roadway volumes was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) methodology to give perspective to the 
relationship between volume and noise.  The model uses Reference Energy Mean Emission Levels, which 
are defined as the speed-dependent energy-averaged A-weighted maximum passby noise levels generated by 
a defined vehicle type.  This is measured by a microphone at 50 feet from the centerline of travel at a height 
of 5 feet.7  The noise levels for daily volumes ranging from 10,000 to 60,000 are presented in Table 4.5-3.  
The generalized noise levels were estimated based on a four lane road (two lanes in each direction), 35 miles 
per hour speed, and a standard County of Los Angeles fleet mix obtained from the California Air Resources 
Board's EMFAC model (the model does not provide the fleet mix on a city level).   

TABLE 4.5-3:  REFERENCE ROADWAY NOISE LEVELS BASED ON VOLUME 
Approximate Average 
Daily Volume Example Road CNEL (dBA) 
10,000 West 54th St (Van Ness Ave. to Main St.) 69.0 
20,000 Larchmont Blvd (Beverly Blvd to 3rd St. 72.0 
30,000 La Brea Ave. (Beverly Blvd to 6th St.) 73.8 
40,000 La Brea Ave. (Rodeo Rd. to Stocker St.) 75.0 
50,000 Olympic Blvd. (Beverly Dr. to Crescent Heights Blvd) 76.0 
60,000 Victory Blvd. (Van Nuys Blvd. to Sepulveda Blvd.) 76.8 
SOURCE: FHWA, Traffic Noise Prediction Model. 

 

Existing Vibration Levels.  The vibration environment is dominated by vehicular movement.  Heavy trucks 
can generate vibrations that vary depending on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions.  As trucks 
typically operate on major streets, existing vibration in the project area is largely related to truck traffic on 
the surrounding roadway network.  According to the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 

                                                           
7California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.  
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guidance document, vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible.8

Sensitive Receptors.  Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in noise and vibration levels 
than others, depending on the population groups and the activities involved.  Noise- and vibration-sensitive land 
uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted sound could adversely affect the use 
of the land.  Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some passive recreation areas would 
each be considered noise- and vibration-sensitive and may warrant unique measures for protection from 
intruding noise.   

  This is the case within the City as, based on 
field visits, vibration from vehicles is rarely perceptible to the general public.      

The proposed project is an element of the General Plan that would guide mobility policies, programs, and 
projects in the City of Los Angeles through 2035.  The types of mobility improvements under consideration 
would occur throughout the urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles. Land uses within the City include all 
of noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses discussed above.   

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to noise and vibration impacts if it would: 

• Expose persons or generate noise in levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

• Expose people to or generate excessive vibration or ground-borne noise levels; 
• Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project;  
• Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project; 
• Expose people working or residing within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport to excessive noise levels; and/or  
• Expose people working or residing within the vicinity of a private airstrip to excessive noise levels.  

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CEQA THRESHOLDS GUIDELINES 

Based on the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the proposed project would have significant impact on 
noise levels from operations, including mobile noise, if:   

• Ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected uses increases by 3 dBA CNEL to or 
within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” categories, as shown in Table 4.5-1, or 
any 5 dBA or more increase in noise level. 

Section I.4 of the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide includes a significance threshold related to the 
construction or expansion of an airport or heliport.  This significance threshold does not apply to the 
proposed project, and has not been utilized in the analysis.      

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) indicates that the determination of significance 
shall be made considering the following factors: 

Construction.  The proposed project would have a significant impact related to construction activity if: 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient noise levels by 10 dBA 
or more at a noise sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period would exceed existing ambient 
noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; and/or 

                                                           
8FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.  
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• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise sensitive use between 
the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on 
Saturday, or anytime on Sunday. 

Operations.  The proposed project would have a significant impact related to operational activity if: 

• Ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected uses increases by 3 decibels CNEL to or 
within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” categories, as shown in Table 4.5-1, or 
any 5 dBA or more increase in noise level. 

There are no adopted City standards for vibration.  Based on FTA guidelines, the proposed project would 
have a significant impact related to vibration if: 

• Vibration levels would exceed the damage criteria listed in Table 4.5-4. 

TABLE 4.5-4:  VIBRATION DAMAGE CRITERIA 
Building Category PPV (Inches Per Second) 
I. Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster)  0.5 
II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 
III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 
SOURCE: FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 

 

IMPACTS 

Impact 4.5-1: Implementation of the proposed project would expose persons or generate noise in 
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies.  The proposed project would result in a 
potentially significant impact related to construction and operations. 

CONSTRUCTION 
The proposed project is an element of the General Plan that would guide mobility policies, programs, and 
projects in the City of Los Angeles through 2035.  The proposed project is developed to the concept level of 
detail and specific roadway designs for planned improvements are not yet available.  Program 
implementation is in large part contingent upon the availability of adequate funding.  Funding is likely to 
change over time due to economic conditions and to fluctuations in the priorities of federal, state and 
regional funding agencies as well as the City budget.  None of the improvements included can be 
implemented unless specific funding is made available.  Therefore, there is no construction schedule or 
phasing. 

Construction activity would result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels on an intermittent basis.  
Noise levels would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, 
distance between the noise source and receptor, and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers.  
Typical noise levels are listed in Table 4.5-5 for noise levels at distances of 50, 100, and 400 feet from the 
construction noise source. 
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TABLE 4.5-5:  MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS OF COMMON CONSTRUCTION MACHINES 

Noise Source 
Noise Level (dBA) 

50 Feet /a/ 100 Feet /a/ 400 Feet /a/ 
Front Loaders 80 74 62 
Trucks 89 83 71 
Jackhammers 90 84 72 
Concrete Mixers 82 76 64 
Pavers 87 81 69 
/a/Assumes a 6-dBA drop-off rate for noise generated by a “point source” and traveling over hard surfaces.  Actual measured noise levels of the 
equipment listed in this table were taken at distances of 10 and 30 feet from the noise source. 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

 

Construction activity associated with the MP 2035 Enhanced Networks would mainly include reconfiguration 
of roadway striping and would not include excavation or construction.  Limited heavy-duty equipment is 
anticipated to construct the proposed enhancements (e.g., small loaders for sidewalk widening or asphalt pacing 
equipment).  Table 4.5-6 shows the treatments associated with each enhanced network and associated degree of 
construction noise.  Many of the treatments would have minimal, or no, construction noise.  Striping activities 
could result in infrequent periods of high noise, this noise would not be sustained and would occur only during 
the temporary construction period.  No pile driving or other construction activity that would generate very high 
noise would occur.  Construction activity would comply with Section 41.40 of the LAMC, which regulates the 
hours of construction activities, and restricts construction activity to between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m.  In 
addition, construction activities within 500 feet of residential areas would not occur before 8:00 a.m. or after 
6:00 p.m., unless otherwise approved by the City.   

TABLE 4.5-6:   TREATMENT LEVEL AND CONSTRUCTION NOISE INTENSITY 
Enhanced Network Treatment Level Assumptions Construction Intensity 

Pedestrian-
Enhanced Network  N/A 

Infrastructure (e.g., way-finding, street trees, and lighting) Low 
Bulb-outs and sidewalk widening Medium 

Bicycle-Enhanced 
Network  

Moderate Restriping to accommodate a  bicycle lane alongside the 
vehicular lane or through a shared bike lane Low 

Moderate Plus Remove one vehicular travel lane per direction to 
accommodate a buffered bicycle lane Medium 

Comprehensive Remove one vehicular travel lane per direction to 
accommodate a cycle track Medium 

Neighborhood 
Enhanced Network 

Moderate Signalized crosswalk, landscaped medians and street trees Low 

Comprehensive Curb bulb-outs, mini traffic circles, neckdowns, chicanes, 
raised crosswalks, speed tables and diagonal diverters Medium 

Transit-Enhanced 
Network 

Moderate 
No change to lane configuration None 
Double frequency of bus service None 

Moderate Plus 
Convert one vehicular travel lane per direction to a bus 
only lane during peak periods Low 

Double frequency of bus service None 

Comprehensive 
Convert one vehicular travel lane per direction to a bus 
only lane for the full day Low 

Double frequency of bus service None 

Vehicle-Enhanced 
Network  

 

Moderate 

Increase vehicle travel speeds by 10 percent None 
Add one vehicular travel lane per direction if all-day parking 
is available –OR– convert one off-peak parking lane per 
direction to a full-time vehicular travel lane 

Low 

Comprehensive 

Increase vehicle travel speeds by 10 percent None 
Add one vehicular travel lane per direction if all-day parking 
is available –OR– convert one off-peak parking lane per 
direction to a full-time vehicular travel lane  

Low 

Increase effective vehicular capacity by 10 percent None 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015 and TAHA, 2015. 
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Treatments would occur within existing right-of-ways and, as discussed above, would not involve intense 
construction activity.  It anticipated that project-related construction noise would be the same within each 
APC.  It is possible that construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient 
noise levels by 10 dBA or more at any one noise sensitive use as construction proceeds along a transportation 
corridor; it is not anticipated that construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period 
would exceed existing ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more at any one noise sensitive use, and/or it is not 
anticipated that construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at any one noise 
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. or after 
6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or anytime on Sunday.  Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would 
result in a significant impact related to construction noise.  

OPERATION 
The proposed project would not involve changes to truck routes, the regional rail and light rail system, or 
port or airport activity.  Therefore, no increases in noise would occur related to these activities.  The 
cumulative effect of the proposed project, in combination with these other transportation related activities are 
discussed under cumulative impacts in Chapter 6.0 Other CEQA Considerations.  The potential increases 
in noise would be limited to proposed mobility improvements on the Pedestrian Enhanced Districts (PEDs), 
Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN), Vehicle Enhanced (VEN), Transit Enhanced Network (TEN), and 
Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN), as discussed below. 

Pedestrian-Enhanced Districts and Neighborhood Enhanced Network.  Treatments associated with 
PEDs include infrastructure improvements within the sidewalk and street right-of-way as well as pedestrian 
signal timing infrastructure improvements.  None of the mobility improvements to the PEDs would place 
vehicle travel lanes closer to sensitive receptors.  Pedestrian enhancements typically include way-finding, 
street trees, pedestrian-scaled street lighting, enhanced crosswalks at all legs of the intersection, automatic 
pedestrian signals, reduced crossing length (e.g., bulb-outs, median pedestrian refuges), wider sidewalks (less 
than 15 feet, where feasible), and specialty paving and seating areas where special maintenance funding 
exists.  The example PED improvements described above would not increase vehicles speeds and associated 
noise levels.  The improvements could reduce vehicle speeds.  However, reduced vehicle speeds and 
increased traffic congestion result in decreased noise levels.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in 
a less-than-significant impact related to the PEDs.      

The NEN provides a network of slow, locally serving streets that connect communities to schools, retail, 
parks and open space, health care and employment opportunities.  None of the mobility improvements to the 
NEN would place vehicle travel lanes closer to sensitive receptors.  Streets on the NEN are typically local 
and/or collector streets with one lane in each direction that are enhanced with street calming that can include, 
but are not limited to: bump outs, round-a-bouts, ample sidewalks and street trees.  NEN improvements 
would slow down traffic and reduce noise levels.  According the California Department of Transportation 
Technical Noise Supplement, an automobile generates a noise level of 59 dBA at 25 miles per hour and 66 
dBA at 35 miles per hour.  It is anticipated that the NEN would decrease mobile source noise.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in no impact related to changes in mobile noise associated with NEN 
improvements.   

Vehicle-Enhanced Network.  Treatments associated with the VEN include increasing vehicle speeds by ten 
percent, adding vehicle lanes within the right-of-way, and increasing lane capacity by ten percent.  Regarding 
vehicle speeds, the Caltrans has provided detailed guidance for assessing traffic noise in the Technical Noise 
Supplement.9

                                                           
9California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.  

  The guidance includes Reference Energy Emissions Levels (REMELs), which are defined as 
the speed-dependent energy-averaged A-weighted maximum passby noise level generated by a defined 
vehicle type.  The noise level is presented at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline.   
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Table 4.5-7 shows the REMELS associated with increasing truck and auto speeds by ten percent from 40 to 
44 miles per hour.  As an example, roadway noise levels were estimated for a four-lane road (two lanes in 
each direction) with 40,000 average daily vehicles.  The speed was increased from 40 to 44 miles per hour, 
which is a ten percent increase.  Under this example, the noise levels would increase by 0.9 dBA CNEL, 
which would be less than the 3-dBA significance threshold.  It is not anticipated that VEN improvements 
would increase noise levels by more than 3 dBA CNEL.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a 
less-than-significant impact related to increased vehicle speeds.    

TABLE 4.5-7:  VEHICLE SPEEDS AND NOISE LEVELS 
Speed (miles per hour) Auto REMEL (dBA) Medium Truck REMEL (dBA) Heavy Truck REMEL (dBA) 

40 67 75 81 
44 69 77 82 

SOURCE: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009. 
 

Proposed VEN treatments include adding one vehicular travel lane per direction by converting all-day 
parking lanes to travel lanes (if available) or converting one off-peak parking lane per direction to a full-time 
vehicular travel lane.  These treatments would move vehicle movements closer to land uses adjacent to the 
right-of-way.  A mobile noise analysis was completed using the FHWA RD-77-108 methodology.  The test 
case assumed that a roadway with two lanes in each direction and parking would be converted to three lanes 
in each direction.  The analysis further assumed a speed of 35 miles per hour, 1,750 vehicles per hour for the 
four-lane roadway, and 2,650 vehicles per hour for six-lane roadway.  The resulting analysis showed that the 
CNEL would increase by 2.1 dBA at land uses adjacent to the right-of-way, which would be less than the 3-
dBA significance threshold.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to lane conversions.                  

The FHWA RD-77-108 methodology was also used to assess noise levels associated with increasing the 
effective vehicle capacity by ten percent.  The test analysis assumed a four-lane roadway, a ten percent 
increase in volumes from 2,200 to 2,450 vehicles per peak hour, and a speed of 35 miles per hour.  The 
resulting analysis showed that the CNEL would increase by 0.5 dBA at land uses adjacent to the right-of-
way, which would be less than the 3-dBA significance threshold.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to increased capacity.                   

Transit-Enhanced Network.  Treatments associated with the TEN include doubling the frequency of bus 
service and converting vehicle travel lanes to bus only lanes, which could increase vehicle congestion in 
adjacent lanes.  Increased congestion in adjacent lanes would not increase noise levels as congestion 
decreases speeds and associated noise levels.  However, increased noise levels associated with doubling the 
frequency of bus service were assessed using the FTA Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet. An analysis 
was completed for doubling average daytime hourly bus events from 6 to 12 (10 minute to 5 minute 
headways) and doubling average nighttime hourly bus events from 3.75 to 7.5 (16 minute to 8 minute 
headways).  The analysis further assumed bus speeds of 35 miles per hour and 50 feet from the land use to 
the bus lane.  The resulting analysis showed that the CNEL would increase by 3.0 dBA at land uses adjacent 
to the right-of-way.  In addition, bus-only lanes could be implemented in existing travel lanes.  The analysis 
also considers bus-only lanes in parking lanes.  While there is existing traffic noise associated with these 
lanes, hybrid buses generate a sound exposure level of 83 dBA at 50 feet and automobiles generate a sound 
exposure level of 74 dBA at 50 feet.10

                                                           
10FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.  

  Bus noise would approximately 9 dBA more than automobile noise at 
50 feet, however, bus passbys would occur less frequently than automobiles.  The overall affect of bus lane 
would not likely significantly affect the daily noise levels at sensitive receptors. Depending on specific 
roadway designs, a bus only lane could increase noise levels by more than 3 dBA at sensitive land uses.  
Therefore, the proposed project could result in a significant impact related to bus lanes.                   
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Bicycle-Enhanced Network and Neighborhood Enhanced Network.  Treatments associated with the BEN 
include removing vehicle lanes for buffered bicycle lanes or cycle tracks.  None of the mobility 
improvements to the BEN would place vehicle travel lanes closer to sensitive receptors.  Lane conversions 
could increase vehicle delay where implemented.  Traffic delay would lead to lower vehicle speeds and 
would not result in a distinguishable increase in ambient noise levels.  For example, an automobile vehicle 
traveling at a speed of 35 miles per hour would generate approximately 64 dBA, whereas, an automobile 
traveling at a slower speed of 25 miles per hour would generate approximately 59 dBA.  The 10 miles per 
hour speed difference would result in a 5-dBA reduction.  Although not discussed above, this premise also 
applies to increased congestion associated with the PED and TEN.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact related to changes in mobile noise associated with BEN 
improvements.   

The removal of one or more vehicular travel lanes has the potential to change the existing noise environment 
by shifting the location of traffic on the roadway to adjacent parallel routes.  The model-estimated changes in 
circulation system conditions are conservative, vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior 
patterns and do not account for changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and 
migration to alternate modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular 
volumes.  Transportation demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode 
choices when forecasting future traffic projections.   

It is anticipated that diversion would not occur from streets that operate at LOS D or better during peak 
periods because the average delay is not substantial.  However, for the street segments where the LOS would 
degrade from D to E or F, some trips could divert to adjacent streets to avoid longer travel times through 
congested locations.  Travel route changes on the City’s arterial and collector roadways have been captured 
through the travel model’s peak hour forecasts and LOS results.  The extent to which trips would divert to 
adjacent local roadways is not reasonably foreseeable given the broad framework of the MP 2035 and the 
enhanced networks and, therefore, impacts cannot be precisely determined.  However, it is anticipated that 
increased traffic could occur on these roadways.  A doubling of traffic volumes is not anticipated along the 
majority of roadways.  However, some residential roadways have very low traffic volumes.  Although 
mobile noise levels may increase along these segments, it is anticipated that these low-volume segments have 
existing noise levels within the compatibility guidelines presented in Table 4.5-2, above.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to mobile noise due to traffic 
diversion.  

Bicycle riders would be exposed to mobile source noise.  Bicycle activity occurs throughout the City, 
including adjacent to high volume roadways such as freeways.  Bicycle rider exposure to this noise is not 
considered significant under existing conditions as the exposure does not reach deafening or dangerous levels 
and is a short-term exposure.  Similarly, bicycle rider exposure to changed noise levels as a result of the 
proposed project is also not considered significant.    

MITIGATION MEASURES 

CONSTRUCTION 
N1 Construction activity that would last more than a day, that could increase ambient noise by more than 

5 dBA, and would be located within 500 feet of a sensitive land use shall incorporate measures to 
reduce noise levels at sensitive receptors including, but not limited to, sound walls, sound blankets 
on impact equipment, and engine mufflers to reduce noise levels to acceptable levels.  The noise 
reduction levels achieved by the measures shall limit noise increases to less than 5 dBA over the 
exiting ambient levels. 
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OPERATION 
No feasible mitigation measures were identified to reduce the significant impact related to bus frequency to 
less than significant.  Reducing bus frequency is not considered as a feasible mitigation measure because the 
action would not meet the goal of the proposed mobility improvement. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

CONSTRUCTION 
Construction noise was determined to result in a significant impact without mitigation.  Mitigation Measure 
N1 would reduce construction noise within 500 feet of sensitive land uses to less than a 5 dBA incremental 
increase from existing noise levels.  For example, the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
engine mufflers reduce noise levels by at least 3 dBA.  Impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

OPERATION 

No feasible mitigation measures were identified to reduce the significant impact related to bus frequency to 
less than significant.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
related to bus noise. 

Impact 4.5-2: Implementation of the proposed project would expose people to or generate excessive 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels.  The proposed project would result in 
potentially significant impact without mitigation. 

CONSTRUCTION 
As discussed above, it is anticipated that the construction activity would typically require small loaders and 
similar construction equipment.  Table 4.5-8 shows construction equipment vibration levels based on various 
reference distances.  Construction vibration is a localized event and is typically only perceptible to a receptor 
that is in close proximity to the vibration source.  Construction vibration levels associated with small loaders 
and bulldozers would not be expected to exceed the FTA criteria of 0.3 inches per second for engineered 
concrete and masonry buildings (typical of residential buildings and institutional buildings).  Specific designs 
for roadway changes were not available when this analysis was completed.  It is possible that larger pieces of 
construction equipment (e.g., large bulldozers) could be used during construction activity.  Large bulldozers 
would generate a vibration level of approximately 0.3 inches per second at 11 feet.  It is not anticipated that 
construction equipment would be within 11 feet of buildings although it cannot be dismissed without detailed 
construction plans.  At 11 feet or less, vibration levels could exceed the FTA criteria of 0.3 inches per 
second.  Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project would result in a significant impact related to 
construction vibration.   

TABLE 4.5-8: VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment 
PPV at 15 feet 

(Inches/Second) /a/ 
PPV at 25 feet 

(Inches/Second) /a/ 
PPV at 50 feet 

(Inches/Second) /a/ 
PPV at 100 feet 

(Inches/Second) /a/ 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.003 0.0001 0.0004 

Large Bulldozer 0.191 0.089 0.031 0.011 
/a/ Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per second without experiencing 
structural damage. 
SOURCE: FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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OPERATION 
The proposed project would not include stationary sources of vibration, such as heavy equipment operations.  
Operational vibration in the project vicinity would be generated by vehicular travel on the local roadways.  
According to the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidance document, vibration from 
traffic is rarely perceptible.11

MITIGATION MEASURES 

  Project-related traffic vibration levels would not be perceptible by sensitive 
receptors.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to vibration. 

