
 
 

 

A Traffic Engineering and Transportation Planning Consulting Services Company 

October 18, 2024 
 
Mr. Steve Kaplan 
Attorney 
16130 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 140 
Encino, CA 91436 
 
RE: Evaluation of Potential Traffic Signal at LaCienega Boulevard and Knowlton Street 
 

  Overland Traffic Consultants conducted an evaluation of the potential need for a new traffic 

signal at the intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Knowlton Street.  The intersection is 

currently controlled with a stop sign at Knowlton Street only.  Multiple elements are 

considered in the determination of the need for a traffic signal.  These include major and 

minor street traffic volumes, visibility, roadway progression, proximity to schools, pedestrian 

volumes, and accident data.  The City of Los Angeles requires a traffic signal warrant 

analysis to consider the installation of new traffic signals.  The State of California has 

established “Warrants” to determine if traffic signal control is required at an intersection.  A 

signal analysis was conducted utilizing Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 

Traffic Signal Warrant Worksheets (revised 8-10-2020) based on the State Warrants 

incorporating size of the community, traffic volumes, lane configurations, speed limits, 

distances to other controls, peak hour delay, accidents, number of pedestrians and number 

of cyclists.  

 It is common traffic engineering practice to use the Signal Warrant Analysis as a tool to 

determine if a traffic signal is needed.  Meeting one or even more than one traffic signal 

warrant does not necessarily mean that a traffic signal is the preferred approach to improve 

traffic conditions at a location.  Other items are also considered including potential degradation 

to progression, alternative improvements such as widening or other traffic controls. The input 

information for the signal analysis is the same as the intersection analysis.  Six to eight hours 

of peak hour traffic data are considered for potentially meeting traffic signal warrants.  Six 

hours of peak hour data was collected in the evaluation of this intersection. The traffic data 

collected during the AM and PM peak periods was input into the software and comparisons to 

the relevant tables and graphs were conducted to determine if a traffic signal was warranted.  

Note that if Warrant 1 (Eight Hour Vehicle Volume Warrant) was found to be warranted using 

the six hours of data, an additional two hours of data would be collected to determine if 

Warrant 1 is met.     
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 The traffic lanes, traffic volumes, and pedestrians, as indicated in the count information 

and the count information + future growth + project were used in the signal analysis.   

A brief explanation of the eleven traffic signal warrants1 is provided below and on the following 
pages. 

 

Warrant 1 – Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume 

There are two conditions for this warrant.  Condition A is the Minimum Vehicular Volume 

Warrant intended for applications at intersections where large volumes of traffic are the 

principal reason to consider a new traffic signal.  Condition B is the Interruption of Continuous 

Traffic Warrant intended for use at intersection where the Minimum Vehicular Volume warrant 

isn’t likely to be met, but the main street volumes are high and create excessive delay or 

conflict for minor street traffic. Either or both conditions may be met for this warrant to be 

satisfied.  The traffic volumes at this intersection do not meet this warrant. 

 

Warrant 2 – Four Hour Vehicular Volume 

This warrant’s conditions are intended to be met when the high volume of peak hour 

intersecting traffic is the primary reason for the need of a traffic signal.  Four hours of data are 

evaluated under this warrant.  The traffic volumes at this intersection do not meet this warrant. 

 

Warrant 3 – Peak Hour 

The Peak Hour Warrant is intended for use at a location where the minor street encounters 

undue delay when entering or crossing the major street for at least one hour of a typical day. 

This is applied only in unusual circumstances such as large office complexes, manufacturing 

plants, industrial complexes, or facilities that attract or discharge large numbers of vehicles 

over a short period of time.  This warrant does not apply to this project. 