CONSTRUCTION 
N2 A project-specific vibration analysis shall be completed if the City determines that construction 

equipment would be located within 11 feet of non-engineered timber and masonry buildings (typical 
of residential buildings and institutional buildings).  Potential vibration impacts shall be mitigated to 
such that vibration levels do not exceed 0.3 inches per second at 11 feet.  Methods to reduce 
vibration include, but are not limited to, choosing to use light weight equipment when an option 
between equipment types is available and avoiding impact equipment (e.g., jackhammers). 

OPERATION 
None required. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

CONSTRUCTION 
Construction vibration was determined to result in a significant impact without mitigation.  Mitigation 
Measure N2 would ensure that construction noise requiring heavy-duty equipment would not exceed the 
significance threshold for activity occurring within 11 feet of non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 
(typical of residential buildings and institutional buildings.  As a mitigation example, a small bulldozer can 
generate 98 percent less vibration than a large bulldozer.12

OPERATION 
   

Vibration impacts related to operations would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-3: Implementation of the proposed project would result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project.  The proposed project would result in potentially significant impact related to 
permanent impacts. 

CONSTRUCTION 
Construction noise is temporary in nature and does not relate to this criterion. 

                                                           
11FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.  
12Ibid.  
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OPERATION 
See Impact 4.5-1 for a discussion of noise related to proposed project operations, including the TEN, VEN, 
PEN, NEN, and BEN analyses.  Impacts were determined to be less than significant except for those related 
to the TEN.  The TEN involves doubling the frequency of bus service and converting vehicle travel lanes to 
bus only lanes, which could increase vehicle congestion in adjacent lanes.  Increased congestion in adjacent 
lanes would decrease noise levels as congestion decreases speeds and associated noise levels.  Depending on 
project specifics, a bus only lane could increase transit-related noise levels by more than 3 dBA at sensitive 
land uses.  This would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise level in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a significant 
impact without mitigation. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are applicable. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

No feasible mitigation measures were identified to reduce the significant impact related to bus frequency and 
associated noise to less than significant.  Reducing the frequency of buses was not considered as a mitigation 
measure because the action would not meet the goals of the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to bus noise.  

Impact 4.5-4: Implementation of the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project.  The proposed project could result in a potentially significant 
impact. 

CONSTRUCTION 
See Impact 4.5-1 for a discussion of temporary and periodic noise.  As discussed therein, it is anticipated that 
construction noise would increase ambient noise levels by more than 10 dBA for activities lasting more than one 
day, and by more than 5 dBA for construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period.  This 
would result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the proposed project 
vicinity above levels existing without the proposed project.  Therefore, without mitigation, the proposed project 
could result in a significant impact related to construction noise. 

OPERATION 
Operational noise is permanent in nature and does not relate to this criterion. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Refer to Mitigation Measure N1, above, for mitigation related to temporary and periodic noise from 
construction activity.  
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SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

As described in Impact 4.5-1, Mitigation Measure N1 would reduce temporary and periodic construction 
activity to less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-5: Implementation of the proposed project would not expose people working or residing 
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport to excessive noise levels.  The proposed 
project would result in no significant impact.   

Impact 4.4-6: Implementation of the proposed project would not expose people working or residing 
within the vicinity of a private airstrip to excessive noise levels.  The proposed project 
would result in no significant impact.   

CONSTRUCTION 
Construction workers associated with the proposed project would be located within two miles of Van Nuys 
Airport, Hawthorne Municipal Airport, and Santa Monica Airport.  Construction activity would not occur on 
airport property or directly adjacent to flight paths.  It is not anticipated that airport-related noise levels 
would be louder than equipment noise levels at construction zones due to the distance from the airports to the 
construction workers.  Airport-related noise levels are not hazardous at the proposed construction areas.  
There are no private airstrips located in the vicinity of the proposed enhancements.  The proposed 
enhancements would not expose construction workers to excessive airport noise.  Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

OPERATION 
The proposed enhancements would not develop residential or employee-related uses and would not expose 
people to excessive airport noise levels.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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4.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
This section provides an overview of biological resources and evaluates the construction and operational 
impacts associated with Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project).  Topics addressed in this section 
include sensitive species, habitats, wetlands, and migration, as well as applicable plans, policies, and 
ordinances related to biological resources.  This section was prepared utilizing information from a variety of 
sources, including the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning Sensitive Ecological Area 
(SEA) Program, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB), the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Electronic Inventory, and the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) list of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species. 

The section is organized as follows: 

 Regulatory Framework describes the pertinent federal, State, and local laws and guidelines. 
 Existing Setting provides a general summary and overview of biological resources goals and policies. 
 Thresholds of Significance lists the thresholds used in identifying significant impacts as identified in 

Appendix G of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guidelines. 

 Impacts discuss the effects of the implementation of the MP 2035 on existing biological resources and 
current relevant and applicable plan goals and policies.   

 Mitigation Measures are identified as necessary and feasible to reduce identified significant adverse 
impacts.   

 Significance of Impacts after Mitigation identifies residual impacts after application of mitigation 
measures. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL 

Endangered Species Act.  The Endangered Species Act and subsequent amendments provide for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species, and the ecosystems upon which they depend.  Section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to aid in the conservation of listed species, and to 
ensure that the activities of federal agencies will not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or 
adversely modify designated critical habitat.  At the federal level, the USFWS and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) are responsible for administration of the Endangered Species Act. 

Clean Water Act (CWA).  At the federal level, the CWA (33 United States Code [U.S.C.]Section 1344) is 
the primary law regulating wetlands and waters.  CWA regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the United States, including wetlands.  Waters of the United States include navigable waters, 
interstate waters, territorial seas, and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign commerce.  To 
classify wetlands for the purposes of the CWA, a three-parameter approach is used that includes the presence 
of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils (soils subject to 
saturation/inundation).  All three parameters must be present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be 
designated as a jurisdictional wetland under the CWA.  

CWA Section 404 establishes a regulatory program that provides that no discharge of dredged or fill material 
can be permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the 
Nation’s waters would be significantly degraded.  The Section 404 permit program is run by the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) with oversight by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
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Executive Order for Wetland Protection 11990.  Executive Order for Wetland Protection 11990 
(EO 11990) regulates the activities of federal agencies with regard to wetlands.  EO 11990 states that a 
federal agency, such as the Federal Highway Administration, cannot undertake or provide assistance for new 
construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds: 1) that there is no practicable alternative 
to the construction and 2) the proposed project includes all practicable measures to minimize harm. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. Sections 703–711) 
includes provisions for the protection of migratory birds, including the non-permitted take of migratory birds, 
under the authority of the USFWS and the CDFW.  The MBTA protects over 800 species, including geese, 
ducks, shorebirds, raptors, songbirds, and many common species. 

STATE 

California Endangered Species Act.  The CDFW is responsible for the administration of the California 
Endangered Species Act.  Unlike the federal Endangered Species Act, there are no State agency consultation 
procedures under the California Endangered Species Act.  For projects that affect both a State and federal 
listed species, compliance with the federal Endangered Species Act will satisfy the California Endangered 
Species Act if the CDFW determines that the federal incidental take authorization is "consistent" with the 
California Endangered Species Act.  Projects that result in a take of a listed species require a take permit 
under the California Endangered Species Act.  The federal and/or State acts also lend protection to species 
that are considered rare enough by the scientific community and trustee agencies to warrant special 
consideration, particularly with regard to protection of isolated populations, nesting or den locations, 
communal roosts, and other essential habitat.  

California Fish and Game Code.  Sections 3500 through 3705, Migratory Bird Protection, of the California 
Fish and Game Code (CFGC) regulate the taking of migratory birds and their nests.  These regulations 
prohibit the taking of nesting birds, their nests, eggs, or any portion thereof during the nesting season.  
Typically, the breeding/nesting season is from March 1 through August 30.  Depending on each year’s 
seasonal factors, the breeding season can start earlier and/or end later than the aforementioned dates.  

The MBTA decrees that all migratory birds and their parts (including eggs, nests and feathers) are fully 
protected.  Under the act, taking, killing, or possessing migratory birds is unlawful.  Projects that are likely to 
result in the taking of birds protected under the MBTA will require the issuance of take permits from the 
USFWS.  Activities that would require such a permit would include, but not be limited to, the destruction of 
migratory bird nesting habitat during the nesting season when eggs or young are likely to be present.  Under 
the Act, surveys are required to determine if nests will be disturbed and, if so, a buffer area with a specified 
radius around the nest would be established so that no disturbance or intrusion would be allowed until the 
young had fledged and left the nest.  If not otherwise specified in the permit, the size of the buffer area would 
vary with species and local circumstances (e.g., presence of busy roads), and would be based on the 
professional judgment of the monitoring biologist. 

California Native Plant Protection Act.  The California Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) prohibits the 
taking, import or sale of rare, threatened or endangered plant species, except as exempted by the act. Even 
where exceptions apply, where the CDFW has notified a property owner of the presence of such a plant, the 
property owner must notify the CDFW before destroying the plant. This provides an opportunity for the State 
to salvage the plant. 

Natural Community Conservation Act.  The Natural Community Conservation Act (NCCA) (CFGC 
Chapter 10, Division 3, Sections 2800 et seq.) was enacted in 1991.  The NCCA is administered by the 
CDFW. Its goal is to identify and secure habitat areas for protection of biodiversity.  Habitat areas are 
identified by the CDFW and plans are prepared for habitat protection.  When a development project is 
proposed, a determination is made concerning the potential impacts of the project on biodiversity and the 
best means of avoiding or mitigating them. The NCCA allows local, State or federal agencies to enter into 
agreements with public and private entities to implement a natural community conservation plan (NCCP), 
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e.g., habitat and species protection within a specified geographic area.  Participation in an NCCP does not 
exempt a development project from CEQA.  Mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA may, as an alternative, 
include participation in an NCCP in order to reduce the burden for onsite mitigation. 

Wetland Regulation.  At the State level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the CDFW and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs).  The RWQCBs were established under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality.  The RWQCB also issues water quality 
certifications in compliance with Section 401 of CWA.  In certain circumstances, the Coastal Commission 
may also be involved.  Sections 1600 through 1607 of the CFGC require any agency that proposes a project 
that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, 
stream, or lake to notify the CDFW before beginning construction.  If the CDFW determines that the project 
may substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement 
will be required.  CDFW jurisdictional limits are usually defined by the tops of the stream or lake banks, or 
the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider.  Wetlands under jurisdiction of the ACOE may or 
may not be included in the area covered by a Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained from the CDFW. 

LOCAL 

Urban Forestry Division.  The City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks have created an 
Urban Forestry Division responsible with developing policies for a reforestation program for City parks.  The 
Recreation and Parks Tree Preservation Policy is the primary regulatory tool that gives direction for orderly 
protection of specified trees, maintains their value, and avoids significant negative impact to the ecosystem. 

Tree Preservation Ordinance.  The City of Los Angeles passed an ordinance for the Preservation of 
Protected Trees (Ordinance No. 177,404), which became law on April 23, 2006.  The ordinance protects the 
following tree species: 

 All native oak tree species (Quercus spp) 
 California sycamore (Platanus racemosa) 
 California bay (Umbellularia californica) 
 California black walnut (Juglans californica) 
 
The Ordinance applies to trees that are four inches or greater in diameter at 4.5 feet above ground, and on 
any lot size.  Protected tree removal requires a removal permit by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works (LADPW).  Any act that may cause the failure or death of a protected tree requires inspection 
by the LADPW’s Urban Forestry Division. 

Heritage Trees.  The City of Los Angeles has identified a collection of trees with historical, 
commemorative, or horticultural significance.  The list of designated Heritage trees remains open for new 
designations and the Department of Parks and Recreation is responsible for the maintenance and protection 
of these trees.  

City of Los Angeles Conservation Element.  The City’s General Plan is a comprehensive declaration of 
purposes, policies and programs for the development of the City of Los Angeles.  The Citywide General Plan 
Framework Element (Framework Element) establishes the overall policy and direction for the General Plan.  
It includes a long-range strategy to guide the comprehensive update for the General Plan’s other elements.  
Chapter 6, Open Space and Conservation of the Framework Element includes goals, objectives, and policies 
for the provision, management, and conservation of the City’s open space resources, including SEAs, as 
identified by the County of Los Angeles, wildlife corridors, and natural animal ranges.   The Conservation 
Element of the General Plan addresses endangered species, habitats, wildlife corridors, and wetlands 
occurring in the City and identifies policies intended to protect, restore, and enhance these biological 
resources. Goals, objectives, and policies from the Framework and Conservation Elements related to 
biological resources and relevant to the proposed project are listed below in Table 4.6-1.  
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TABLE 4.6-1:  RELEVANT GENERAL PLAN BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND 
POLICIES 

Goal/Objective/Policy Goal/Objective/Policy Description 
FRAMEWORK ELEMENT-CHAPTER 6 OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION 
Goal 6A An integrated Citywide/regional public and private open space system that serves and is 

accessible by the City's population and is unthreatened by encroachment from other land 
uses. 

Objective 6.1 Protect the City's natural settings from the encroachment of urban development, allowing for 
the development, use, management, and maintenance of each component of the City's 
natural resources to contribute to the sustainability of the region. 

Policy 6.1.1 Consider appropriate methodologies to protect significant remaining open spaces for 
resource protection and mitigation of environmental hazards, such as flooding, in and on the 
periphery of the City, such as the use of tax incentives for landowners to preserve their lands, 
development rights exchanges in the local area, participation in land banking, public 
acquisition, land exchanges, and Williamson Act contracts. 

Policy 6.1.2 Coordinate City operations and development policies for the protection and conservation of 
open space resources, by: 
a. Encouraging City departments to take the lead in utilizing water re-use technology, 

including graywater and reclaimed water for public landscape maintenance purposes 
and such other purposes as may be feasible; 

b. Preserving habitat linkages, where feasible, to provide wildlife corridors and to protect 
natural animal ranges; and 

c. Preserving natural viewsheds, whenever possible, in hillside and coastal areas. 
Policy 6.1.3 Reassess the environmental importance of the County of Los Angeles designated Significant 

Ecological Areas (SEAs) that occur within the City of Los Angeles and evaluate the 
appropriateness of the inclusion of other areas that may exhibit equivalent environmental 
value. 

Policy 6.1.4 Conserve, and manage the undeveloped portions of the City's watersheds, where feasible, 
as open spaces which protect, conserve, and enhance natural resources. 

Policy 6.1.5 Provide for an on-site evaluation of sites located outside of targeted growth areas, as 
specified in amendments to the community plans, for the identification of sensitive habitats, 
sensitive species, and an analysis of wildlife movement, with specific emphasis on the 
evaluation of areas identified on the Biological Resource Maps contained in the Framework 
Element's Technical Background Report and Environmental Impact Report. 

Policy 6.1.6 Consider preservation of private land open space to the maximum extent feasible.  In areas 
where open space values determine the character of the community, development should 
occur with special consideration of these characteristics. 

Policy 6.1.7 Encourage an increase of open space where opportunities exist throughout the City to 
protect wild areas such as the Sepulveda Basin and Chatsworth Reservoir. 

CONSERVATION ELEMENT – ENDANGERED SPECIES 
Policy 1 Continue to require evaluation, avoidance, and minimization of potential significant impacts, 

as well as mitigation of unavoidable significant impacts on sensitive animal and plant species 
and their habitats and habitat corridors relative to land development activities. 

Policy 2 Continue to administer City-owned and managed properties so as to protect and/or enhance 
the survival of sensitive plant and animal species to the greatest practical extent. 

Policy 3 Continue to support legislation that encourages and facilitates protection of endangered, 
threatened, sensitive and rare species and their habitats and habitat corridors. 

CONSERVATION ELEMENT – HABITATS 
Policy 1 Continue to identify significant habitat areas, corridors and buffers and to take measures to 

protect, enhance and/or restore them. 
Policy 2 Continue to protect, restore, and/or enhance habitat areas, linkages and corridor segments, 

to the greatest extent practical, within City-owned or managed sites.  
Policy 3 Continue to work cooperatively with other agencies and entities in protecting local habitats 

and endangered, threatened, sensitive, and rare species.  
Policy 4 Continue to support legislation that encourages and facilitates protection of local native plant 

and animal habitats. 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, The Citywide General Plan Framework, An Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, re-adopted 2001. 
City of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element, adopted 2001. 
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EXISTING SETTING 

The MP 2035 enhanced networks and Pedestrian Enhanced Districts (PEDs) are located within the 
jurisdictional limits of the City of Los Angeles, as depicted in Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-4 in Chapter 3.0 
Project Description.  The enhanced networks/districts follow a network of existing public streets, sidewalks 
and right-of-ways. Within the City’s boundaries are approximately 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains.  Urban areas of the City are framed by natural open 
space areas.  The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound the City on the north, the Santa Monica 
Mountains extend through the middle of the City and the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean bound the 
City on the south and west.  

Habitats are areas that support the survival of wild animals and native plants, including native plant 
environments and trees that serve as stopovers and nesting places for migratory birds.1  Habitat types within 
the City of Los Angeles include: inland habitats, wildlife corridors, coastal wetlands, and SEAs.  Inland 
habitats are natural or artificially created refuges or water bodies that provide habitats for resident species or 
stopovers for migratory birds.  Inland habitats include undeveloped areas, park and open space areas, lakes, 
reservoirs or damn sites, and other areas with extensive natural or introduced vegetation.  Wildlife corridors 
are land segments that connect two or more large habitat areas and provide a habitat for movement between 
those areas.  Wetlands are transitional lands between water and land systems where the water table is usually 
at or near the surface, or the land is covered by shallow water.2  

SEAs are significant habitats identified by Los Angeles County as important for the preservation and 
maintenance of biodiversity.  Los Angeles County defines SEAs as ecologically important land and water 
systems that support valuable habitat for plants and animals, and are often integral to the preservation of rare, 
threatened or endangered species and the conservation of biological diversity in the County.3  These areas are 
classified as one or more of the following: (a) habitats for rare and endangered species of plants and animals, 
(b) restricted natural communities - ecological areas that are scarce on a regional basis, (c) habitats restricted 
in distribution in the county, (d) breeding or nesting grounds, (e) unusual biotic communities, (f) sites with 
critical wildlife and fish value, and (g) relatively undisturbed habitats.  There are a number of SEAs located 
within the City of Los Angeles boundaries.  Three SEAs are located within 200 feet of the MP 2035 
enhanced networks; Ballona Wetlands, Harbor Lake Regional Park, and Tujunga Valley and Hansen Dam.4 
Figure 4.6-1 illustrates the location of these SEAs in relation to the MP 2035 enhanced networks.  

Due to the wide-spread urbanization of the City of Los Angeles and the nature of the enhanced networks, 
habitat suitable to support special status species is limited in the vicinity of the enhanced networks.  Habitat 
in the immediate vicinity of the enhanced networks includes the identified SEAs, and parks, open space 
areas, and undeveloped land containing native vegetation.  Additionally, trees support migratory birds.  

No Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) or NCCPs are applicable to the City.  HCPs, designated under the 
Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(B), are federal planning documents designed to conserve the 
ecosystems upon which listed species depend, ultimately contributing to their recovery.  An NCCP, prepared 
under the CDFW’s Natural Community Conservation Planning program, identifies and provides for the 
regional or area protection of plants, animals, and their habitats while accommodating compatible land use.  

  

                                                 
1City of Los Angeles, General Plan Conservation Element, Section 12: Habitats, 2001. 
2Ibid. 
3County of Los Angeles, General Plan, 2011.  
4Descriptions of each SEA can be found in Technical Appendix E of the Draft Los Angeles County General Plan, website: 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/sea/biological, accessed January 21, 2014.  
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to biological resources if it would:  

 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

 Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident, migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native residents or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites; 

 Conflict with any local polices or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance; and/or 

 Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan or other adopted local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CEQA THRESHOLDS GUIDELINES 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) indicates that the determination of significance 
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

 The loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing habitat, of a state or federal listed endangered, 
threatened, rare, protected, or candidate species, or a Species of Special Concern or federally listed 
critical habitat; 

 The loss of individuals or the reduction of existing habitat of a locally designated species or a reduction 
in a locally designated natural habitat or plant community; 

 Interference with wildlife movement/migration corridors that may diminish the chances for long-term 
survival of a sensitive species; 

 The alteration of an existing wetland habitat; or 
 Interference with habitat such that normal species behaviors are disturbed (e.g., from the introduction of 

noise, light) to a degree that may diminish the chances for long-term survival of a sensitive species. 

IMPACTS 

There are no specifically planned construction projects that are part of the MP 2035; enhancements to the 
transportation networks are identified at a conceptual level of detail.  Funding is likely to change over time 
due to economic conditions and to fluctuations in the priorities of federal, State and regional funding 
agencies as well as the City budget.   

Improvements along the proposed enhanced networks would occur almost entirely within existing roadways, 
sidewalks, and public rights-of-way, with the exception of street locations that are not currently developed to 
the proposed roadway street designation width, and where acquisition of additional right-of-way may be 
required.  While acquisition of up to 16 feet may be required (Bundy Drive and Barrington Avenue), most 
widening would be two to three feet.  The proposed widenings would largely achieve wider sidewalks.  
Implementation of on-street improvements related to the enhanced networks would mostly consist of 
roadway restriping and limited changes to the physical configuration of curbs.   



City of Los Angeles MP 2035 4.6 Biological Resources 
Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

taha 2012-095 4.6-8 

IMPACT 4.6-1  Implementation of the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the CDFW or USFWS.  The proposed project would result in potentially significant 
impact during construction and a less-than-significant impact during operation.   

CONSTRUCTION 

Construction activities associated with implementation of enhancements occurring within 200 feet of an SEA 
or on open space or undeveloped areas that contain native vegetation could have a substantial adverse effect 
on special-status species through the generation of noise or pollutants (both air and water).  Three SEAs — 
Tujunga Valley Hansen Dam (Foothill Boulevard), Ballona Creek (Lincoln Boulevard) and Harbor Lake 
Regional Park (Normandie Avenue, Pacific Coast Highway) — are located within 200 feet of the enhanced 
networks.  The TEN is located within 200 feet of the Ballona Creek SEA (Lincoln Boulevard) while the BEN 
network is located within 200 feet of Harbor Lake Regional Park (Anaheim Street, Normandie Avenue, 
Pacific Coast Highway, and L Street), Ballona Creak (Lincoln Boulevard and Ballona Creek Bike Path) and 
the Pedestrian Enhanced Districts (PEDs) are located within 200 feet of all three SEAs.  The VEN is not 
located within 200 feet of an SEA.  

Construction activities associated with implementation of enhancements occurring within 200 feet of an SEA 
or on open space or undeveloped areas that contain native vegetation could have a substantial adverse effect 
on special-status species through the generation of noise or pollutants (both air and water), and/or the 
disruption of habitat.  Where additional right-of-way would be required outside the existing street right-of-
way, mobility improvements on the enhanced networks have the potential to result in effects to sensitive 
species.  Specifically, the mobility improvements could result in the modification of habitats or other areas 
containing habitat capable of supporting special-status species.  Accordingly, mobility improvements which 
occur outside the existing street right-of-ways near SEAs or on land with native vegetation or open space 
have the potential to result in additional effects on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, creating a 
potentially significant impact if no mitigation is implemented.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

BR1 Special-Status Species and Habitat. For future enhancements occurring within 200 feet of a 
Significant Ecological Area designated by the County of Los Angeles or within 200 feet of areas 
containing native vegetation, such as open space and undeveloped areas, a project-specific biological 
resource survey and assessment shall be conducted and prepared that discloses any potential impacts 
to special status species and habitats, and mitigates, to the extent feasible, the impacts of the mobility 
improvements.  In addition, prior to implementation of mobility improvements, all required permits 
must be obtained; permits for work in wetland and riparian habitats frequently require project-
specific measures to preserve resources.  

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR1 would ensure that supplemental project-specific anlaysis would 
be completed for mobility improvements that occur outside existing right-of-way and are adjacent to habitats 
containing candidate, sensitive or special status species.  It is anticipated that project-specific mitigation 
measures would be identified that would reduce potentially significant impacts related to special-status 
species to less-than-significant.  However, since details of the projects and mitigation measures are unknown 
(and unknowable) at the present time this impact remains potentially significant. 
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OPERATION 

During operation, mobility improvements along the enhanced networks would not result in direct physical 
effects to candidate, sensitive or special status species as enhancements would occur on roadways, sidewalks, 
and right-of-way.  The nature of the improvements would not substantially alter the existing transportation 
infrastructure from its current condition in such a way that could indirectly affect candidate, sensitive or 
special status species.  Therefore, less than significant impacts related to candidate, sensitive or special status 
species would occur during operation.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 

IMPACT 4.6-2  Implementation of the proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect on 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.  The proposed project would 
result in potentially significant impact during construction and a less-than-significant 
impact during operation. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Three SEAs are located within 200 feet of the enhanced networks—Tujunga Valley Hansen Dam (Foothill 
Boulevard), Ballona Creek (Lincoln Boulevard) and Harbor Lake Regional Park (Normandie Avenue, 
Pacific Coast Highway).  The TEN is located within 200 feet of the Ballona Creek SEA (Lincoln Boulevard) 
while the BEN network is located within 200 feet of Harbor Lake Regional Park (Anaheim Street, 
Normandie Avenue, Pacific Coast Highway, and L Street), Ballona Creak (Lincoln Boulevard and Ballona 
Creek Bike Path) and the Pedestrian Enhanced Districts (PEDs) are located within 200 feet of all three SEAs.  
The VEN is not located within 200 feet of an SEA.  

Construction activities associated with implementation of enhancements occurring within 200 feet of an SEA 
or on open space or undeveloped areas that contain native vegetation could have a substantial adverse effect 
on special-status species through the generation of noise or pollutants (both air and water), on a riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community.  Where additional right-of-way would be required outside the 
existing street right-of-way, mobility improvements on the enhanced networks have the potential to result in 
the direct modification of protected habitats.  Accordingly, mobility improvements which occur outside the 
existing street right-of-ways near SEAs or on land with native vegetation or open space have the potential to 
result in a substantial adverse effect to a riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, creating a 
potentially significant impact.   

MITIGATION MEASURE 

See Mitigation Measure BR1. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR1 would ensure that supplemental project-specific anlaysis would 
be completed for mobility improvements that occur outside existing right-of-way and are adjacent to 
protected riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community.  It is anticipated that project-specific 
mitigation measures would be identified that would reduce potentially significant impacts related to protected 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community to a less-than-significant level.  However, since details 
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of the projects and mitigation measures are unknown (and unknowable) at the present time this impact 
remains potentially significant. 

OPERATION 

During operation, mobility improvements along the enhanced networks would not result in direct physical 
effects to a riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community as enhancements would occur on roadways, 
sidewalks, and right-of-way.  Once construction is complete, the nature of the improvements would not 
substantially alter the existing transportation infrastructure from its current condition in such a way that could 
indirectly affect a riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community.  Therefore, less than significant 
significant impacts related to a riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community would occur.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required.  

IMPACT 4.6-3  Implementation of the proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.  The proposed 
project would result in potentially significant impact during construction and less than 
significant impacts during operation. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The TEN, BEN, and PEDs are located within 200 feet of the Ballona Creek SEA (Lincoln Boulevard).  
Construction activities associated with implementation of enhancements occurring within proximity to a 
wetland could have a substantial adverse effect through the generation of noise or pollutants (both air and 
water), and/or the disruption of the wetland by human activity.  Accordingly, mobility improvements which 
occur outside the existing street right-of-ways near protected wetlands have the potential to result in a 
substantial adverse effect, creating a significant impact if no mitigation is implemented.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

BR2 Wetland Habitat. For mobility improvements that extend into the Ballona wetlands, all applicable 
wetland permits shall be acquired.  These permits include, but would not be limited to, a Section 404 
Wetlands Fill Permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers, or a Report of Waste Discharge from 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
from the RWCQB.  Additionally, a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) would be required for development that would 
cross or affect any stream course. 

Where feasible, the maximum amount of existing wetlands shall be preserved and minimum 25- to 
50-foot buffers around all sides of these features shall be established.  In addition, the final project 
design shall not cause significant changes to the pre-project hydrology, water quality, or water 
quantity in the wetland that is to be retained.  This shall be accomplished by avoiding or repairing 
any disturbance to the hydrologic conditions supporting these wetlands, as verified through wetland 
protection plans.  

Where avoidance of the Ballona Wetlands is not feasible, then mitigation measures shall be 
implemented for the project-related loss of any existing wetlands on site, such that there is no net 
loss of wetland acreage or habitat value.  Wetland mitigation shall be developed as a part of the 
Section 404 Clean Water Act permitting process, or for nonjurisdictional wetlands, during permitting 
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through the RWQCB, CDFW, and/or USFWS.  Mitigation is to be provided prior to construction 
related impacts on the existing wetlands.  The exact mitigation ratio is variable, based on the type 
and value of the wetlands affected by the project, but agency standards typically require a minimum 
of 1:1 for preservation and 1:1 for construction of new wetlands.  In addition, a Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan shall be developed that includes the following:  

 Descriptions of the wetland types, and their expected functions and values.  
 Performance standards and monitoring protocol to ensure the success of the mitigation wetlands 

over a period of five to ten years. 
 Engineering plans showing the location, size and configuration of wetlands to be created or 

restored.  
 An implementation schedule showing that construction of mitigation areas shall commence prior 

to or concurrently with the initiation of construction.  
 A description of legal protection measures for the preserved wetlands (i.e., dedication of fee title, 

conservation easement, and/ or an endowment held by an approved conservation organization, 
government agency or mitigation bank).  

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR2 would ensure that for mobility improvements that extend into 
the Ballona wetlands, that the wetlands would be altered in the least disrupted way possible and replacement 
wetlands are incorporated to reduce potentially significant impacts related to wetlands to less-than-
significant.  However, since details of the projects and mitigation measures are unknown (and unknowable) 
at the present time this impact remains potentially significant. 

OPERATION 

During operation, mobility improvements that affect the Ballona wetlands would have been mitigated 
through the replacement of wetlands.  The implementation of the mobility improvements would not cause 
additional effects to the Ballona wetlands.  The nature of the improvements would not substantially alter the 
function of the transportation infrastructure in such a way that could indirectly affect wetlands.  Therefore, 
no significant impacts related to wetlands would occur.    

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required.  

IMPACT 4.6-4  Implementation of the proposed project could interfere with the movement of native 
resident, migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native residents or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  The 
proposed project would result in potentially significant impact during construction and 
less than significant during operation. 

CONSTRUCTION 

In general, existing roadways, sidewalks and public right-of-way, do not serve as wildlife corridors, 
movement pathways, or linkages of note between larger habitat areas for terrestrial wildlife.  While, wildlife 
does sporadically find their way onto transportation infrastructure, the proposed mobility improvements 
would not create a condition that would increase the exposure.  However, street trees within or immediately 
adjacent to the enhanced network right-of-ways could potentially support migratory birds.  Accordingly, 
construction activities could result in conflicts with the MBTA and CFGC through the removal or destruction 
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of an active nest or direct mortality or injury of individual birds, creating a potentially significant impact if 
no mitigation is implemented.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

BR3 Migratory Birds. To prevent the disturbance of nesting native and/or migratory bird species, the 
City shall require that clearing of street trees or other vegetation should take place between 
September 1 and February 14.  If construction is scheduled or ongoing during bird nesting season 
(February 15 to August 31), the City of Los Angeles shall require that a qualified biologists conduct 
a nesting bird survey within 250 feet of the construction activity, no less than 14 days and no more 
than 30 days prior to the commencement of construction activities.  Surveys shall be conducted in 
accordance with CDFW protocols, as applicable.  If no active nests are identified on or within 
250 feet of the construction activity, no further mitigation is necessary.  A copy of the pre-
construction survey shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning.  If an active nest is 
identified, construction shall be suspended within 100 feet of the nest until the nesting cycle is 
complete, as determined by a qualified ornithologist or biologist.   

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR3 would require that potential conflicts with the MBTA and 
CFGC are avoided as enhancements are implemented and impacts related to migratory birds would be 
reduced to less than-significant.  

OPERATION 

During operation, mobility improvements along the enhanced networks would not result in direct physical 
effects to migratory wildlife corridors as enhancements would occur on roadways, sidewalks, and right-of-
way.  The nature of the improvements would not substantially alter the existing transportation infrastructure 
from its current condition in such a way that could indirectly affect migratory wildlife corridors.  Therefore, 
no significant impacts related to migratory wildlife corridors would occur.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 

IMPACT 4.6-5  Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any local polices or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance.  The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact.  

CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION 

The removal or disturbance of any trees would be subject to the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance which 
requires a permit for the removal or relocation of protected trees.  The Department of Urban Forestry also has 
a goal to resolve conflicts between street trees and infrastructure, so as to preserve the net benefits conferred 
by that segment of the urban forest on the remaining City infrastructure.  Existing trees would be preserved 
where possible and/or relocated to the extent possible.  To comply with the Urban Forestry Program, trees 
greater than four inches diameter at breast height requiring removal will be examined by a registered arborist 
for suitability of relocation or replacment and incorporated into the re-landscaping plan.  Compliance with all 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources would be ensured as specific enhancements are 
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proposed and approved.  Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur related to conflict with local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required.  

IMPACT 4.6-6  Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable Habitat 
Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan.  The proposed project 
would result in no significant impact. 

CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION 

The proposed project improvements would not be located in areas with a HCP or NCCP.  Therefore, the 
construction and operation of the proposed project would not conflict with a HCP or NCCP and would not 
result in a significant impact.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required.  
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
This chapter sets forth potential alternatives to the proposed project and provides a qualitative analysis of 
each alternative and a comparison of each alternative to the Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed 
project).  Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives (as 
described in California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][1]) are 
environmental impacts, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent could reasonably 
acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site.  Alternatives may be eliminated from 
detailed consideration in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if they fail to meet project objectives, are 
infeasible, or do not avoid any significant environmental effects.1

5.1  PROJECT-LEVEL IMPACTS 
   

As addressed in this Recirculated Draft EIR, the proposed project would create significant and unavoidable 
impacts associated with:  

• Transportation and Traffic (Intersections). Implementation of Mitigation Measures T1 through T4 
would potentially reduce congestion on impacted intersections; however, the degree to which signal 
optimization and transportation demand management would mitigate intersection congestion is uncertain 
at this time.  Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts to traffic circulation would remain potentially 
significant and unavoidable.  

• Noise and Vibration (Operational Noise).  The proposed project would result in a significant impact 
from the increased bus frequency on the Transit Enhanced Network (TEN).  The increased frequency 
would increase noise levels greater than 3 dBA and there is no identified feasible mitigation, which 
would reduce the impact to less than significant.   

• Biological Resources (Sensitive Species, Habitats, Wetlands).  The proposed project would result in a 
significant impact from the potential to disrupt sensitive species, habitats, or wetlands during any 
proposed widening that would occur outside the existing street right-of-way.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BR1 through BR3 would potentially reduce effects from widening; however, the 
locations and extent of the widening is uncertain at this time and the effects of proposed mitigation 
cannot be reasonable foreseen.  Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts to biological resources would 
remain potentially significant and unavoidable. 

As called for by the CEQA Guidelines, the achievement of project objectives must be balanced by the ability 
of an alternative to reduce the significant impacts of the project.  The proposed project’s objectives include: 

PROPOSED PROJECTS’ OBJECTIVES 

The MP 2035 addresses all modes of circulation on the City’s street network, guiding mobility policies, 
programs, and projects in the City of Los Angeles through 2035.  The five goals and corresponding policy 
topics of MP 2035 are as follows: 

• Safety First – focuses on topics related to crashes, speed, protection, security, safety, education, and 
enforcement. 

• World Class Infrastructure – focuses on topics related to the Complete Streets Network (walking, 
bicycling, transit, vehicles, green streets, and goods movement), Great Streets, Bridges, Street Design 
Manual, and demand management. 

                                                           
1CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15126.6(c), 2005. 



City of Los Angeles MP 2035 5.0 Alternatives 
Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

taha 2012-095 5-2 

• Access for all Angelenos – focuses on topics related to affordability, least cost transportation, land use, 
operations, reliability, demand management, and community connections. 

• Collaboration, Communication and Informed Choices – focuses on topics related to real-time 
information, open source data, transparency, monitoring, reporting, emergency response, departmental 
and agency cooperation and data base management. 

• Clean Environments – focuses on topics related to environment, health, clean air, clean fuels and fleets, 
and open street events. 

 
Any evaluated alternative should meet as many project objectives as possible.  In addition, while not 
specifically required under CEQA, other parameters may be used to further establish criteria for selecting 
alternatives such as adjustments to project phasing, conformance to all existing zoning requirements, and 
other “fine-tuning” that could shape feasible alternatives in a manner that may result in reducing identified 
environmental impacts.  In some instances, when the project results in environmental impacts that are 
reduced to less-than-significant with mitigation, an alternative may reduce these less-than-significant impacts 
even further. 

5.2  ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the proposed project were identified on the basis of their ability to attain all or most of the 
basic objectives of the project while reducing the project’s significant environmental effects.  Alternatives 
were identified based on 1) feasibility, 2) the potential to mitigate significant project-related impacts, and 3) 
reasonably informing the decision-maker regarding a range of options.  Alternatives considered for the 
proposed project were limited (as for the project) to the envelope of the existing public right-of-ways as 
alternatives that extended into private property would be infeasible or require substantial displacement to 
provide a uniform mobility improvement, such as an additional lane of travel or wider sidewalks, that would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts.  Unless the City of Los Angeles opted to invoke the power of 
eminent domain, the acquisition of private properties for the purposes of increasing the right-of-way to the 
street’s standard dimension (if currently not to standard) would occur only through dedications concurrent 
with a development project.  The proposed project does account for some widening on street locations that 
are not currently developed to the proposed standard street widths.  However, the range of alternatives 
considered for the proposed project was primarily constrained to improvements located within the existing 
public rights-of-way.   

The mobility improvements considered as part of the project alternatives were separated by mode (e.g., 
vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, transit) with goals provided for each mode.  These performance goals represent 
the most efficient measures to create complete streets that improve performance on a multi-modal scale.  
These improvements were focused on priority corridors that were developed with public input, and represent 
the greatest opportunities to improve mobility.  The evolution of these improvements represents a meaningful 
screening of alternatives, where the improvements that satisfied modal objectives and provided the greatest 
increases in mobility were carried forward.  An updated version of the City of Los Angeles Travel Demand 
Model was used to evaluate mobility improvements.  The model simulates existing conditions and forecasts 
future year conditions for the network, with and without the effects of the project, allowing for evaluation of 
a range of automobile and transit performance measures.   

There are no alternatives that would reduce the significant impacts associated with the proposed project and 
would satisfy a majority of project goals and objectives.  Even without the project, significant impacts are 
expected in most of the issue areas because of increased development.  The alternatives evaluated in this 
section would satisfy project goals and objectives and vary incrementally in the intensity of environmental 
effects.  Given that the project is comprised of numerous improvements throughout the City of Los Angeles, 
it is not reasonable to separately evaluate alternatives to each proposed improvement or corridor.  Rather the 
MP 2035 is evaluated as a package of improvements.  During the development of the MP 2035, the package 
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of treatment options ranged from moderate to comprehensive enhancements were considered to reflect the 
policies of the MP 2035.   

During the circulation of the initial Draft EIR, the project alternatives included comprehensive networks but 
did not conservatively analyze the planned network of bike lanes.  The Recirculated Draft EIR reflects a 
conservative view of potential reductions in vehicular capacity from the Bicycle Lane Network.  In the 
analysis of the proposed project, bicycle lanes on corridors that are not already designated as part of the 
Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN), Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN), TEN or Vehicle Enhanced 
Network (VEN), are assumed to require the conversion of a vehicle travel lane, where in the previous Draft 
EIR it was assumed that bicycle lanes would not reduce vehicular roadway capacities.  Assuming that all 
bicycle lanes will remove a lane of travel is a worst-case assumption for vehicle impacts, and it is anticipated 
that some bicycle lanes can be accomplished by removing only one vehicle lane from the roadway or without 
removing any travel lanes.  However, without specific roadway designs, it is not possible to determine at the 
city scale where bicycle lanes can be accommodated and, therefore, in the interests of providing a 
conservative analysis, all bicycle lanes are assumed to require the conversion of vehicle travel lanes. 

The proposed project analyzed in the Recirculated Draft EIR represents the higher end of the range of 
improvements (most change compared to existing) with a robust comprehensive package of enhancements 
that would entail the second most intervention to the roadway system.  

On the lowest end of the alternative range of mobility improvements (least amount of change from existing 
conditions) is the No Project Alternative that represents reasonably foreseeable development if the MP 2035 
was not implemented.  In addition to the proposed project and No Project Alternative, there are four 
alternatives considered in the Recirculated Draft EIR that bracket the range of alternatives satisfying project 
goals.  Two of these alternatives are assessed quantitatively through the transportation demand model 
(Alternative 2 – Fewer Comprehensive Enhancements and Alternative 3 – Project without Bike Lanes and 
Fewer Miles of Transit Improvements) and two are variations to provide additional information comprising 
the spectrum of alternatives with varying environmental conditions (Alternative 4 – Project with Priority 
Bike Lanes Only and Alternative 5 – Increased Comprehensive Enhancements, Transit Only Lanes).  All of 
these alternatives are described below.     

Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative is required by Section 15126.6 (e)(2) of 
the CEQA Guidelines and assumes that the proposed project would not be implemented.  The No Project 
Alternative allows decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the 
impacts of not approving the proposed project.  The No Project Alternative includes “what would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current 
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services” (CEQA Section 15126.6 [e][2]).   

The City of Los Angeles’ Travel Demand Model was used to create the future baseline environment that 
represents the No Project Alternative.2  The model has a base year of 2008, which is still reflective of 
existing conditions and a future year of 2035 and was designed to characterize peak period vehicle and transit 
flows on roadways within the study area based on comprehensive land use and socio-economic data (SED).  
The SED reflect the most recent Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012-2035 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) Model data for existing and 
future conditions.  The model future year network includes projects expected to be implemented by year 
2035 from the following sources:3

• The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 2013 Call For Projects; 

 

• The Street and Transportation Projects Oversight Committee project list; and 
• The SCAG’s RTP/SCS (financially constrained) Model. 
                                                           

2The model utilizes the TransCAD Version 4.8 Build 500 modeling software and has been calibrated and validated for 
current conditions.    

3Metro, Congestion Mitigation Fee program is on hold; projects from the CMP project list are currently included in the 
assumed future conditions as they reflect projects that have been identified through various City planning efforts.  
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The consolidated list of projects that have been incorporated into the Future No Project network is provided 
in the traffic appendix (Appendix C). 