 

Warrant 4 – Pedestrian Volume 

Two conditions must be met for the Pedestrian Volume warrant to be considered met.  At least 

100 pedestrians per hour are required for a minimum of four hours or at least 190 pedestrians 

within one hour.   The second condition checks if a new signal will restrict traffic flow and if 

there are adequate gaps for pedestrians to cross.   
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1  Based on Warrants 8 User Guide – Copyright 2011 Trafficware Ltd. Page 5-29.  LADOT Traffic Signal Warrants 
Sheets Used in Analysis 

The Pedestrian Volume Warrant is intended for use when high volumes of pedestrians 

encounter extensive delays in crossing a high-volume major street.  The pedestrian volumes 

are very low. 

 

Warrant 5 – School Crossing 

This warrant is for use when school children are crossing a major street.  The School Crossing 

Warrant is intended for use where school children crossing the intersection are the primary 

reason for considering installation of a new traffic signal.  The Project is not adjacent to a 

school. 

 

Warrant 6 – Coordinated Signal System 

Occasionally, to maintain proper progressive movement of vehicles through a signal system, it 

is necessary to install a new traffic signal at a location where it would not otherwise be 

necessary.  This warrant is not met. 

 

Warrant 7 – Crash Experience 

Locations where there are frequent and severe accidents are occasionally considered for 

installation of a traffic signal if such installation will reduce the frequency and/or severity of the 

accidents.  Traffic accident data was based on Transportation Injury Mapping System 

Berkeley SafeTREC.  Five years of data were evaluated to determine the highest accident 

experience in the five past years.  This warrant was not met.   

 

Warrant 8 – Roadway Network 

This Warrant uses information from Warrants 1, 2 and 3. It would be met if the new traffic 

signal encouraged concentration and organization of traffic flow on a roadway network.  The 

proximity of this intersection from La Cienega Boulevard and Centinela Boulevard was such 

that this warrant was not met. 
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Warrant 9 – Intersection Near a Grade Crossing 

This Warrant is considered when an intersection is near a grade crossing.  The study 

intersections are not near a grade crossing and this Warrant is not applicable. 

 

Warrant 10 – Bicycles 

This Warrant considers the traffic and cyclist volume, accidents including cyclists and the 

roadway configurations in the area.  This warrant was not met. 

 

Warrant 11 – Activated Pedestrian Warning Device 

 Signal warrants analysis was conducted under existing and future conditions with and 

without the Project.  Pedestrian volumes do not meet the requirements for a Pedestrian 

Warning Device.   

 

 As shown below in Table 1 summary of traffic signal warrant analysis results on the 

following page, none of the traffic signal warrants were met.  Evaluation was conducted 

using Future 2025 With the 5227 Knowlton Street Project traffic volumes as this would be 

the highest volume experienced in the LADOT approved data.  The detailed signal warrant 

sheets are provided in Attachment A.  
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Table 1 

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Results 
 

EXISTING EXISTING + FUTURE 2025 FUTURE 2025

2024 PROJECT WITHOUT PROJECT WITH PROJECT

Warrant 1 Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Warrant 2 Four-Hour Vehicular Volume Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Warrant 3 Peak Hour n/a n/a n/a n/a

Warrant 4 Pedestrian Volume Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Warrant 5 School Crossing n/a n/a n/a n/a

Warrant 6 Coordinated Signal System Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Warrant 7 Crash Experience Warrant Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Warrant 8 Roadway Network Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Warrant 9 Intersection Near a Grade Crossing n/a n/a n/a n/a

Warrant 10 Bicycles Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Warrant 11 Pedestrian Activated Yellow Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

Flashing Beacons

La Cienega Boulevard and Knowlton Street

 

 

 No traffic signal warrants are met without or with the proposed 5227 Knowlton Street 

project.  LADOT would not be able to warrant at traffic signal at this location at this time.  It is 

apparent from the evaluation of the data, that motorists do not frequently turn left from 

Knowlton Street to northbound La Cienega Boulevard.  The existing traffic signal at the west 

end of Knowlton Street is likely the preferred option to facilitate this movement.  This traffic 

signal can be used to facilitate northbound movement from the roadway.  

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

       Sincerely, 
  
 

Liz Fleming 

Liz Culhane
Pencil




