Alternative 2 – Fewer Comprehensive Enhancements. Alternative 2 includes a set of enhancements that 
are less comprehensive (require less intervention with the existing network, fewer multi-modal facilities) 
than those assumed for the proposed project alternative to offer a lower cost alternative with potentially 
fewer impacts due to the extent of the changes.  The more moderate enhancements associated with this 
alternative would result in fewer lane conversions on the BEN and TEN, which could result in potentially 
fewer impacts to the vehicular circulation system and biological resources.  Table 5-1 compares daily 
vehicle miles of travel under the alternatives and the proposed project. 

TABLE 5-1:  VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

 
Existing 

Conditions 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1 
(No Project) 

Alternative 2 
(Fewer 

Comprehensive) 

Alternative 3 
(Project No Bike 

Lanes, Less TEN) 
DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 
Surface Streets 35,408,900 35,282,800 38,463,700 36,794,000 36,625,900 
Freeways (Mainline) 39,857,400 45,602,200 44,164,000 44,449,200 44,329,500 
Total, City of Los Angeles 75,266,300 80,885,000 82,627,700 81,243,200 80,955,400 
PERCENT CHANGE VS. PROPOSED PROJECT 
Surface Streets 0.4% -8.3%/a/ 9.0% 0.5% 0.0% 
Freeways (Mainline) -12.6% 3.3%/a/ -2.5% 0.3% 0.0% 
Total, City of Los Angeles -6.9% -2.1%/a/ 2.2% 0.4% 0.0% 
PERCENT CHANGE VS. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Surface Streets 0.0% -0.4% 8.6% 3.9% 3.4% 
Freeways (Mainline) 0.0% 14.4% 10.8% 11.5% 11.2% 
Total, City of Los Angeles 0.0% 7.5% 9.8% 7.9% 7.6% 
Note: Alternatives 4 and 5 were not analyzed quantitatively in the Travel Demand Model and are not included in this table. 
/a/compared to No Project 
SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model, 2015. 

 

Alternative 3 – Project without Bike Lanes and Fewer Miles of Transit Improvements.  Alternative 3 
includes the same roadway and transit assumptions (intensity of infrastructure and enhancements) as for the 
proposed project except that it does not include the conservative analysis of the planned bicycle lanes for 
roadways that are not part of the BEN (i.e., analysis assumes no vehicle capacity restrictions – no reduction 
in vehicle travel lanes -- from bicycle lanes).  Alternative 3 includes fewer miles of roadways on the TEN, 
which could result in potentially fewer impacts to the vehicular circulation system and biological resources.  
This alternative is the proposed project that was evaluated in the previously circulated Draft EIR.  However, 
it does not contain the changes identified as part of the proposed project, including revisions to the BEN and 
TEN based on comments received on the Draft EIR and ongoing agency coordination.  Table 5-1 
summarizes the comparison of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) between Alternative 3 and the proposed project 
and Table 5-2, at the end of this chapter, compares impacts under Alternative 3 with impacts under the 
proposed project and all other alternatives.   

Alternative 4 – Projects with Priority Bike Lanes Only (in general those bike lanes that have been 
identified to be implemented in the short-term).  Alternative 4 includes the same roadway enhancements 
as for the proposed project except that it only includes priority bike lanes on the BEN.  This alternative 
evaluates the condition where only a portion of the Bicycle Lane Network could be implemented due to 
funding or other constraints and lies in the range between Alternative 3 and the proposed project, and could 
result in potentially fewer impacts to the vehicular circulation system and biological resources.  Table 5-2, at 
the end of this chapter, compares impacts under Alternative 4 with impacts under the proposed project and 
all other alternatives. 
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Alternative 5 – Increased Comprehensive Enhancements, Transit Only Lanes.  Alternative 5 includes 
the same roadway enhancements as for the proposed project except that it assumes that all streets on the TEN 
have exclusive bus lanes for the whole day.  This alternative represents increased intervention on roadways 
as compared to the proposed project as it would require full conversion of streets on the TEN to exclusive 
bus only lanes, which could result in potentially fewer impacts to safety and pedestrian and bicyclists.  While 
this would provide the most benefits for a multi-modal system, it would involve the most intervention to the 
roadway system.  Table 5-2, at the end of this chapter, compares impacts under Alternative 5 with impacts 
under the proposed project and all other alternatives. 

The following analysis compares the impacts that could occur under each alternative with impacts that could 
occur with the proposed project.  For purposes of clarity and to facilitate comparison and avoid repetition, the 
impact thresholds for each of the environmental issue areas have been shortened or combined where 
appropriate.  For a complete list of the impact thresholds, refer to the specific environmental resource 
sections contained in Sections 4.1 through 4.5.   

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Transportation, Parking, and Safety  

Consistency with Plans.  Plans related to transportation are discussed in detail in Section 4.1 
Transportation, Parking and Safety.  If the proposed project mobility improvements were not 
implemented, transportation network conditions would remain as they are, with minor maintenance 
improvements, and accessibility and congestion would worsen over time.  This would result in inconsistency 
with transportation plans that aim to facilitate the movement of all modes of travel.  Therefore, Alternative 1 
would result in potentially significant impacts related to the consistency with transportation plans.  The 
maintenance improvements that would occur would be less consistent with transportation plans when 
compared to the proposed project and impacts related to consistency with plans would be worse than the 
proposed project. 

Circulation System.  If the proposed project mobility improvements were not implemented, transportation 
network congestion would continue to occur as cumulative development increases, but not to the same extent 
as the proposed project.  Alternative 1 would still result in potentially significant impacts related to the 
circulation system.  Without multi-modal improvements, mode shifts to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit would 
not occur as rapidly, and streets would still become increasingly congested and would not have facilities that 
would allow for increased accessibility by bicycles, transit, and pedestrians.   

Neighborhood Intrusion.  Under Alternative 1, the modeling analysis accounts for potential redistribution 
of vehicular traffic from highly congested links to links that have more available capacity.  While not every 
local street is included in the model, the cumulative effect of cut-through traffic is accounted for on the 
modeled links.  Along roadways where the increased traffic congestion would occur, diversion of trips could 
occur onto adjacent parallel routes.  It is anticipated that increased traffic could still occur on roadways 
through neighborhoods under Alternative 1.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in a potentially significant 
impact related to neighborhood intrusion.  As described in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and 
Safety, Alternative 1 would result in less overall congestion compared to the proposed project and would, 
therefore, generally result in lower cut-through traffic than the proposed project.  However, the model-
estimated changes in circulation system conditions for the project are conservative, vehicle-centric estimates 
based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not account for changes in demographics, vehicle 
ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to alternate modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that 
would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  Transportation demand models are largely dependent on 
historical travel patterns and mode choices when forecasting future traffic projections and are not able to 
capture the benefits of a shift to multimodal options.  While Alternative 1 could have fewer effects related to 
neighborhood intrusion than the proposed project, it would not capture the benefits of the project.   
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Congestion Management Program.  Under Alternative 1, cumulative growth would result in a 9.8 percent 
increase in daily VMT when compared to existing conditions and a 2.2 percent increase in VMT when 
compared to the proposed project.  Alternative 1 would result in a potentially significant impact compared to 
existing conditions.  The methodology to assess CMP freeway facilities involves comparisons to the existing 
and No Project conditions.  Since Alternative 1 is defined as No Project conditions and cannot be compared 
to itself, Alternative 1 impacts were compared to the proposed project.  As shown in Table 4.1-23 in 
Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking, and Safety, the demand to capacity ratio for the No Project condition 
would be less than the proposed project at 50 of the 56 CMP stations (includes bidirectional and AM and PM 
peak hour measurements).  As discussed with Neighborhood Intrusion, without the demand model capturing 
the benefits of the proposed project, impacts related to the CMP would be less than the proposed project.   

Emergency Access.  Cumulative growth would increase congestion, which could impede emergency access. 
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would result in potentially significant impacts to emergency 
access.  The change in congestion is not anticipated to be substantial enough to cause a difference in 
emergency access, especially given that there is not a direct relationship between predicted travel delay and 
response times as California State law does require drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles 
and even permits emergency vehicles to use opposing lane of travel.  In some instances, emergency access 
under Alternative 1 would be more affected than the proposed project in areas where no center turn lanes are 
implemented that would be otherwise implemented as part of the proposed project.  Therefore, the significant 
impacts related to emergency access would be similar or worse than the proposed project.  

Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities.  Under Alternative 1, planned transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements would occur which would incrementally increase the multi-modal mobility in the study area.  
Therefore, no impact would occur related to the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit system.  The mobility 
enhancements that would occur would be less intensive when compared to the proposed project and impacts 
related to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities would be worse than the proposed project.  

Parking.  No significant changes to lane configurations which could require the removal of parking would 
occur under the No Project Alternative.  Therefore, no significant impacts would occur related to parking.  
Lane configurations resulting in some removal of parking could occur under the proposed project; however, 
the travel demand model does not fully capture the migration to other modes of travel (bicycle, pedestrian, 
transit) that could potentially reduce demand for parking.  Without this capture of reduced parking demand, 
impacts related to parking would be less than the proposed project.   

Safety.  Safety conditions under Alternative 1 would be similar to Existing conditions, unless changes are 
proposed as part of separate individual projects.  Alternative 1 may not provide the same level of protection 
for bicyclists and pedestrians as compared to the proposed project.  Nonetheless, no significant impacts 
would occur related to safety.  Mobility improvements affecting bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit patrons 
under Alternative 1 would be less than the proposed project.  Alternative 1 would result in fewer 
improvements to safety than the proposed project.   

Construction.  If the proposed project mobility improvements were not implemented, no substantial 
transportation infrastructure related construction activity would occur.  Alternative 1 would result in minimal 
impacts related to construction of transportation infrastructure.  With the absence of mobility enhancements, 
construction effects would be less than the proposed project.  Even with the proposed project construction 
effects would be less than significant, and impacts would be less under Alternative 1. 

Land Use and Planning 

Division of a Community.  Under Alternative 1, existing conditions would not substantially change.  
Specifically, minimal changes would occur to the existing transportation infrastructure that could be 
incompatible or create a barrier that could divide a community.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, 
Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the division of a community.  Under 
Alternative 1, there would be no implementation of a more multimodal network or mobility enhancements 
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that could strengthen connections to neighborhoods and project benefits to neighborhoods from increased 
accessibility via bicycle lanes and pedestrian amenities would not occur.   

Land Use Consistency.  Transportation improvements under Alternative 1 would still address vehicular 
circulation, and bicycle improvements.  However, the planned improvements would be incremental and 
would not be consistent with the most recent State, regional and local policies related to complete streets and 
increased multi-modal mobility.  Overall, the No Project Alternative would be inconsistent with the most 
recent applicable plans and policies related to mobility.  Therefore, a significant impact could occur related 
to consistency with applicable plans and policies.     

Air Quality  

Conflict with Air Quality Plan.  The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was prepared to 
accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants, to return clean air to the region, and to 
minimize the impact on the economy.  Consistency with the AQMP can be assessed by determining if a 
project accommodates increases in population or employment and has measures to reduce VMT.  The lack of 
adequate transportation infrastructure or measures to reduce VMT that would occur under Alternative 1 
could conflict with the AQMD goals of accommodating growth and reducing VMT.  Therefore, Alternative 1 
could result in potentially significant impacts related to a conflict with the 2012 AQMP.   

Violate Air Quality Standards.  Alternative 1 would increase VMT compared to existing conditions.  
Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutant emissions from mobile sources are expected to be much 
lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with normal turnover in the 
vehicle fleet.  Alternative 1 Emissions would be less than Existing emissions (echoing reductions in VMT), 
and would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds.  With the conservative vehicle-centric model 
projections, in comparison to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would result in less surface street VMT but 
higher freeway VMT, which results in a decrease in Carbon Monoxide (CO), particulate matter 2.5 microns 
or smaller in size (PM2.5), and particulate matter 10 microns or smaller in size (PM10) emissions but an 
increase for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) (1.6 percent) and Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) (2.6 percent) 
emissions.  The increase is due to the traffic distribution between surface streets and freeways.  Under the 
proposed project, freeway VMT increases by 3.3 percent and surface street VMT decreases by 8.3.  The 
VMT-weighted average speed for surface streets and freeways are calculated as 21.57 and 25.88 for Future 
No Project and as 20.69 and 25.89 miles per hour for Future with Project, respectively.  The small increase in 
freeway-weighted average speed implies that the freeway emissions (not emissions rates) are mainly a 
function of VMT and not emissions factor of pollutants, since the emission factors only change with change 
in speeds.  Since the freeway VMT increases and speeds hardly change, the freeway-related NOX and VOC 
increase.  

Surface street emissions, unlike freeway emissions, are a function of both VMT and speed.  City VMT 
weighted average speeds decrease from 21.57 to 20.69 miles per hour, equivalent to approximately 4 percent 
project-wide speed change.  According to EMFAC, a decrease in the speed of traffic by only 5 miles per hour 
from 25 to 20 miles per hour increases the average fleet PM2.5 and PM10 emissions by approximately 2.4 and 
one percent, while increases the NOX and VOC emission rates by approximately 40 and 26 percent, 
respectively.  Therefore, compared to PM10 and PM2.5 increase in VOC and NOX emissions at these low 
speeds is significant.  While the Future With Project surface street VMT decreases compared to the Future 
No Project VMT, the decrease in emissions would not be able to compensate for the huge increase in 
emissions due to decrease in speeds.  Therefore, the overall effect is increase in NOX and CO emissions and 
decrease in PM2.5 and PM10 emissions. 

Cumulatively Considerable Increase in Criteria Pollutants.  Alternative 1 would increase VMT compared to 
existing conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutant emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would result in less 
emissions when compared to existing conditions.  From a cumulative perspective, Alternative 1 would 
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continue the status quo and would not contribute directly towards the regional goal of reducing the Basin's 
cumulative impact for Ozone (O3), PM2.5, PM10, or lead (Pb).  Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact.  

Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 1 
would not involve the release of substantial objectionable odors.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 1 
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to odors.   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generation of Significant Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  While Alternative 1 would increase the VMT 
compared to existing conditions, the total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from mobile sources would be 
reduced from existing conditions due to changes in fuel requirements and emission factors.  Alternative 1 
would result in a less-than-significant impact related to GHG emissions.  Alternative 1 would result in more 
GHG emissions compared to the proposed project.   

Conflict with GHG Reduction Policies.  The primary regional plan designed to reduce GHG emission is the 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS.  Applicable goals of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS include encouraging non-motorized 
transportation and land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation.  
Community plans within the City of Los Angeles include several objectives related to GHG reduction 
policies including, increasing capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical 
improvements, promoting pedestrian and bicycle use/reduction of dependence on automobiles, maintaining a 
safe and efficient street network, and promoting the use of transit.  Alternative 1 would not include the 
implementation of multimodal mobility enhancements and, therefore, would not be consistent with these 
GHG reduction policies.  Therefore, unlike the proposed project, Alternative 1 could result in a significant 
impact related to consistency with GHG reduction policies.   

Noise and Vibration  

Expose Persons or Generate Excessive Noise or Vibration Levels Above Standards.  Under Alternative 1, 
planned improvements would still generate additional noise and vibration levels when compared to existing 
conditions.  Noise and vibration levels would still increase during roadway maintenance activities and other 
street improvements, as with the proposed project, these activities would be temporary in duration and would 
not be significant.  An incremental increase in operational noise or vibration levels would occur from the 
approximately nine percent increase in VMT compared to existing conditions.  However, these vehicle miles 
would be dispersed over a large area and would not be concentrated enough to produce traffic volumes that 
would result in a perceptible increase in noise and vibration levels.  In addition, Alternative 1 would not 
include bus lanes and would not move existing bus activity closer to sensitive receptors.  Alternative 1 would 
not directly increase bus noise.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant impacts related 
to noise and vibration levels.     

Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  The incremental increase in operational noise 
levels that would occur from the increase in VMT compared to existing conditions would be dispersed over a 
large area and would not be concentrated enough to produce noise levels that would exceed ambient noise 
levels by more than 3 dBA at sensitive land uses.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to changes in a permanent increase in noise levels.  In comparison to the proposed 
project, Alternative 1 would result in more VMT and higher overall mobile source noise levels.  However, as 
discussed above, Alternative 1 would not include bus lanes and would not move existing bus activity closer 
to sensitive receptors.  Alternative 1 would not directly increase bus noise and would not result in the same 
significant and unavoidable impact on the TEN as the proposed project   

Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  Under Alternative 1, no significant construction 
activities would occur related to mobility improvements.  Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to temporary increases in ambient noise levels.  The absence of construction 
activity would result in fewer temporary noise level increases compared to the proposed project; this impact 
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would be less than significant for the proposed project and would remain so under No Project (Alternative 1) 
Conditions.   

Expose People Within Proximity to Airports to Excessive Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, under 
Alternative 1, no mobility improvements would be implemented that could expose people within proximity 
to airports to excessive noise levels.  Therefore, no impact would occur.  This impact would be the same as 
the proposed project.   

Biological Resources 

Adverse Effect on Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitat, or Wetlands.  Under Alternative 1, no mobility 
improvements would be implemented that would have the potential to effect sensitive species, sensitive 
habitats, or wetlands.  Therefore, no impact would occur.  This impact would be less than the proposed 
project.   

Adverse Effect on Migratory Species or Wildlife Corridor.  Under Alternative 1, no mobility improvements 
would be implemented that could adversely affect migratory species or create barriers to movement along 
wildlife corridors.  Therefore, no impact would occur.  This impact would be less than the proposed project.     

Conflict with Tree Preservation Ordinances, Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plans.  Under 
Alternative 1, no mobility improvements would be implemented that could conflict with tree preservation 
ordinances, habitat or natural community conservation plans.  Therefore, no impact would occur.  This 
impact would be less than the proposed project.     

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 – FEWER COMPREHENSIVE ENHANCEMENTS 

Alternative 2 reflects an alternative with overall more moderate mobility improvements as compared to the 
proposed project that would, in turn, result in generally fewer environmental impacts.  The proposed project 
would result in increased benefits compared to existing conditions, related to multi-modal mobility and 
consistency with adopted plans and policies; but fewer benefits as compared to the proposed project.  
Alternative 2 would result in similar congestion as compared to the proposed project.  Alternative 2 would 
result in less intervention and similar congestion but would have fewer multi-modal benefits.  

In the long run, it is anticipated that a more robust multi-modal network as would occur under the proposed 
project, could be more beneficial to the City as mode shift choices continue to evolve, i.e. as more people 
choose alternative modes to vehicles, greater choice would be provided by the proposed project (as compared 
to Alternative 2) because alternative modes (e..g., transit, bicycles and pedestrian) would have more 
interconnected networks potentially accelerating mode shifts to modes other than vehicles.  Alternative 2 
would not provide the same potential for change as the proposed project. 

Transportation, Parking, and Safety 

Consistency with Plans.  Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in less comprehensive improvements 
to the transportation network as compared to the proposed project.  However, in general these improvements 
would still be consistent with transportation plans that aim to facilitate the movement of all modes of travel.  
Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the consistency with 
transportation plans.  The mobility enhancements that would occur under Alternative 2 would be less 
consistent with transportation plans when compared to the proposed project. 

Circulation System.  Daily VMT under Alternative 2 would be 7.9 percent greater than existing conditions 
and 0.4 percent greater than the proposed project.  The increase in VMT would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to the circulation system.  However, fewer vehicle lanes would be converted 
under the BEN and TEN for Alternative 2 than the proposed project, which would provide additional 
capacity for vehicle travel compared to the proposed project.  Therefore, the amount of congestion would be 
similar to the proposed project and Alternative 2 would result in a significant impact related to congestion 
and the vehicular transportation network.   
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Neighborhood Intrusion.  Along roadways where Alternative 2 would cause increases in traffic congestion, 
diversion of trips could occur onto adjacent parallel routes. It is anticipated that increased traffic could occur 
on roadways through neighborhoods.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in a potentially significant 
impact related to neighborhood intrusion.  However, the model-estimated changes in circulation system 
conditions for the project, and alternatives that include increased facilities for bicyclists, pedestrians and 
transit users, are conservative.  They are vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns 
and do not account for changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to 
alternate modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  
Transportation demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when 
forecasting future traffic projections and are not able to capture the benefits of a shift to multimodal options. 
As with the project, the greater projected VMT, along with the additional bicycle lane capacity, would result 
in similar congestion as the proposed project.  This would result in a greater likelihood for cut-through 
traffic.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would have similar effects related to neighborhood intrusion when 
compared to the proposed project.   

Congestion Management Program.  As described above, daily VMT under Alternative 2 would be 
approximately 0.4 percent greater than the VMT for the proposed project.  However, fewer vehicle lanes 
would be converted under the BEN and TEN for Alternative 2 than the proposed project, which would 
provide additional capacity for vehicle travel compared to the proposed project.  Therefore, the amount of 
congestion would be similar to the proposed project and Alternative 2 would have similar effects related to 
the CMP compared to the proposed project.  

Emergency Access.  Alternative 2 would result in similar congestion as the proposed project, which could 
impede emergency access.  Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in potentially 
significant impacts to emergency access.  Moderate enhancements are less likely to provide additional room 
for emergency vehicles than compared to comprehensive enhancements. Therefore, the significant impacts 
related to emergency access for Alternative 2 could be similar or worse than the proposed project.  

Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities.  Under Alternative 2, the planned transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements would increase the multi-modal mobility in the study area compared to Existing 
conditions but would be less than under the proposed project.  A less-than-significant impact would occur 
related to the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit system.  The mobility enhancements that would occur would be 
less intensive for Alternative 2 when compared to the proposed project and anticipated benefits from the 
proposed project would not occur to the same extent.  

Parking.  Under Alternative 2, changes to lane configurations would not require the removal of a substantial 
number of parking spaces.  Therefore, no significant impacts would occur related to parking.  The moderate 
mobility enhancements that would occur would be less intensive for Alternative 2 when compared to the 
proposed project and impacts related to parking would be less than the proposed project.    

Safety.  Safety conditions under Alternative 2 would be improved compared to Existing conditions, but not as 
much as under the proposed project with moderate mobility enhancements that would benefit bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and transit users.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in no significant 
impacts related to safety.  Mobility improvements affecting bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit patrons under 
Alternative 2 would be less intensive than the proposed project.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in 
fewer improvements to safety compared to the proposed project.   

Construction.  Implementation of on-street improvements related to the enhanced networks under Alternative 
2 would mostly consist of roadway restriping and limited changes to the physical configuration of curbs, and 
thus, would likely be short in duration lasting up to a few weeks.  Therefore, temporary and short-term 
effects related to construction would occur; however, these impacts would be less than significant.  Mobility 
improvements affecting bicyclists, pedestrians, vehicles and transit patrons under Alternative 2 would be less 
intensive than the proposed project.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in fewer impacts related to 
construction than the proposed project.   
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Land Use 

Division of a Community.  Alternative 2 would be primarily limited to the existing public right-of-way, 
would continue to be transportation related, would not alter the existing land use compatibility and would not 
create a barrier which could divide a community.  As with the proposed project, potential parking loss or 
limitation could occur which could indirectly affect businesses.  However, the change in parking availability 
at this scale would not be sufficient to result in significant displacement that would cause long-term 
vacancies and eventual blight and mitigation is provided to provide relief to affected businesses.  Therefore, 
as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the 
division of a community.  Mobility improvements affecting bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit patrons under 
Alternative 2 would be less intensive than the proposed project.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in 
fewer benefits to accessibility and connecting communities as compared to the proposed project.   

Land Use Consistency.  The mobility improvements under Alternative 2 would be consistent with regional 
and local adopted plans and policies.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in a 
less-than-significant impact related to consistency with applicable plans and policies.  The mobility 
improvements under Alternative 2 would not be as comprehensive as the proposed project and would not 
achieve the same level of project objectives and multi-modal mobility improvements as the proposed project.   

Air Quality  

Conflict with Air Quality Plan.  Alternative 2 would result in increased options for mobility; more walkable 
communities; and fewer travel barriers for active transportation and those who cannot drive such as children 
or people with disabilities.   As with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would encourage an increase in non-
driving modes of travel while maintaining certain routes for vehicles and goods movement.  One of the goals 
of the AQMP is to reduce mobile source regional emissions, which can be demonstrated by a reduction in per 
capita VMT and associated emissions.  Alternative 2 would reduce VMT within the City by 1,384,500 miles 
as compared to 1,742,200 mile for the proposed project.  There would be an associated reduction in per 
capita VMT.  These per capita VMT reductions demonstrate consistency with the AQMP goals.  Therefore, 
as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in less-than significant impacts related to a conflict 
with an air quality plan.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in a higher per capita 
VMT and would be less consistent with the AQMP. 

Violate Air Quality Standards.  Alternative 2 would increase VMT compared to Existing conditions.  
Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are expected to be 
much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with normal turnover in 
the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 2 emissions would be less than Existing emissions, and would not exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds.  Regarding construction emissions, it is anticipated that the daily 
construction intensity and associated daily emissions would be similar as presented for the proposed project, 
which resulted in a less-than-significant impact.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 
would result in less-than significant impacts related to air quality standards.  Compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative 2 would generate more emissions due to higher VMT. 

Cumulatively Considerable Increase in Criteria Pollutants.  Alternative 2 would increase VMT compared to 
existing conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  There is no potential for the project-related emissions to contribute to 
the Basin's cumulative impact for O3, PM2.5, PM10, or Pb.  To the contrary, it is anticipated that Alternative 2 
would reduce VMT and associates mobile source emissions, thereby contributing towards the regional goal 
of eliminating the cumulative impact.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to a cumulatively considerable operational impact.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 
would generate more emissions and contribute less towards eliminating the region's cumulative impact. 
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Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People.  As with the proposed project, 
Alternative 2 would not involve the release of objectionable odors.  Alternative 2 would result in no impacts 
related to odors.  Alternative 2 would result in the same effect to odors as the proposed project.   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generation of Significant GHG Emissions.  Alternative 2 would increase VMT compared to Existing 
conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 2 emissions would be less than Existing emissions.  
Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in less-than significant impacts related to 
GHG emissions.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would generate more emissions due to 
higher VMT. 

Conflict with GHG Reduction Policies.  The primary regional plan designed to reduce GHG emission is the 
RTP/SCS.  Applicable goals of the RTP/SCS include encouraging non-motorized transportation and land use 
and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation.  Community plans within the 
City of Los Angeles include several objectives related to GHG reduction policies including, increasing 
capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical improvements, promoting pedestrian and 
bicycle use/reduction of dependence on automobiles, maintaining a safe and efficient street network, and 
promoting the use of transit.  Alternative 2 would be consistent with community plan goals and objectives 
related to the promotion of pedestrian, transit and bicycle use, although to a lesser extent as compared to the 
proposed project.  The development of a Citywide Enhanced Complete Street System (although less 
extensive than the proposed project) would include modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-
specific enhanced networks that together create a system of complete streets that would improve the overall 
multimodal transportation system.  Alternative 2 would be consistent with policies and goals related to 
increasing capacity on existing transportation systems and with maintaining a safe and efficient street 
network (although to a lesser extent as compared to the proposed project).  Therefore, Alternative 2 would 
result in less-than-significant impacts related to a conflict with GHG reduction policies.  Compared to the 
proposed project, Alternative 2 would generate more emissions due to higher VMT and would be less 
consistent with GHG reduction policies. 

Noise and Vibration 

Expose Persons or Generate Excessive Noise or Vibration Levels Above Standards.  As with the proposed 
project, construction activity associated with the enhanced networks under Alternative 2 would mainly 
include reconfiguration of roadway striping and would not include excavation or construction.  Limited 
heavy-duty equipment is anticipated to construct the proposed enhancements (e.g., small loaders for sidewalk 
widening or asphalt pacing equipment).  It is possible that construction activities lasting more than one day 
would exceed existing ambient noise levels by 10 dBA or more at any one noise sensitive use as construction 
proceeds along a transportation corridor; it is not anticipated that construction activities lasting more than ten 
days in a three-month period would exceed existing ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more at any one noise 
sensitive use, and/or it is not anticipated that construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 
5 dBA at any one noise sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, 
before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or anytime on Sunday.  With implementation of mitigation, 
Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the generation of excessive noise levels 
during construction.  The mobility enhancements under Alternative 2 would result in similar noise effects 
during construction as compared to the proposed project.   

Potential increases in operational noise would be limited to proposed mobility improvements on the PEDs, 
VEN, TEN, and BEN.  Improvements in the PEDs would not increase vehicles speeds and associated noise 
levels.  The improvements could reduce vehicle speeds and potentially increase congestion.  Reduced vehicle 
speeds and increased traffic congestion result in decreased noise levels.  Therefore, similar to the proposed 
project, Alternative 2 would result in a less-than-significant impact related to the PEDs.  The mobility 
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enhancements under Alternative 2 would result in similar less-than-significant impacts on the PEDs related 
to increases in ambient noise levels as the proposed project.   

Increasing vehicle speeds or converting lanes on the VEN would increase noise levels by one to two dBA, 
which would be less than the 3-dBA significance threshold.  It is not anticipated that VEN improvements 
would increase noise levels by more than 3 dBA CNEL.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to the generation of excessive noise levels on the VEN.   The lower intensity VEN 
enhancements under Alternative 2 would result in fewer effects related to substantial increases in ambient 
noise levels than the proposed project.   

Similar to the proposed project, treatments associated with the TEN include doubling the frequency of bus 
service and converting vehicle travel lanes to bus only lanes, which could increase vehicle congestion in 
adjacent lanes.  Depending on specific roadway cross sections, a bus only lane could increase noise levels by 
more than 3 dBA adjacent to some sensitive land uses.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 
could result in a significant impact related to bus lanes.  The lower intensity TEN enhancements under 
Alternative 2 would result in fewer effects related to increases in ambient noise levels compared to the 
proposed project.   

As with the proposed project, treatments associated with the BEN include removing vehicle lanes for 
buffered bicycle lanes or cycle tracks which could increase vehicle delay.  Traffic delay could lead to lower 
vehicle speeds and would not result in a distinguishable increase in ambient noise levels.  Therefore, as with 
the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in a less-than-significant impact related to changes in mobile 
noise associated with BEN improvements.  The lower intensity BEN enhancements under Alternative 2 
would result in fewer effects related to increases in ambient noise levels compared to the proposed project.   

The removal of one or more vehicular travel lanes has the potential to change the existing noise environment 
by shifting the location of traffic on the roadway to adjacent parallel routes.  The extent to which trips would 
divert to specific adjacent local roadways is not reasonably foreseeable given the broad framework of the 
enhanced networks, and therefore, impacts cannot be precisely determined.  However, it is anticipated that 
increased traffic could occur on these roadways.  A doubling of traffic volumes is not anticipated along the 
majority of roadways.  However, some residential roadways have very low traffic volumes.  Although 
mobile noise levels may increase along some neighborhood streets, it is anticipated that these low-volume 
segments have existing noise levels within the compatibility criteria and increases in noise levels would still 
result in the noise levels being within the acceptable range for compatibility with residential use.  Therefore, 
as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in a less-than-significant impact related to mobile 
noise due to traffic diversion.  The lower intensity mobility enhancements under Alternative 2 would result in 
fewer effects related to substantial increases in ambient noise levels than the proposed project.   

Bicycle riders would be exposed to mobile source noise.  Bicycle activity occurs throughout the City, 
including adjacent to high volume roadways such as freeways.  Bicycle rider exposure to this noise is not 
considered significant under existing conditions as the exposure does not reach deafening or dangerous levels 
and is a short-term exposure.  Similarly, bicycle rider exposure to changed noise levels as a result of 
Alternative 2 is also not considered significant.   Similar to the proposed project, the mobility enhancements 
under Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant noise impacts to bicycle riders.   

The NEN provides a network of slow, locally serving streets that connect communities to schools, retail, 
parks and open space, health care and employment opportunities.  It is anticipated that the NEN would 
decrease mobile source noise.  Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in less-than-
significant or even beneficial impacts related to changes in mobile noise associated with NEN improvements.  
Mobility enhancements under Alternative 2 would result in similar effects related to ambient noise levels as 
the proposed project.   
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Specific designs for roadway changes are not known at this time.  It is possible that larger pieces of 
construction equipment (e.g., large bulldozers) could be used during construction activity.  Large bulldozers 
would generate a vibration level of approximately 0.3 inches per second at 11 feet.  It is not anticipated that 
construction equipment would be within 11 feet of buildings although it cannot be dismissed without detailed 
construction plans.  At 11 feet or less, vibration levels could exceed the FTA criteria of 0.3 inches per 
second.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 could result in a significant impact related to 
the generation of excessive vibration levels, however, as with the proposed project, it is anticipated that 
mitigation would be imposed to reduce this impact to less than significant.  The lower intensity of 
construction under Alternative 2 would result in fewer effects related to the generation of vibration levels 
than the proposed project.   

Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would 
result in significant impacts related to permanent increases in bus noise.  The lower intensity mobility 
enhancements under Alternative 2 would result in fewer effects related to substantial increases in ambient 
noise levels as compared to the proposed project.   

Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, under Alternative 2, 
it is anticipated that construction noise would increase ambient noise levels by more than 10 dBA for 
activities lasting more than one day, and by more than 5 dBA for construction activities lasting more than ten 
days in a three-month period.  This would result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the proposed project vicinity above ambient noise levels.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would 
result in a potentially significant impact.  Under Alternative 2, the mobility improvements would be less 
comprehensive than the proposed project and would result in a lower intensity of construction activity.  As 
with the proposed project, it is anticipated that mitigation would be imposed to reduce this impact to less than 
significant.  The lower intensity of construction under Alternative 2 would result in fewer effects related to 
temporary increases in ambient noise levels than the proposed project.   

Expose People Within Proximity to Airports to Excessive Noise Levels.  Alternative 2 mobility improvements 
would not expose people within proximity to airports to excessive noise levels.  Therefore, no impact would 
occur.  Alternative 2 would result in the same effect to airport noise exposure as the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

Adverse Effect on Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitats, or Wetlands.  As with the proposed project, under 
Alternative 2, mobility improvements could require widening outside the right-of-way that could have to 
potential to affect sensitive species, sensitive habitats, or wetlands.  Therefore, a potentially significant 
impact related to an adverse effect on sensitive species, sensitive habitats, or wetlands would occur.  
Alternative 2 would result in less widening than the proposed project and the potential to affect sensitive 
species, sensitive habitats, or wetlands would be less than the proposed project but would remain potentially 
significant.   

Adverse Effect on Migratory Species or Wildlife Corridor.  While, wildlife does sporadically find its way 
onto transportation infrastructure, the proposed mobility improvements would not create a condition that 
would increase the exposure.  However, street trees within or immediately adjacent to the enhanced network 
right-of-ways could potentially support migratory birds.  Accordingly, as with the proposed project, 
construction activities associated with Alternative 2 could result in conflicts with the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) through the removal or destruction of an active 
nest or direct mortality or injury of individual birds, creating a potentially significant impact.   

Conflict with Tree Preservation Ordinances, Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plans.  The 
removal or disturbance of any trees would be subject to the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance which 
requires a permit for the removal or relocation of protected trees.  The Department of Urban Forestry also has 
a goal to resolve conflicts between street trees and infrastructure, so as to preserve the urban forest to the 
extent possible.  Existing trees would be preserved where possible and/or relocated to the extent possible.  
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The proposed mobility improvements would not be located in areas with a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) 
or Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP).  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 
would not conflict with a tree preservation ordinance, a HCP or NCCP and would not result in a significant 
impact.   

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 3 – PROJECT WITHOUT BIKE LANES AND FEWER MILES OF 
TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS 

In terms of intervention to the roadway system, Alternative 3 lies between the proposed project and 
Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 reflects an alternative with similar comprehensive mobility improvements as the 
proposed project that would, in turn, result in similar environmental (traffic) impacts.  The primary 
difference between Alternative 3 and the proposed project is that Alternative 3 does not include the analysis 
of the potential vehicle impacts of the Bicycle Lane Network resulting from vehicle-lane conversions to 
provide available roadway space for bicycle lanes.  Also, Alternative 3 does not include additional miles 
added to the TEN after the Draft EIR was circulated.  The resulting outcome of the inclusion of bike lanes 
into the proposed project provides a multimodal transportation network with increased connectivity, but the 
conservative analysis of the project bike lanes results in greater impacts compared to Alternative 3.    

Transportation, Parking, and Safety 

Consistency with Plans.  Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in similar comprehensive 
improvements to the transportation network as compared to the proposed project except that bike lanes 
would not be included and fewer miles of TEN are included in Alternative 3.  These improvements would be 
consistent with transportation plans which aim to facilitate the movement of all modes of travel.  Therefore, 
Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the consistency with transportation 
plans.  The mobility enhancements that would occur under Alternative 3 would be similar in consistency 
with transportation plans when compared to the proposed project and impacts related to consistency with 
plans would be similar to the proposed project, except that bicycle lanes and added TEN miles in the 
proposed project would increase consistency with state, regional and local plans. 

Circulation System.  Daily VMT under Alternative 3 would be 7.6 percent greater than existing conditions 
and about the same (less than 0.1 percent greater) as the VMT for the proposed project.  However, the 
analysis of Alternative 3 assumes that no vehicle lanes would be converted to bicycle lanes in the Bicycle 
Lane Network, which would provide additional capacity for vehicle travel compared to the proposed project.  
Nonetheless, the amount of congestion generally would be similar to the proposed project and Alternative 3 
would result in a similar significant impact related to congestion and the vehicular transportation network.    

Neighborhood Intrusion.  Along roadways where Alternative 3 would cause increases in traffic congestion, 
diversion of trips could occur onto adjacent parallel routes.  It is anticipated that increased traffic could occur 
on roadways through neighborhoods.  However, the model-estimated changes in circulation system 
conditions for the project, and alternatives that include increased facilities for bicyclists, pedestrians and 
transit users, are conservative.  They are vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns 
and do not account for changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to 
alternate modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  
Transportation demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when 
forecasting future traffic projections and are not able to capture the benefits of a shift to multimodal options. 
As with the project, Alternative 3 would result in a potentially significant impact related to neighborhood 
intrusion.  As described above, the greater VMT, along with additional vehicle lane capacity would result in 
similar congestion as the proposed project, which would result in a similar likelihood for cut-through traffic.  
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have similar effects related to neighborhood intrusion as compared to the 
proposed project.   

Congestion Management Program.  Daily VMT under Alternative 3 would be approximately 0.1 percent 
greater than the VMT for the proposed project.  However, fewer vehicle lanes were assumed to be converted 
to bicycle lanes under Alternative 3 than the proposed project, which would provide additional capacity for 
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vehicle travel compared to the proposed project.  Nonetheless, overall, the amount of congestion would be 
similar to the proposed project and Alternative 3 would have similar effects related to the CMP compared to 
the proposed project. 

Emergency Access.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in increased congestion 
compared to Existing conditions, which could impede emergency access.  Similar to the proposed project, 
Alternative 3 would result in potentially significant impacts to emergency access.  The similar mobility 
enhancements are likely to provide the same amount of movement for emergency vehicles compared to the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the significant impact related to emergency access for Alternative 3 would be 
similar to the proposed project.  

Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities.  Under Alternative 3, the planned transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements would increase the multi-modal mobility in the study area but to a lesser extent 
than the proposed project since bicycle lanes are not included and there would be fewer miles of transit 
enhancements.  The mobility enhancements that would occur would have slightly less regional connectivity 
when compared to the proposed project and benefits to these users would be less than the proposed project.  

Parking.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in a loss of parking spaces that could 
increase VMT if people drive farther to find parking or seek an alternate destination with more convenient 
parking.  However, this increased VMT would typically be off-set by a reduction in vehicle trips due to 
others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.  Therefore, as with the proposed 
project, Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to parking. The mobility 
enhancements that would occur under Alternative 3 would be of similar intensity when compared to the 
proposed project and impacts related to parking would be similar to the proposed project.    

Safety.  As with the proposed project, safety conditions under Alternative 3 would be improved compared to 
Existing conditions with the addition of mobility enhancements that would benefit bicyclists, pedestrians, 
and transit users.  Therefore, no significant impacts would occur related to safety.  Mobility improvements 
affecting bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit patrons under Alternative 3 would be similar in intensity to the 
proposed project with the exception of bicycle lanes and the transit improvements that have been added to 
the proposed project.  Nonetheless, overall at a Citywide level, Alternative 3 would result in similar 
improvements to safety as the proposed project.   

Construction.  As with the proposed project, implementation of on-street improvements related to the 
enhanced networks under Alternative 3 would mostly consist of roadway restriping and limited changes to 
the physical configuration of curbs, and thus, would likely be short in duration lasting up to a few weeks.  As 
with the proposed project, temporary and short-term effects related to construction would occur under 
Alternative 3; however, these impacts would be less than significant.   

Land Use 

Division of a Community.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would occur primarily within existing 
public right-of-way, would continue to be transportation related, would not alter the existing land use 
compatibility  or create a barrier which could divide a community.  As with the proposed project, potential 
parking loss or limitation could occur which could indirectly affect businesses.  However, the change in 
parking availability at this scale would not be sufficient to result in significant displacement that would cause 
long-term vacancies and eventual blight and mitigation is provided to provide relief to affected businesses.  
Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
the division of a community.  

Land Use Consistency.  As with the proposed project, the mobility improvements under Alternative 3 would 
be consistent with regional and local adopted plans and policies.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, 
Alternative 3 would result in a less-than-significant impact related to consistency with applicable plans and 
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policies.  The loss of bicycle lanes under this alternative would be less responsive to policies that promote 
bicycle use. 

Air Quality  

Conflict with Air Quality Plan.  Alternative 3 would result in increased options for mobility; more walkable 
communities; and fewer travel barriers for active transportation and those who cannot drive such as children 
or people with disabilities.   As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would encourage an increase in non-
driving modes of travel while maintaining certain routes for vehicles and goods movement.  One of the goals 
of the AQMP is to reduce mobile source regional emissions, which can be demonstrated by a reduction in per 
capita VMT and associated emissions.  Alternative 3 would reduce VMT within the City by 1,672,300 miles 
as compared to 1,742,200 mile for the proposed project.  There would be an associated reduction in per 
capita VMT.  These per capita VMT reductions demonstrate consistency with the AQMP goals.  Therefore, 
as with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in less-than significant impacts related to a conflict 
with an air quality plan.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in a higher per capita 
VMT.  

Violate Air Quality Standards.  Alternative 3 would increase VMT compared to Existing conditions.  
Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are expected to be 
much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with normal turnover in 
the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 3 emissions would be less than Existing emissions, and would not exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds.  Regarding construction emissions, it is anticipated that the daily 
construction intensity and associated daily emissions would be similar as presented for the proposed project, 
which resulted in a less-than-significant impact.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 3 
would result in less-than significant impacts related to air quality standards.  Compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative 3 would generate more emissions due to higher VMT. 

Cumulatively Considerable Increase in Criteria Pollutants.  Alternative 3 would increase VMT compared to 
existing conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  There is no potential for the project-related emissions to contribute to 
the Basin's cumulative impact for O3, PM2.5, PM10, or Pb.  To the contrary, it is anticipated that Alternative 3 
would reduce VMT and associates mobile source emissions, thereby contributing towards the regional goal 
of eliminating the cumulative impact.  Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to a cumulatively considerable operational impact.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 
would generate more emissions and contribute less towards eliminating the region's cumulative impact. 

Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 
would not involve the release of substantial objectionable odors.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to odors.   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generation of Significant GHG Emissions.  Alternative 3 would increase VMT compared to Existing 
conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 3 emissions would be less than Existing emissions.  
Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in less-than significant impacts related to 
GHG emissions.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would generate incrementally more 
emissions due to higher VMT. 

Conflict with GHG Reduction Policies.  The primary regional plan designed to reduce GHG emission is the 
RTP/SCS.  Applicable goals of the RTP/SCS include encouraging non-motorized transportation and land use 
and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation.  Community plans within the 
City of Los Angeles include several objectives related to GHG reduction policies including, increasing 
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capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical improvements, promoting pedestrian and 
bicycle use/reduction of dependence on automobiles, maintaining a safe and efficient street network, and 
promoting the use of transit.  Alternative 3 would be consistent with community plan goals and objectives 
related to the promotion of pedestrian, transit and bicycle use, although to a lesser extent as compared to the 
proposed project.  The development of a Citywide Enhanced Complete Street System (although less 
extensive than the proposed project) would include modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-
specific enhanced networks that together create a system of complete streets that would improve the overall 
multimodal transportation system.  Alternative 3 would be consistent with policies and goals related to 
increasing capacity on existing transportation systems and with maintaining a safe and efficient street 
network (although to a lesser extent as compared to the proposed project).  Therefore, Alternative 3 would 
result in less-than-significant impacts related to a conflict with GHG reduction policies.  Compared to the 
proposed project, Alternative 3 would generate more emissions due to higher VMT and would be less 
consistent with GHG reduction policies.  

Noise and Vibration 

Expose Persons or Generate Excessive Noise or Vibration Levels Above Standards.  Alternative 3 would 
have similar noise impacts as compared to the proposed project.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 
would result in a potentially significant impact related to bus noise. As with the proposed project, 
implementation of mitigation would reduce potential impacts on construction noise and construction 
vibration to less than significant.   

Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would 
result in significant impacts related to permanent increase in bus noise.  However, with fewer miles on the 
TEN, fewer people may be exposed to these increased noise levels. 

Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would 
result in a potentially significant impact related to construction activity.  As with the proposed project, 
implementation of mitigation would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Expose People Within Proximity to Airports to Excessive Noise Levels.  Alternative 3 mobility improvements 
would not expose people within proximity to airports to excessive noise levels.  Therefore, no impact would 
occur.  Alternative 3 would result in the same effect to airport noise exposure as the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

Adverse Effect on Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitats, or Wetlands.  As with the proposed project, under 
Alternative 3, mobility improvements could require widening outside the right-of-way that could have an 
impact on sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and/or wetlands.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, 
Alternative 3 would result in a significant impact to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, or wetlands.   

Adverse Effect on Migratory Species or Wildlife Corridor.  While, wildlife does sporadically find its way 
onto transportation infrastructure, as with the proposed project, the proposed mobility improvements under 
Alternative 3 would not create a condition that would increase exposure.  Street trees within or immediately 
adjacent to the enhanced network right-of-ways could potentially support migratory birds.  Therefore, as with 
the proposed project, construction activities associated with Alternative 3 could result in conflicts with the 
MBTA and CFGC through the removal or destruction of an active nest or direct mortality or injury of 
individual birds, creating a potentially significant impact.  As with the proposed project, implementation of 
mitigation would reduce impacts to less than significant.   

Conflict with Tree Preservation Ordinances, Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plans.  As with 
the proposed project, removal or disturbance of any trees under Alternative 3 would be subject to the City’s 
Tree Preservation Ordinance which requires a permit for the removal or relocation of protected trees.  The 
Department of Urban Forestry also has a goal to resolve conflicts between street trees and infrastructure, so 
as to preserve the urban forest to the extent possible.  Existing trees would be preserved where possible 
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and/or relocated to the extent possible.  The proposed mobility improvements would not be located in areas 
with a HCP or NCCP.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 3 would not conflict with a tree 
preservation ordinance, a HCP or NCCP and would not result in a significant impact.   

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 4 – PROJECT WITH PRIORITY BIKE LANES ONLY (in general 
those bike lanes that have been identified to be implemented in the short-term) 

In terms of intensity, Alternative 4 lies between the proposed project and Alternative 3.  Alternative 4 reflects 
an alternative with similar comprehensive mobility improvements as the proposed project that would, in turn, 
result in similar environmental impacts.  The primary difference between Alternative 4 and the proposed 
project is that Alternative 4 includes only priority lanes (in general those bike lanes that have been identified 
to be implemented in the short-term) on the bicycle network.  The resulting outcome of the inclusion of 
priority bike lanes only into Alternative 4 provides a multimodal transportation network with increased 
connectivity compared to Alternative 3 and less connectivity compared to the proposed project.    

Transportation, Parking, and Safety 

Consistency with Plans.  As with the proposed project, implementation of Alternative 4 would result in 
comprehensive improvements to the transportation network.  These improvements would be consistent with 
transportation plans which aim to facilitate the movement of all modes of travel.  Therefore, as with the 
proposed project Alternative 4 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the consistency with 
transportation plans.   

Circulation System.  Daily VMT under Alternative 4 would be greater than existing conditions and greater 
than the proposed project (since Alternative 4 includes fewer bicycle enhancements).  However, fewer 
vehicle lane conversions would occur under Alternative 4, which would provide additional capacity for 
vehicle travel compared to the proposed project.  This would result in slightly less congestion and an 
incremental decrease in impacts to the circulation system compared to the proposed project.   

Neighborhood Intrusion.  Along roadways where Alternative 4 would cause increases in traffic congestion, 
diversion of trips could occur onto adjacent parallel routes.  It is anticipated that increased traffic could occur 
on roadways through neighborhoods.  However, the model-estimated changes in circulation system 
conditions for the project, and alternatives that include increased facilities for bicyclists, pedestrians and 
transit users, are conservative.  They are vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns 
and do not account for changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to 
alternate modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  
Transportation demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when 
forecasting future traffic projections and are not able to capture the benefits of a shift to multimodal options. 
As for the project, Alternative 4 would result in a potentially significant impact related to neighborhood 
intrusion.  As described above, the slightly greater VMT, along with fewer vehicle lane conversions, would 
result in slightly less congestion than the proposed project, which would result in a slightly less likelihood for 
cut-through traffic.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would have more incrementally fewer effects related to 
neighborhood intrusion than compared to the proposed project.   

Congestion Management Program.  VMT under Alternative 4 would be greater than Existing conditions and 
greater than the proposed project.  The greater VMT under Alternative 4, along with fewer vehicle lane 
conversions would result in slightly less congestion than the proposed project and a slightly lower demand to 
capacity ratio than the proposed project.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would have incrementally fewer effects 
related to CMP than compared to the proposed project.  
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Emergency Access.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in increased congestion, which 
could impede emergency access resulting in potentially significant impacts to emergency access.  The similar 
mobility enhancements of Alternative 4, as compared to the proposed project, would provide for movement 
for emergency vehicles in a similar way.  Therefore, the significant impacts related to emergency access for 
Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed project.  

Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities.  As with the proposed project, under Alternative 4, the 
planned transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements would increase the multi-modal mobility in the study 
area.  The mobility enhancements that would occur would have slightly less regional connectivity for 
Alternative 4 when compared to the proposed project and beneficial impacts related to bicycle facilities 
would be less than the proposed project.  

Parking.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in a loss of parking spaces that could 
increase VMT if people drive farther to find parking or seek an alternate destination with more convenient 
parking.  However, as with the proposed project, this increased VMT would typically be off-set by a 
reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.  
Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
parking. The mobility enhancements included in Alternative 4 would be of similar intensity (but with fewer 
bike lanes) as the proposed project and impacts related to parking would be similar to the proposed project.    

Safety.  As with the proposed project, safety conditions under Alternative 4 would be improved with the 
addition of mobility enhancements that would benefit bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users (although with 
fewer bicycle lanes, fewer benefits would be available to bicyclists).   

Construction.  As with the proposed project, implementation of on-street improvements related to the 
enhanced networks under Alternative 4 would mostly consist of roadway restriping and limited changes to 
the physical configuration of curbs, and thus, would likely be short in duration lasting up to a few weeks.    
Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in similar less-than-significant impacts related to construction as 
compared to the proposed project.   

Land Use 

Division of a Community.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would be primarily limited to or 
adjacent to the existing public right-of-way, would continue to be transportation related, would not alter the 
existing land use compatibility or create a barrier which could divide a community.  As with the proposed 
project, potential parking loss or limitation could occur which could indirectly affect businesses.  However, 
the change in parking availability at this scale would not be sufficient to result in significant displacement 
that would cause long-term vacancies and eventual blight and mitigation is provided to provide relief to 
affected businesses.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to the division of a community.  Mobility improvements affecting bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and transit patrons under Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed project, but with fewer 
benefits to bicyclists.  Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in similar effects to the division of a community 
as the proposed project.   

Land Use Consistency.  As with the proposed project, the mobility improvements under Alternative 4 would 
be consistent with regional and local adopted plans and policies.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, 
Alternative 4 would result in a less-than-significant impact related to consistency with applicable plans and 
policies.  The mobility improvements under Alternative 4 would be similar in intensity as the proposed 
project and would achieve a similar level of project objectives and multi-modal mobility improvements as 
the proposed project, with slightly less bicycle connectivity.   

Air Quality  

Conflict with Air Quality Plan.  Alternative 4 would result in increased options for mobility; more walkable 
communities; and fewer travel barriers for active transportation and those who cannot drive such as children 
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or people with disabilities.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would encourage an increase in non-
driving modes of travel while maintaining certain routes for vehicles and goods movement.  One of the goals 
of the AQMP is to reduce mobile source regional emissions, which can be demonstrated by a reduction in per 
capita VMT and associated emissions.  The daily VMT related to Alternative 4 would be incrementally 
greater than the VMT for the proposed project, which would reduce VMT within the City by 1,742,200 
miles.  There would be an associated reduction in per capita VMT.  The per capita VMT reduction 
demonstrates consistency with the AQMP goals.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4 
would result in less-than significant impacts related to a conflict with an air quality plan.  Compared to the 
proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in an incrementally higher per capita VMT. 

Violate Air Quality Standards.  Alternative 4 would increase VMT compared to Existing conditions.  
Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are expected to be 
much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with normal turnover in 
the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 4 emissions would be less than Existing emissions, and would not exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds. Regarding construction emissions, it is anticipated that the daily 
construction intensity and associated daily emissions would be similar as presented for the proposed project, 
which resulted in a less-than-significant impact.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4 
would result in less-than significant impacts related to air quality standards.  Compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative 4 would generate incrementally more emissions due to higher VMT. 

Cumulatively Considerable Increase in Criteria Pollutants.  Alternative 4 would increase incrementally 
VMT compared to existing conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from 
mobile sources are expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems 
combined with normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  There is no potential for the project-related emissions to 
contribute to the Basin's cumulative impact for O3, PM2.5, PM10, or Pb.  To the contrary, it is anticipated that 
Alternative 4 would reduce VMT and associates mobile source emissions, thereby contributing towards the 
regional goal of eliminating the cumulative impact.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to a cumulatively considerable operational impact.  Compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative 4 would generate incrementally more emissions and contribute less towards eliminating 
the region's cumulative impact. 

Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 
would not involve the substantial release of objectionable odors.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to odors.    

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generation of Significant GHG Emissions.  Alternative 4 would increase VMT compared to Existing 
conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 4 emissions would be less than Existing emissions.  
Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would result in less-than significant impacts related to 
GHG emissions.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would generate incrementally more 
emissions due to higher VMT. 

Conflict with GHG Reduction Policies.  The primary regional plan designed to reduce GHG emission is the 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS.  Applicable goals of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS include encouraging non-motorized 
transportation and land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation.  
Community plans within the City of Los Angeles include several objectives related to GHG reduction 
policies including, increasing capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical 
improvements, promoting pedestrian and bicycle use/reduction of dependence on automobiles, maintaining a 
safe and efficient street network, and promoting the use of transit.  Alternative 4 would be consistent with 
community plan goals and objectives related to the promotion of pedestrian, transit and bicycle use, although 
to a lesser extent as compared to the proposed project.  The development of a Citywide Enhanced Complete 
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Street System (although less extensive than the proposed project) would include modal enhancements for 
particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced networks that together create a system of complete streets 
that would improve the overall multimodal transportation system.  Alternative 4 would be consistent with 
policies and goals related to increasing capacity on existing transportation systems and with maintaining a 
safe and efficient street network (although to a lesser extent as compared to the proposed project).  Therefore, 
Alternative 4 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to a conflict with GHG reduction policies.  
Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would incrementally generate more emissions due to higher 
VMT and would be less consistent with GHG reduction policies.  

Noise and Vibration 

Expose Persons or Generate Excessive Noise or Vibration Levels Above Standards.  As with the proposed 
project, Alternative 4 would result in a potentially significant impact related to construction noise and 
construction vibration; with implementation of mitigation, these impacts could be reduced to less than 
significant.  As with the proposed project, noise impacts related to increased bus movements and changes to 
the TEN could result in significant impacts related to increased bus noise.  

Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would 
result in significant impacts related to permanent increases in bus noise.  

Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would 
result in a potentially significant impact as a result of construction activity.  As with the proposed project, 
implementation of mitigation could reduce these impacts to less than significant.   

Expose People Within Proximity to Airports to Excessive Noise Levels.  Alternative 4 mobility improvements 
would not expose people within proximity to airports to excessive noise levels.  Therefore, no impact would 
occur.  Alternative 4 would result in the same effect to airport noise exposure as the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

Adverse Effect on Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitats, or Wetlands.  As with the proposed project, under 
Alternative 4, mobility improvements could require widening outside the right-of-way that would have the 
potential to affect sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and/or wetlands.  Therefore, as with the proposed 
project, a potentially significant impact related to an adverse effect on sensitive species, sensitive habitats, 
and/or wetlands would occur. 

Adverse Effect on Migratory Species or Wildlife Corridor.  While wildlife does sporadically find its way to 
transportation infrastructure, as with the proposed project, the proposed mobility improvements under 
Alternative 4 would not create a condition that would increase exposure.  Street trees within or immediately 
adjacent to the enhanced network right-of-ways potentially support migratory birds.  Accordingly, as with 
the proposed project, construction activities associated with Alternative 4 could result in conflicts with the 
MBTA and CFGC through the removal or destruction of an active nest or direct mortality or injury of 
individual birds, creating a potentially significant impact.  As with the proposed project, implementation of 
mitigation could reduce impacts to migratory birds to less than significant.     

Conflict with Tree Preservation Ordinances, Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plans.  The 
removal or disturbance of any trees would be subject to the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, which 
requires a permit for the removal or relocation of protected trees.  The Department of Urban Forestry has a 
goal to resolve conflicts between street trees and infrastructure, so as to preserve the urban forest to the 
extent possible.  Existing trees would be preserved where possible and/or relocated to the extent possible.  As 
with the proposed project, the proposed mobility improvements would not be located in areas with a HCP or 
NCCP.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 4 would not conflict with a tree preservation 
ordinance, a HCP or NCCP and would not result in a significant impact.  
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ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 5 – INCREASED COMPREHENSIVE ENHANCEMENTS, 
TRANSIT ONLY LANES 

Alternative 5 reflects an alternative with more comprehensive mobility improvements than the proposed 
project that would, in turn, result in more environmental impacts.  The primary difference between 
Alternative 5 and the proposed project is that Alternative 5 includes the maximum set of enhancements to the 
TEN, which involves all day lane conversions to bus only lanes.   

Transportation, Parking, and Safety 

Consistency with Plans.  Implementation of Alternative 5 would result in increased comprehensive 
improvements to the transportation network.  These improvements would be consistent with transportation 
plans that aim to facilitate the movement of all modes of travel.  Therefore, Alternative 5, as with the 
proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the consistency with transportation 
plans.  The mobility enhancements that would occur under Alternative 5 would enhance consistency with 
transportation plans related to multimodal improvements but would be less consistent with transportation 
plans related to the flow of vehicles.  When compared to the proposed project, impacts related to consistency 
with plans would be similar to the proposed project. 

Circulation System.  Daily VMT under Alternative 5 would be less than the proposed project.  Alternative 5 
would result in greater vehicle lane conversions and, therefore, in more potentially significant impacts related 
to the circulation system as compared to the proposed project.  The conversion of lanes to all day bus only 
lanes on the TEN would likely increase vehicle congestion compared to the proposed project.  This would 
result in more congestion and an increase in impacts to the circulation system compared to the proposed 
project.   

Neighborhood Intrusion.  Alternative 5 would cause increases in traffic congestion along roadways 
compared to the proposed project; therefore, increased diversion of trips could occur onto adjacent parallel 
routes and through neighborhoods.  However, the model-estimated changes in circulation system conditions 
for the project, and alternatives that include increased facilities for bicyclists, pedestrians and transit users, 
are conservative.  They are vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not 
account for changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to alternate 
modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  Transportation 
demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when forecasting future 
traffic projections and is not able to capture the benefits of a shift to multimodal options. As with the 
proposed project, Alternative 5 would result in a potentially significant impact related to neighborhood 
intrusion (impacts would be greater than the proposed project). 

Congestion Management Program.  VMT under Alternative 5 would be less than the proposed project.  
However, the conversion of vehicle lanes to all day bus only lanes on the TEN would likely increase vehicle 
congestion compared to the proposed project.  This would result in more congestion and an increase in 
impacts to the CMP compared to the proposed project.  

Emergency Access.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would result in increased congestion, which 
could impede emergency access. It is likely that the all day bus only lanes would provide additional 
movement opportunities for emergency vehicles.  Therefore, the significant impacts related to emergency 
access for Alternative 5 would be less than the proposed project.  Nonetheless, this impact could remain 
significant because of the number of areas of the city without bus only lanes.  

Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities.  As with the project, under Alternative 5, the planned 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements would increase the multi-modal mobility in the study area.  The 
mobility enhancements that would occur would have more regional connectivity for Alternative 5 when 
compared to the proposed project because of increased transit enhancements.  
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Parking.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would result in a loss of parking spaces that could 
increase VMT if people drive farther to find parking or seek an alternate destination with more convenient 
parking.  However, this increased VMT would typically be off-set by a reduction in vehicle trips due to 
others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.  Therefore, as with the proposed 
project, Alternative 5 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to parking.  The mobility 
enhancements for Alternative 5 would have more lane conversions, and could result in more lost parking 
when compared to the proposed project and impacts related to parking would be more than the proposed 
project but still anticipated to be less than significant.    

Safety.  As with the proposed project, safety conditions under Alternative 5 would be improved with the 
addition of mobility enhancements that would benefit bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users.  Therefore, no 
significant impacts would occur related to safety.  Mobility improvements affecting bicyclists and 
pedestrians would be similar in intensity to the proposed project; transit safety improvements could be 
greater than the proposed project.   

Construction.  As with the proposed project, implementation of on-street improvements related to the 
enhanced networks under Alternative 5 would mostly consist of roadway restriping and limited changes to 
the physical configuration of curbs, and thus, would likely be short in duration lasting up to a few weeks.  
Therefore, as with the proposed project, temporary and short-term effects related to construction would 
occur; however, as for the proposed project these impacts would be short-term and less than significant.  

Land Use 

Division of a Community.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would be within existing public right-
of-way, would continue to be transportation related, would not alter the existing land use compatibility or 
create a barrier that could divide a community.  As with the proposed project, potential parking loss or 
limitation could occur which could indirectly affect businesses.  However, the change in parking availability 
at this scale would not be sufficient to result in significant displacement that would cause long-term 
vacancies and eventual blight and mitigation is provided to provide relief to affected businesses.  Therefore, 
as with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the 
division of a community. 

Land Use Consistency.  As with the proposed project, the mobility improvements under Alternative 5 would 
be consistent with regional and local adopted plans and policies.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in a 
less-than-significant impact related to consistency with applicable plans and policies.   

Air Quality  

Conflict with Air Quality Plan.  Alternative 5 would result in increased options for mobility; more walkable 
communities; and fewer travel barriers for active transportation and those who cannot drive such as children 
or people with disabilities.   As with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would encourage an increase in non-
driving modes of travel while maintaining certain routes for vehicles and goods movement.  One of the goals 
of the AQMP is to reduce mobile source regional emissions, which can be demonstrated by a reduction in per 
capita VMT and associated emissions.  The daily VMT related to Alternative 5 would be incrementally less 
than the VMT for the proposed project, which would reduce VMT within the City by 1,742,200 miles.  This 
is due to increased transit options.  There would be an associated reduction in per capita VMT.  The per 
capita VMT reduction demonstrates consistency with the AQMP goals.  Therefore, as with the proposed 
project, Alternative 5 would result in less-than significant impacts related to a conflict with an air quality 
plan.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would result in an incrementally less per capita VMT. 

Violate Air Quality Standards.  Alternative 5 would increase VMT compared to Existing conditions.  
Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are expected to be 
much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with normal turnover in 
the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 5 emissions would be less than Existing emissions, and would not exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds. Regarding construction emissions, it is anticipated that the daily 
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construction intensity and associated daily emissions would be similar as presented for the proposed project, 
which resulted in a less-than-significant impact.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 5 
would result in less-than significant impacts related to air quality standards.  Compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative 5 would generate incrementally less emissions due to reduced VMT.   

Cumulatively Considerable Increase in Criteria Pollutants.  Alternative 5 would increase VMT compared to 
existing conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  There is no potential for the project-related emissions to contribute to 
the Basin's cumulative impact for O3, PM2.5, PM10, or Pb.  To the contrary, it is anticipated that Alternative 5 
would reduce VMT and associates mobile source emissions, thereby contributing towards the regional goal 
of eliminating the cumulative impact.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to a cumulatively considerable operational impact.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 5 
would generate fewer emissions and contribute more towards eliminating the region's cumulative impact. 

Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 5 
would not involve the release of substantial objectionable odors.  As with the proposed project Alternative 5 
would result in less than significant impacts related to odors.   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generation of Significant GHG Emissions.  Alternative 5 would increase VMT compared to Existing 
conditions.  Although traffic volumes would be higher, pollutants emissions from mobile sources are 
expected to be much lower due to technological advances in vehicle emissions systems combined with 
normal turnover in the vehicle fleet.  Alternative 5 emissions would be less than Existing emissions.  
Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would result in less-than significant impacts related to 
GHG emissions.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would generate incrementally less 
emissions due to reduced VMT.   

Conflict with GHG Reduction Policies.  The primary regional plan designed to reduce GHG emission is the  
RTP/SCS.  Applicable goals of the RTP/SCS include encouraging non-motorized transportation and land use 
and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation.  Community plans within the 
City of Los Angeles include several objectives related to GHG reduction policies including, increasing 
capacity on existing transportation systems through minor physical improvements, promoting pedestrian and 
bicycle use/reduction of dependence on automobiles, maintaining a safe and efficient street network, and 
promoting the use of transit.  Alternative 5 would be consistent with community plan goals and objectives 
related to the promotion of pedestrian, transit and bicycle use.  The development of a Citywide Enhanced 
Complete Street System would include modal enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific 
enhanced networks that together create a system of complete streets that would improve the overall 
multimodal transportation system.  Alternative 5 would be consistent with policies and goals related to 
increasing capacity on existing transportation systems and with maintaining a safe and efficient street 
network.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to a conflict with 
GHG reduction policies.  Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 5 would generate incrementally less 
emissions due to reduced VMT, and would be more consistent with GHG reduction policies. 

Noise and Vibration 

Expose Persons or Generate Excessive Noise or Vibration Levels Above Standards.  As with the proposed 
project, Alternative 5 would result in a potentially significant impact related to construction noise and 
construction vibration; with implementation of mitigation, these impacts could be reduced to less than 
significant.  Increased transit enhancements could result in a greater impact on bus noise as compared to the 
proposed project and this impact would be significant as with the proposed project.   
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Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project,  Alternative 5 would 
result in significant impacts related to a permanent increase in bus noise (the impact could be greater than the 
project because of the increased bus facilities).  

Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels.  As with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would 
result in a potentially significant impact from construction noise.  As with the proposed project, 
implementation of mitigation could reduce these impacts to less than significant.   

Expose People Within Proximity to Airports to Excessive Noise Levels.  Alternative 5 mobility improvements 
would not expose people within proximity to airports to excessive noise levels.  Therefore, no impact would 
occur.  Alternative 5 would result in the same effect to airport noise exposure as the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

Adverse Effect on Sensitive Species, Sensitive Habitats, or Wetlands.  As with the proposed project, 
Alternative 5 could require widening outside the right-of-way that could have to potential to affect sensitive 
species, sensitive habitats, and/or wetlands.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, a significant impact 
related to an adverse effect on sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and/or wetlands could occur. 

Adverse Effect on Migratory Species or Wildlife Corridor.  While, wildlife does sporadically find its way 
onto transportation infrastructure, as with the proposed project, the proposed mobility improvements under 
Alternative 5 would not create a condition that would increase the exposure.  Street trees within or 
immediately adjacent to the enhanced network right-of-ways could potentially support migratory birds.  
Accordingly, as with the proposed project, construction activities associated with Alternative 5 could result 
in conflicts with the MBTA and CFGC through the removal or destruction of an active nest or direct 
mortality or injury of individual birds, creating a potentially significant impact.  As with the proposed 
project, the implementation of mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Conflict with Tree Preservation Ordinances, Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plans.  As with 
the proposed project, the removal or disturbance of any trees would be subject to the City’s Tree Preservation 
Ordinance, which requires a permit for the removal or relocation of protected trees.  The Department of 
Urban Forestry also has a goal to resolve conflicts between street trees and infrastructure, so as to preserve 
the urban forest to the extent feasible.  Existing trees would be preserved where possible and/or relocated to 
the extent possible.  The proposed mobility improvements would not be located in areas with a HCP or 
NCCP.  Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 5 would not conflict with a tree preservation 
ordinance, a HCP or NCCP and would not result in a significant impact.  

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be 
selected among the alternatives that are evaluated in the EIR.  In general, the environmentally superior 
alternative is the alternative that would be expected to generate the fewest adverse impacts.  If the No Project 
Alternative is identified as environmentally superior, then another environmentally superior alternative shall 
be identified among the other alternatives.  Table 5-2, at the end of this chapter, provides a summary 
comparison of impacts for the proposed project and alternatives. 
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Transportation, Parking and Safety 

As described in this chapter, similar to the proposed project, all alternatives would result in increased traffic 
(attributable to growth that is anticipated to occur with or without the project).  All of the proposed 
alternatives and project would result in significant impacts to the vehicular transportation network.  
However, the model-estimated changes in circulation system conditions for the project, and alternatives that 
include increased facilities for bicyclists, pedestrians and transit users, are conservative.  They are vehicle-
centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not account for changes in 
demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to alternate modes (pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular volumes.  Transportation demand models are 
largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode choices when forecasting future traffic projections 
and is not able to capture the benefits of a shift to multimodal options.  

Alternatives 1, the No Project Alternative and Alternative 2 would have the least impacts to the 
transportation network compared to the other alternatives.  Alternative 5 would result in the most impacts to 
the vehicular transportation network.  

Alternative 1 would have potentially significant impacts related to the CMP.  The proposed project and 
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 would have less-than-significant impacts related to the CMP.  All of the alternatives 
would result in potentially significant impacts to emergency access and less-than-significant impacts related 
to safety, public transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, construction, and parking.  Alternative 5 and the 
proposed project would have the least significant impacts related to safety, public transit, pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities; however they would have the greatest effects related to construction and parking.   

Land Use and Planning 

Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, would be the least consistent with recent State, regional, and local 
land use policy.  Alternative 5 and the proposed project would be the most consistent with applicable land 
use policies.  None of the alternatives would result in the division of a community.   

Air Quality 

Alternative 1 could conflict with the AQMP because it does not support policies designed to reduce VMT 
and emissions.  The proposed project and Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 would have potentially significant impacts 
related to construction emissions.  Mitigation Measures provided in Section 4.3 Air Quality would reduce 
these effects to less than significant.  The proposed project and Alternative 5 would have the greatest VMT 
reductions which could correspond to fewer criteria pollutant emissions.     

Greenhouse Gases 

Alternative 1 would conflict with GHG reduction policies because it does not support policies designed to 
reduce VMT and emissions.  The proposed project and Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 would have less-than-
significant impacts related to GHG emissions.  The proposed project and Alternative 5 would have the 
greatest VMT reductions which would correspond to a lower generation of GHG emissions.   

Noise and Vibration 

Alternative 1 would not have potentially significant impacts related to noise and vibration.  The proposed 
project and Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 would have potentially significant impacts related to construction noise and 
vibration.  Mitigation Measures provided in Section 4.5 Noise and Vibration would reduce these effects to 
less than significant.  The proposed project and Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 would have potentially significant 
impacts related to bus noise on the TEN.  Alternative 5 would have the most significant impacts to as a result 
of he transit intensive features of this alternative.   



City of Los Angeles MP 2035 5.0 Alternatives 
Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

taha 2012-095 5-28 

Biological Resources 

The proposed project and all of the alternatives except Alternative 1 would result in potentially significant 
impacts to sensitive species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands.   

Conclusion 

As indicated above, there are no alternatives that would eliminate the significant impacts associated with the 
proposed project and satisfy a majority of project goals and objectives.  Even the No project Alternative 
results in many of the same impacts as the project because of the anticipated increased development between 
now and 2035.  The No Project Alternative may not have the noise impact associated with buses or the 
biological impact associated with widening of roadways, but it would have additional impacts related to 
inconsistency with land use and air quality plans. 

The alternatives evaluated would satisfy project goals and objectives and vary incrementally in the intensity 
of environmental effects.  The proposed project and Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would result in significant 
impacts to circulation, neighborhood intrusion, CMP, emergency access, bus noise, sensitive species, 
sensitive habitats, and wetlands.  Although the impacts anticipated under Alternative 2 would be similar to 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in an incrementally lower level 
of effect due to the lower intensity of physical changes to the enhanced networks (reduced intervention with 
existing roadways) while at the same time achieving project objectives (albeit to a lesser degree than the 
project).  Therefore, Alternative 2 is considered to be the environmentally superior alternative due to a lower 
level of environmental impacts.   

It should be noted however that the model-estimated changes in circulation system conditions for the project, 
and alternatives that include increased facilities for bicyclists, pedestrians and transit users, are conservative 
with respect to vehicle impacts.  That is they are vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior 
patterns and do not account for changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and 
migration to alternate modes (pedestrian, bicycle and transit) that would lead to decreasing vehicular 
volumes.  Transportation demand models are largely dependent on historical travel patterns and mode 
choices when forecasting future traffic projections and are not able to capture the benefits of a shift to 
multimodal options.  The proposed project would achieve more multi-modal mobility improvements and, in 
the long run, it is anticipated that a more robust multi-modal network as would occur under the proposed 
project, could be more beneficial to the City as mode shift choices continue to evolve, i.e. as more people 
choose alternative modes to vehicles, greater choice would be provided by the proposed project (as compared 
to Alternative 2) because alternative modes (transit, bicycles and pedestrian) would have more 
interconnected networks potentially accelerating mode shifts to modes other than vehicles and thereby 
further reducing impacts (fewer air emissions, fewer GHG emissions) beyond those presented in this EIR.   
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TABLE 5-2: COMPARISON OF IMPACTS – PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES  

Environmental Issue Proposed Project  
Alternative 1  
(No Project) 

Alternative 2  
(Fewer Comprehensive 

Enhancements) 

Alternative 3  
(Project Without Bike 
Lanes, Fewer Miles of 

Transit Enhancements) 

Alternative 4  
(Project with -
Priority Bike  
Lanes Only) 

Alternative 5 
(Increased Comprehensive 

Enhancements, Transit 
Only Lanes) 

TRANSPORTATION, PARKING, & SAFETY 
Plans and Policies Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Circulation Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
Neighborhood Intrusion Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
CMP Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
Emergency Access Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
Public Transit, Bicycle, or 
Pedestrian Facilities 

Beneficial No Impact Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial 

Parking Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Safety Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Construction Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
LAND USE & PLANNING 
Consistency Plans, Policies Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Division of a Community Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
AIR QUALITY  
Conflict with AQ Plan Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Violate AQ Standards Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Criteria Pollutants Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Objectionable Odors Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
GREENHOUSE GASES 
GHG Emissions Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
GHG Reduction Policies Less than Significant Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
NOISE & VIBRATION 
Excessive Noise, Vibration  Significant Less than Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
Permanent Noise Increase  Significant Less than Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant 
Temporary Noise Increase  Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
Airports or Airstrips Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Sensitive Species/Habitats, 
Wetlands Significant No Impact Significant Significant Significant Significant 

Migratory Species or Wildlife 
Corridors Less than Significant No Impact Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Tree Preservation Policies or 
HCP and NCCP Less than Significant No Impact Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant 

SOURCE: TAHA, 2015. 
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6.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 

6.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As part of its response to the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities (RTP/SCS), 
the City of Los Angeles initiated the Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035 or proposed project).  The MP 2035 
provides a Citywide coherent transportation plan to provide the transportation framework on which to build 
balanced land use plans.  The City undertakes land use planning through its 35 community plans (that are on 
an approximate 15-year update cycle).  Presuming the MP 2035 is approved, future community plans will 
start with the MP 2035 as one of the components around which land use plans are oriented.  Priority will be 
given to updating community plans with high concentrations of transit in order to maximize the use of 
regional transit.  Because the City is undertaking a number of complimentary, parallel planning efforts, these 
efforts cannot be fully reflective of each other.  As a plan level document, the cumulative analysis is based on 
other plan-level documents, primarily the RTP/SCS that includes growth projections and transportation 
improvements for the region.  The environmental analyses included in this Recirculated Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) assume that only reasonably foreseeable funded transportation projects will be present 
in the year 2035.  Numerous other transportation improvements may occur between now and 2035 that 
would serve to reduce impacts.  As discussed throughout this Recirculated Draft EIR, the analyses included 
are conservative and vehicle-centric, and therefore likely overstate traffic and associated impacts.  Moreover, 
as land use plans are being updated, they are generally being oriented towards reducing trips and trip lengths 
by locating uses in proximity to each other and in proximity to known transit.  These land use planning 
efforts would enhance the effects of the MP 2035. 

It is anticipated that both transportation infrastructure planning (as presented in the MP 2035), as well as 
future land use planning efforts (community plans, specific plans and occasionally individual projects), will 
be undertaken in an iterative manner.  The MP 2035 will provide the framework for future community plans 
and specific plans that will take a closer look at the MP 2035 Vehicle Enhanced Network (VEN), Bicycle 
Lane Network, Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN), Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN), Transit 
Enhanced Network (TEN), and Pedestrian Enhanced Districts (PEDs) in specific areas of the City and will 
recommend more-detailed implementation strategies to realize the MP 2035.  More detailed land use 
planning may reveal the need for changes to the MP 2035 which will be undertaken (through a General Plan 
Amendment process) as needed to reflect these more detailed planning efforts. 

The proposed project is based upon a transportation model that incorporates future socioeconomic 
projections from the RTP/SCS updated with more recent land use and transportation network details (see 
description of the transportation modeling process in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety and 
Appendix C).  The model distributes trips associated with projected growth onto the circulation system to 
identify the future condition.  The cumulative analysis is based on this forecast of growth and analyzes the 
proposed project’s contribution to the future condition identified through the above process.  The potential 
for the MP 2035 to result in cumulatively considerable contributions to impacts is addressed below as well as 
in Section 6.5 Effects Determined to be Less-Than-Significant (see below).   

TRANSPORTATION, PARKING AND SAFETY 

In 2035, the proposed project would reduce the average auto mode share to just under 75 percent of peak-
period trips, resulting in a decrease of 8.4 percent Citywide compared to Existing conditions and just under 
7 percent compared to Future No Project conditions.  The decrease in auto mode share is complemented by 
the increase in biking (150 percent), walking (28 percent), and transit (45 percent).  These changes in mode 
split are conservative, vehicle-centric estimates based on historical travel behavior patterns and do not 
account for additional changes in demographics, vehicle ownership patterns, energy prices, and migration to 
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walkable and transit-served locations that would lead to increasing mode shift to lower-energy and lower-
cost transportation modes. 

The vehicle congestion traffic analysis uses transportation modeling (see Section 4.1 Transportation, 
Parking and Safety and Appendix C) to evaluate impacts of the MP 2035 compared to existing conditions 
as well as conditions anticipated in 2035 without the project.  The analysis indicates that in 2035, the 
proposed project would result in significant level of service impacts.  The “volume-weighted” average of the 
volume to capacity (V/C) ratio under the proposed projects for all of the analyzed roadway segments would 
exceed Future No Project conditions in both the AM and PM peak periods.  On BEN and TEN, converting 
selected vehicle travel lanes to transit lanes or bicycle lanes would reduce the capacity available to vehicular 
traffic, increasing the V/C ratio.  Although some of this increase is offset by a reduction in vehicular traffic 
due to shifts to other modes and routes, motorists will continue to drive on BEN and TEN roadways.  V/C 
ratios also increase on some roadways parallel to the BEN and TEN when motorists divert to other routes.  
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a significant impact to the vehicular circulation system based 
on peak period LOS and V/C ratios.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to traffic impacts. 

Increased congestion on major arterials could result in cut-through traffic in neighborhoods.  Without 
specific roadway design details it is not possible to identify where this impact could occur.  Since a variety of 
factors can affect cut-through traffic, the proposed project could result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to neighborhood intrusion impacts. 

The project could result in traffic being diverted to freeways resulting in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to CMP freeway segments. 

Where segment-level LOS would be significantly impacted, emergency vehicles may also be significantly 
impacted due to the project’s location in a congested area of Los Angeles.  Since the proposed project could 
contribute to increased delay for drivers in the areas of proposed change, and include design elements that 
impede emergency access, the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact (a cumulatively 
considerable contribution) related to inadequate emergency vehicle access.  However, while the project 
would impact segment-level LOS, there is not a direct relationship between predicted travel delay and 
response times as California State law does require drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles 
and even permits emergency vehicles to use opposing lane of travel, or the center turn lanes.  In addition, 
many of the roadway configurations as shown in the Complete Streets Design Guide would include 
continuous center left turn lanes, which facilitate emergency access when the thru lanes experience delays.  
In some instances, a roadway reconfiguration could improve emergency access where a continuous center 
left turn lane is introduced where it did not previously exist.  Generally, multi-lane roadways allow the 
emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit other traffic to maneuver out of the path of the 
emergency vehicle. 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The operation of the proposed project would occur along existing developed streets throughout the City of 
Los Angeles and would not result in the conversion of existing land uses to a new use.  Transportation 
infrastructure is compatible with most urban land uses because it allows accessiblity and the improved 
operational effiency of those uses.  Specifically, proposed pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle, and transit 
enhancements would improve mobility and create a more pedestrian friendly atmosphere. 

In certain instances, proposed roadway redesignations would result in changes to existing roadway cross 
sections.  Some right-of-way and roadway cross sections would be wider compared to existing conditions.  
Proposed roadway widenings would occur in conjunction with redevelopment of individual parcels.  In these 
cases, to accommodate the widening, roadway dedications would be required upon redevelopment of each 
parcel.  Because of the uncertainty of timing for redevelopment, it is anticipated that the widening would 
occur on a block by block basis.  Widening would not be implemented until the sale or redevelopment of 
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individual parcels.  Therefore, the proposed widenings would not result in an incompatibility with adjacent 
land uses and would not have an cumulatively considerable impact on land use.   

The proposed project is not anticipated to permanently prevent or disrupt access to surrounding land uses, 
such as businesses located along bicycle routes.  The loss or limitation of parking could result in an indirect 
impact to land uses by reducing the availability of parking for some uses.   

The loss of parking or travel lanes is part of an intricate relationship between land use and transportation 
planning.  With changing modes (to pedestrian, bicycle and transit) the demand for parking is expected to 
change over time.  However, in order to accommodate and facilitate such change land use and transportation 
planning must adapt accordingly.  The loss of parking or travel lanes, such as the conversion of parking into 
peak-hour travel lanes, is a temporary and reversible condition depending on need.  The proposed project 
results in the prioritization of this process to achieve the maximum benefits to the circulation system, based 
on need, while minimizing indirect effects to the system.  As land uses change, future development will be 
required to maintain appropriate off-street parking.  Therefore, the future loss of parking on a cumulative 
scale is not anticipated to be substantial.  As indicated in Section 4.2 Land Use and Planning, while parking 
could be difficult for some uses, the change in parking availability at the proposed scale would not be 
sufficient to result in a cumulatively considerable impact to land use.  The existing environment is well 
developed with little vacant or under developed land, which suggests that the demand for commercial 
business activity is high.  While individual businesses could be impacted (a socio-economic impact) and may 
change, the minor inconvenience in loss of on-street parking is not anticipated to lead to the permanent 
displacement of business leading to blight or physical degradation of any area.  Under the future condition, 
land use changes would occur based on the land use zoning and designations identified through the 
community planning process.  The changes in land use would be systematic and planned and would not be 
incompatible with land use policies or result in the division of a community.  Based on the nature of the 
proposed project improvements, land use changes would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact 
related to consistency with plans and policies or in the division of a community.   

With regard to local businesses, typically, a large portion of the local merchant’s customer base derives from 
local community members.  The proposed improvements would provide enhanced accessibility for non-
vehicular modes of transportation, which would increase accessibility to residents that live in close proximity 
to local goods and services.  On a similar note, it is not anticipated that large-scale, “big-box” stores, would 
systematically replace local businesses due to the large parking area requirements that are necessary to 
sustain this type of business model.  It is not anticipated that the proposed project would directly or indirectly 
lead to cumulatively considerable changes in the character of communities and therefore would not lead to 
physical division of communities or inconsistencies with applicable plans).  Specific mobility improvements 
that occur as a result of the MP 2035 would be required to comply with applicable regulations and planning 
standards and would be subject to the City planning process and environmental review as appropriate.  
Therefore, land use impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

AIR QUALITY 

Cumulative air quality impact analysis is discussed in Section 4.3 Air Quality under Impact 4.3.3.  As 
discussed above, the cumulative analysis is based on the transportation model, which incorporates regional 
socioeconomic forecasts and community growth and land use projections.  Construction emissions would not 
exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District significance thresholds.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to a cumulatively considerable construction 
impact.        

As discussed in Section 4.3 Air Quality, in the future mobile source emissions would decrease substantially 
compared to existing conditions and there is no potential for project-related emissions to contribute to the 
South Coast Air Basin's cumulative impact for ozone, particulate matter 2.5 microns and smaller in size, 
particulate matter 10 microns or smaller in size, or lead.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a 
less-than-significant impact related to a cumulatively considerable impact.        
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GREENHOUSE GAS  

Planning in response to Climate Change has been underway for some time.  In 2005 Executive Order (EO) S-3-
05 set the following Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 
2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels.  In September 2006, the State passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, 
also known as Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), into law.  AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California, 
and requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt rules and regulations to achieve GHG 
emissions equivalent to Statewide levels in 1990 by 2020.  California Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) was passed by 
the State Assembly on August 25, 2008 and signed by the Governor on September 30, 2008.  SB 375 links 
regional planning for housing and transportation with the GHG reduction goals outlined in AB 32.  Reductions 
in GHG emissions would be achieved by, for example, locating housing closer to jobs, retail, and transit.  On 
April 4, 2012, the Regional Council of the Southern California Association of Governments adopted the 
RTP/SCS.  The RTP/SCS provides a regional plan to meet region-specific GHG reduction targets.  The 
RTP/SCS identifies transportation corridors and transit routes, High Quality Transit Areas, and a variety of 
strategies to be employed across the region to link transportation and land use planning in order to reduce 
GHG emissions. 

As discussed above, the cumulative analysis is based on the transportation model, which incorporates 
regional socioeconomic forecasts and community growth and land use projections.  The analysis in 
Section 4.4 Greenhouse Gas, demonstrates that project-related GHG emissions would be less than Existing 
and Future No Project emissions.  In addition, the proposed project would be consistent with GHG reduction 
plans and SB 375 targets established in the RTP/SCS.  Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute 
to a cumulative impact related to GHG emissions. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 

As discussed above, the cumulative analysis is based on the transportation model, which incorporates 
regional socioeconomic forecasts and community growth and land use projections.  The proposed mobility 
improvements are located within the City of Los Angeles and unrelated construction activity could occur 
concurrently within the project area.  Concurrent construction activities from nearby related projects would 
generate noise and vibration at each site and cumulative construction noise and vibration may exceed 
ambient noise and vibration levels at the nearest sensitive land uses between the proposed project and the 
related project sites.  However, similar to the proposed project, construction-related noise and vibration 
levels from the related projects would be intermittent, temporary, and would comply with the time 
restrictions and other relevant provisions in the Los Angeles Municipal Code.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact related to construction noise and 
vibration. 

The proposed project and other related development in the surrounding area would generate operational 
noise and vibration (i.e., off-site mobile sources) that would contribute to cumulative operational noise and 
vibration.  The proposed project is a mix of policies and conceptual-level mobility improvements to the 
transportation network.  Detailed roadway designs for improvements to individual roadways or corridors are 
not yet available. The analysis determined that the proposed project would not result in an impact from 
vibration.   

The area-level bus analysis presented above concluded that the TEN would result in a significant impact 
related to increased bus noise.  Increases in bus frequency would be implemented by the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and other transit providers and project-level assessments will 
be completed by the appropriate transit agency, as necessary.  TEN-related bus noise, in combination with 
other local sources of noise (including operation of nearby light rail where bus and light rail routes intersect), 
could increase cumulative noise in areas where existing ambient levels already exceed City standards.  
Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
operational noise on the TEN.   
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The cumulative noise effects of other transportation projects, such as the Metro regional rail system, have 
been evaluated and mitigated on an individual basis.  There are no locations where mobility improvements 
that would increase noise on the VEN would combine with passby light rail noise to affect sensitive 
receptors, assuming a conservative screening distance of 350 feet from light rail activity.1  The locations 
where overlap would occur between project enhancements and light rail activity are at grade crossings and 
stations.  Regarding the project's contribution to grade crossing noise, idling traffic generates less noise and 
vibration than moving traffic.  According the California Department of Transportation Technical Noise 
Supplement, an automobile generates a noise level of 50 dBA at 5 miles per hour and 65 dBA at 35 miles per 
hour.  Where light rail vehicles cross intersections at grade, vehicular traffic would be idle and relatively 
quiet compared to noise and vibration levels when operating at the speed limit.  As discussed in Section 4.5 
Noise and Vibration, mobility enhancements on the NEN, BEN, and PEDs would not substantially increase 
noise levels.  Therefore, noise from the proposed project would not combine with the elements of the 
transportation system to produce a cumulatively considerable effect. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As discussed above, the cumulative analysis is based on the transportation model, which incorporates 
regional socioeconomic forecasts and community growth and land use projections.  The analysis in Section 
4.6 Biological Resources found that significant impacts could occur to sensitive species, habitats, and 
wetlands, as a result of road widening that could occur outside the existing transportation right-of-way.  
Since the exact location and extent of the roadway widening cannot be reasonably known at this time, it was 
assumed that the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures cannot be measured and that impacts 
would remain significant.  However, on a cumulative level, it is assumed that any effects on sensitive 
species, habitats, or wetlands would be mitigated through replacement coordinated with the applicable 
jurisdiction over the affected resources.  This mitigation would reduce the impact of the effect on biological 
resources and would not be cumulatively considerable.   

In summary, the MP 2035 would result in significant adverse impacts after mitigation to traffic congestion, 
emergency access, operational noise associated with bus traffic, and biological resources pertaining to 
sensitive species, protected habitats, and wetlands.  These impacts would be cumulatively considerable when 
combined with impacts from City projections regarding growth, land use and growth. 

6.2  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES 

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if any of the following 
would occur: 

 The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar uses; 
 The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 
 The project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential environmental 

accidents associated with the project; or 
 The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the wasteful use of 

energy). 

The proposed project would involve modifications to the existing transportation networks to allow for 
mobility improvements.  The implementation of these improvements would require relatively little use of 
resources.  Although the multi-modal improvements would increase vehicle delay in some areas of the City, 
the proposed project would result in lower vehicles miles traveled VMT and less fuel consumption.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant increase in the use of fossil fuels.  The 
amount and rate of consumption of these resources would not result in significant environmental impacts 
related to the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources.   
                                                           

1Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. 
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6.3  GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

Growth inducing impacts are characteristics of a project that could directly or indirectly foster economic or 
population growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment.  Generally a project is considered to result in growth inducing effects it causes one of the 
following:  

 The extension of infrastructure (sewer, water, etc.) to an area currently undeveloped and/or lacking 
adequate infrastructure; and 

 The provision of housing or employment to an area currently undeveloped or lacking in adequate 
housing or employment. 

The proposed enhancements in the MP 2035 would not develop residential uses and would not extend 
infrastructure, therefore, would not induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or 
indirectly.  The proposed project would not add substantial capacity that would induce population growth or 
remove impediments to growth.  While the proposed enhancements include the development of bicycle and 
transit lanes and other street improvements to address pedestrian needs and safety and improve the through 
movement of vehicular traffic, the MP 2035 would not extend infrastructure to undeveloped areas or areas 
lacking adequate infrastructure.  Rather, the MP 2035 would enhance the existing transportation network.  
Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to induce a substantial increase in population.  

6.4  SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT 
CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
IS IMPLEMENTED  

Table 2-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures in Chapter 2.0 Summary and Sections 4.1 
through 4.5 of this Recirculated Draft EIR provide a comprehensive identification of the environmental 
effects of the proposed project, including the level of significance both before and after mitigation. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts: 

 Transportation and Traffic.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures T1, T2 and T4 would reduce 
congestion at impacted intersections; however, the degree to which this measure would mitigate 
intersection and congestion is uncertain at this time, therefore project impacts to circulation (increases 
in Volume to Capacity ratios and decreasing Level of Service).  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure T3 would provide a process for controlling for the effects of neighborhood intrusion from the 
diversion of congested traffic; however, the degree to which this measure would mitigate cut-through 
traffic is uncertain at this time, therefore impacts to neighborhood intrusion would remain significant.  
The project would increase volumes on freeways and therefore would have a significant impact with 
respect to the Congestion Management Plan.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure T5 would provide 
for a design that would limit potential constraints to emergency access; however, the degree to which this 
measure would mitigate emergency access is uncertain at this time and therefore impacts to emergency 
access would remain potentially significant.  

 Noise and Vibration.  Implementation of increased bus headways to the TEN could increase noise 
levels more than 3 dBA, which would result in a significant impact.  No feasible mitigation is available 
to reduce this impact to less than significant. 

 Biological Resources.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures BR1 and BR2 would ensure that 
sensitive species and wetlands are assessed and mitigated for mobility improvements that occur outside 
the right-of-way and are adjacent to areas containing biological resources.  It is anticipated that project-
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specific mitigation measures would be identified that would reduce potentially significant impacts related 
to special-status species, protected habitat, and wetlands to less-than-significant.  However, since details 
of the projects and mitigation measures are unknown (and unknowable) at the present time this impact 
remains potentially significant. 

6.5  EFFECTS DETERMINED TO BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT 

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement indicating reasons 
that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and not discussed 
in detail in the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

AESTHETICS 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to aesthetics if it would:  

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 
 Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a state scenic highway;  
 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; and/or 
 Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 

the area. 

Scenic vistas and scenic resources, including trees and historic buildings, are found throughout the City of 
Los Angeles.  The urban streetscape currently includes street furniture and lighting.  Implementation of 
enhancements for particular major streets in mode-specific enhanced networks could result in physical 
changes to existing rights-of-way. In general, it is anticipated that the physical changes would primarily 
involve the loss of travel lanes, but in some circumstances, parking could also be lost.  Scenic highways 
would remain as identified in the existing Transportation Element and any modifications to a Scenic 
Highway to incorporate network enhancement features would not affect the scenic elements.  No scenic 
resources would be impacted because all work would occur within existing rights-of-way.  It is not 
anticipated that changes within existing rights-of-way would significantly impact a scenic vista, damage any 
scenic resources, change the visual character or quality of a particular area or transportation corridor, or 
substantially change the shading and lighting levels along a transportation corridor.  Any removal of street 
trees would be done in accordance with City of Los Angeles policies regulating such removal.  Accordingly, 
less-than-significant impacts would occur and the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to aesthetic impacts. 

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to agriculture and forestry resources if it would:  

 Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural 
uses.   

The proposed modal enhancements would be implemented within and adjacent to the existing public rights-
of-way and would not require substantial acquisition of properties, including those that support agricultural 
and forestry resources.  Therefore, the proposed enhancements would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) to non-agricultural use, conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract, or conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production.  Therefore, no impact related to 
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agriculture and forestry resources would occur, and therefore the project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to agriculture and forestry impacts. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to cultural resources if it would:  

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
Section 15064.5; 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5; 

 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resources or site or unique geologic feature; 
and/or 

 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

The proposed enhancements to the City’s pedestrian facilities, bikeway system, transit network, and street 
network resulting from the project would involve work within and adjacent to existing rights-of-way that 
have already been disturbed.  Therefore, proposed enhancements are not anticipated to affect existing historic 
structures, as all work would occur within and immediately adjacent to existing rights-of-way.  Minor 
additional right-of-way would be acquired to implement the proposed enhancements.  Traditional methods of 
construction for pedestrian facilities, bikeways, transit improvements, and roadway improvements typically 
necessitate excavating to a depth no greater than 24 inches.  As the proposed project would involve minimal 
ground disturbance during construction in areas where soil has already been disturbed as a result of 
construction of the existing roadways, impacts to subsurface historical resources, cultural resources, 
archaeological resources, or human remains are not anticipated; in cases where excavation could go beyond 
previously disturbed soils, site specific review would be required as appropriate.  If unexpected 
archaeological resources were encountered along the enhancement corridors, it is the City’s standard 
procedure that construction be halted and a qualified archaeologist would be required to review the project 
plans and, as appropriate, identify protective BMPs. With respect to unique paleontological resources or 
sites, paleontological resources typically would be located below the depth of expected soils disturbance.  
Therefore, the proposed enhancements identified in the MP 2035 are not anticipated to significantly impact 
paleontological resources.  Given that the project would have limited potential to impact cultural resources, 
the MP 2035 would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on cultural resources. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to geology and soils if it would:  

 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death, involving: 
o Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of 
a known fault; 

o Strong seismic ground shaking; 
o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; 
o Landslides; 

 Be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse; 

 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property;  

 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; and/or 
 Have soils capable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 

systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water. 
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The City of Los Angeles, like most of Southern California, is a region of high seismic activity and is, 
therefore, subject to risk and hazards associated with earthquakes.  Several active faults within the region are 
considered capable of affecting property throughout the City.  Implementation of the proposed enhancements 
would involve work within or immediately adjacent to existing street rights-of-ways.  The design and 
construction of any structures associated with pedestrian, bikeway, transit, and street improvements would 
conform to applicable codes, including the California Building Code seismic standards and other codes as 
determined by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works to reduce the risk and hazards (e.g., 
ground shaking, liquefaction, settlement, subsidence, etc.) associated with seismic events, loss of topsoil and 
unstable soils.  Therefore, less-than-significant impacts related to geology and soils would occur.  Given that 
the project would have limited potential to impact geological resources, the MP 2035 would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on geology and soils. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials if it would:  

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials; 

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment; 

 Emit hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school; 

 Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result , would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment; 

 For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area; 

 For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area; 

 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan; and/or 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. 
 

The proposed enhancements would be developed within existing rights-of-way and would not require 
acquisition of surrounding properties except as development occurs and the abutting properties are required 
to dedicate land to bring a right-of-way up to standard.  These enhancements would include the development 
of bicycle and transit lanes and other street improvements to address pedestrian needs and safety and 
improve the through movement of vehicular traffic.  Construction of the proposed project would involve the 
use of potentially hazardous materials, including vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids.  Compliance 
with all applicable local, State, and federal laws and regulations would regulate, control, or respond to 
hazardous waste, transport, store, disposal, and clean-up in order to ensure that hazardous materials do not 
pose a significant risk to nearby receptors, such as schools and residences.  All hazardous materials would be 
contained, stored, and used in accordance with manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with 
federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California OSHA standards and other 
applicable regulations.  Operation of the proposed enhancements would not result in emissions or release of 
hazardous materials beyond existing conditions.  Subsurface work could encounter unexpected contaminated 
soils; any such soils would be evaluated and handled in accordance with applicable regulations.   
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The proposed enhancements would be located throughout the City of Los Angeles and may be located in the 
vicinity of an airport (e.g., Los Angeles International Airport, Van Nuys Airport, and Burbank Bob Hope 
Airport).  Additionally, there are numerous helicopter landing pads throughout the City.  However, none of 
the proposed enhancements would add any feature over 40 feet tall and, accordingly, would not pose a 
hazard to approaching airplanes or helicopters.  The proposed mobility improvements are located in or 
adjacent to existing transportation infrastructure and not located in areas identified as a wildland fire hazard 
area, according to Exhibit D Selected Wildfire Hazard Areas of the Safety Element.  The proposed 
enhancements would not interfere with the City’s Emergency Operations Master Plan and Procedures 
(potential interference with emergency vehicles is discussed in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and 
Safety).  Therefore, less-than-significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would occur.  
Given that the project would have limited potential to impact hazardous materials, the MP 2035 would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts related to hazardous materials. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to hydrology and/or water quality if it would: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;  
 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 

there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table;  
 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;  
 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or off-site;  

 Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 
 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 

Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map;  
 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows; 
 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 

flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; and/or 
 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 

tsunami, or mudflow. 

The proposed enhancements would include the development of bicycle and transit lanes and other street 
improvements to address pedestrian needs and safety and improve the through movement of vehicular traffic.  
As previously described, the project segments are located within existing public rights-of-way in an 
urbanized environment.  Construction activities associated with these enhancements could include minor 
earth moving, maintenance/operation of construction equipment and handling/storage/disposal of materials, 
which may contribute to pollutant loading in storm water runoff.  However, with conformance to applicable 
City of Los Angeles and regional regulations and requirements concerning storm water discharge, and 
implementation of source control and treatment best management practices (BMPs), the proposed 
enhancements would minimize or eliminate the discharge of potential pollutants from storm water runoff that 
could degrade water quality to the maximum extent practicable.  In addition, the proposed enhancements 
would be implemented in areas currently developed with paved asphalt streets and sidewalks and would not 
alter existing drainage patterns place housing or structures in flood areas which would increase the risk of 
flooding or impede flood flow.  Consequently, these enhancements would not measurably change the volume 
of storm water runoff.  Similarly, since the proposed enhancements would be located within or immediately 
adjacent to existing rights-of-way, they would not increase the amount of area or the number of structures 
that maybe subjected to flooding or inundation.  The proposed mobility improvements would not increase the 
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exposure of persons to failure of a levee or dam, inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  Therefore, less-
than-significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality would occur.  Given that the project would 
have limited potential to impact hydrology and water quality, the MP 2035 would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on hydrology and water quality. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to mineral resources if it would: 

 Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state; and/or 

 Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a 
local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 
 

The enhancement corridors consist of existing streets located in developed urbanized areas of the City of Los 
Angeles.  These corridors are currently used for transportation uses and would continue to be used as such 
under the proposed project.  Accordingly, the proposed enhancements would not result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state or 
the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  Therefore, no impact would occur.  Given that the project would 
have no impact on mineral resources, the MP 2035 would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to impacts to mineral resources. 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to population and housing if it would: 

 Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly; 
 Displace substantial existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing; and/or 
 Displace substantial people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. 

 
The proposed enhancements would not develop residential uses and, therefore would not induce substantial 
population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.  The proposed enhancements would include the 
development of bicycle and transit lanes and other street improvements to address pedestrian needs and 
safety and improve the through movement of vehicular traffic and would not displace any residential units or 
on-site residents or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  Therefore, no 
impact would occur. Given that the project would have no impact on population and housing, the MP 2035 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to population and housing. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to public services if it would: 

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:  

o Fire protection 
o Police protection 
o Schools 
o Parks 
o Other public facilities 
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The proposed enhancements would be located within an existing urbanized area that is served by existing 
public services, including fire protection, police protection, parks, schools, or other public facilities.  Because 
the proposed project would not induce growth or include the construction of new buildings, the proposed 
enhancements would not result in an increase in demand for fire and police services, schools, or other public 
facilities.  As discussed in Section 4.1 Transportation, Parking and Safety, increasing congestion could 
significantly affect access of emergency service vehicles.   Therefore (other than the impact to access 
discussed under transportation), less-than-significant impacts related to public services would occur.    

The proposed enhancements could result in the increased use of existing parks and other recreational 
facilities due to increased accessibility of these facilities by bicycles, transit, or pedestrian facilities along the 
existing and prospective enhancement corridors.  However, the potential increase in use of existing parks and 
recreation facilities would be considered minor and would occur throughout the City and would not be 
concentrated on any particular facility.  Therefore, less-than-significant impacts related to public services 
would occur.  Given that the project would have no impact on population and housing and limited impacts to 
other public services (with the exception of emergency access), the MP 2035 would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts to public services. 

RECREATION 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to recreation if it would: 

 Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.  
 

As discussed above, the proposed enhancements would not induce population growth.  No residential uses 
would be developed under the proposed project.  The proposed enhancements would not include the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities or contribute to a need that would necessitate the 
development of parks or other recreational facilities.  The proposed enhancements could result in the 
increased use of existing neighborhood and regional parks and other recreational facilities that include 
bicycle facilities.  However, any increase in use of existing parks and recreation facilities would occur 
throughout the City and would not be concentrated on any particular facility.  Therefore, less-than-significant 
impacts related to recreation would occur.  Given that the project would have no impact on population and 
housing and limited impacts to recreational facilities (as a result of improved access), the MP 2035 would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts to recreational facilities. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact related to utilities and service systems if it would: 

 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board;  
 Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;  
 Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;  
 Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or 

are new or expanded entitlements needed; 
 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project 

that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments;  

 Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs; and/or 

 Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
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The proposed enhancements would include the development of bicycle and transit lanes and other street 
improvements to address pedestrian needs and safety and improve the through movement of vehicular traffic 
and would not connect to the public sewer system.  Accordingly, these enhancements would not require or 
result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment or storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.  In 
addition, operation of the proposed enhancements would not generate any solid waste or require additional 
water supply.  There is the potential for utilities within streets to be severed by work; however, standard 
safety procedures would serve to avoid this potential impact.  Therefore, less-than-significant impacts to 
utilities and service systems would occur.  Given that the project would have no impact on population and 
housing and limited impacts to utilities, the MP 2035 would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to impacts to utilities. 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a mandatory 
finding of significance if it would: 

 Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory; 

 Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable; and/or 
 Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly 

or indirectly. 
 

The proposed enhancements would not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory.  In addition, these enhancements would not have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable or that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly. 
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7.0 LEAD AGENCY AND SOURCES CONSULTED 
 
This chapter documents all persons and sources that contributed in the preparation of this Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  In addition, a number of technical reports and studies were utilized in 
the preparation of this Recirculated Draft EIR.  These reports are referenced throughout this document where 
appropriate.  

7.1 LEAD AGENCY 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Claire Bowin, City Planner  
My La, City Planner 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

CONSULTANTS 

Sirius Environmental 
1478 N. Alta Dena Drive 
Pasadena, CA 91107 

Project Manager:   Wendy Lockwood, Principal 
 
In association with: 

Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc. 
8522 National Boulevard, Suite 102 
Culver City, CA 90232 

CEO: Terry Hayes, AICP 
Senior Environmental 
  Scientist: Sam Silverman 
Planner:  Mike Sullivan, AICP 
Associate Environmental  
  Scientist: Akshay Newgi 
 
 
Transportation, Parking, and Safety 
 
Fehr & Peers 
600 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Principal:  Jeremy Klop 
 Sarah Brandenberg 
Senior Transportation  
  Planner: Alex Rixey 
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