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) AUTOMOBILE CLUB OF SOUTHERN CAUFORNlA 

June 7. 2001 

Mr. David Mieger, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metroporitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop; 99-22-5 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

RE: Mid-CityIWestside Transit Corridor Draft EISIEJR 

Dear Mr. Mieger: 

SCANNED 
1N RMC 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Mid..citylWestside TranSifl 
Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EI R). J 
The draft EIS/EIR is a comprehensive document that reflects a considerable amount of 
high quality staff and consultant work. 

) The Mid-CilylWeslside area of Los Angeles includes dense population. and employment 
centers, well-known cultural and~educationaJ institutions, and a host of shopping and 
entertainment destinations. The area's demographic and land use make uP. relatively 
high rate of transit usage. and very heavy traffic congestion, all combine to provide the 
MTA with an ideat setting for improving the transit system and increasing transit 
ridership_ Transit projects in this t and all., areas, however should be developed 
individually and they should be approved based on their ability to provide mobility 
benefits in a cost-effective manner and with a minimum amount ,of negative impacts. 
Based on these goals, and our analysis of informationprovtded in the draft E1S1EJR, we 
urge the fv1T A to: . 

• Separate the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Exposition BRTlUght Rai'13 
Transit (LRT) alternatives into two separate projects that can be evaluated, refined, ' 
and approved or rejected independently. 

• Seiect the Transportation System Management (TSM) option, with enhancements to 'f "I 
the existing Metro Rapid bus service. as the locally preferred alternative for Wilshire j f 
Boulevard at this time. 

• Select the LRT full-length option as the locaUy preferred alternative for the J S 
Exposition~Aight-of-Way . 

Hi::adqU3,l;.re:r$~ ~l.os ANGaES~ AdnUnisl:r:ltiveOffices: COSTAMESA 
MailingA4idre:ss; ~ }!O. Box 250lU. SANTI\ ANA, CA 92799-5001 ~~~. 
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The Wilshire Eglulevard ,BRT altematives do nat appear to provide sufficient mobility 
benefits. transit time savings I or transit ridership increases to warrant ;the removal of 
13.2 miles of traffic lanes. in each direction, and on-street parking at this time. Instead, 
the MT A should upgrade the successful and popular Metro Rapid setvice to include 
other BRT concepts including higher capacity 6O·foot articulated buses~ multiple-door <:e 
boarding and alighting., and pre-paid' fares. These features, combined with additional 
TSM improvements along the corridor, will deliver most of the benefits of the proposed 
Wilshire BRT without the negative traffic and economic impacts of removing traffic lanes 
and on-street parking. 

-"1 

Altering existing traffic lanes can be considered at a later date when the MT A is 1 
prepared to introduce higher capacity transit vehicles that are longer than 60 feet. The il' 

draft EIS!EIR indicates that the MTA plans louse existing 40-fool Melro napid buses ;;. 
and/or 60-foot single-articulated buses on Wilshire Boulevard for the near tuture. The 1 
draft document does not include any specific plans or dates for the MTA to seek f 
approval for. and to begin operation of, 80 foot double-articulated or even highe~ 
capacity concept transit vehicles in the corridor. 

The EXPQsilion Right-ot-Way and surrounding communities appear to provide both the 
) adequate space and the.needed transit demand for a successfuifightrailline. The draft 

document notes that ridership on the proposed lRT line is expected to reach over 
51,000 by 2020. The inclusion of aparalleJ bike path along the corridor would further D 
enhance the project and would provide an additionaltravef choice for the area"s 'G'. 

residents and workers. The development oftRT in this corridor, however, must 
sufficiently mitigate negative impacts. including traffic safety. noise. Vibration. pedestrian 
accidents. traffic intersection impacts; and socialequfty issues. The final document 
should include additional. analysis and resolution of these impacts. j 

The following sections include additional comments on more specific aspects of thel. 1 
draft EIS/EfR and the proposed aJtematives. 'J 

Wilshire BRT Traffic Impacts 

All of the Wilshire BAT alternatives would have significant negative traffic impacts. 
Thesetrafffc impacts stem primarily from the removaJ of lwotrav.el lanes and some 
vehicfe·tuming movements. In addition, the Wilshire BRT alternatives would negatively 
impact levels of seNice (LOS) at 13 to 20 intersections, depending on the specific 
aftema,tive. Of the three Wilshire BAT alternatives studied. Alternative 18 (curb lane) 
wourd appear to have the least negative impacts. In this alternative, existing Jeft and 
right~turn movements would be retained throughout the corridor. 

JI"~. 
,ft.J 
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Wilshire BRT Parkinqlmpacts 

The draft document indicates that 1,211 f or 92%, of existing on-street parking $paces 
would be removed to make way for a Wilshire BRT project. This would have serious 
and immediate negative impacts on the businesses located along Wilshire Boulevard. 
The loss of these spaces, combined with the Joss of 70 taxi, shuttle, and valet spaces, 
would also have a negative impact on customers, hot~ guests, and restaurant patrons 
throughout the route. The final document should include an estimate of the demand for 
station parking and provide a plan for meeting this need. 

Exposition LRT Traffic Impacts and Grade Separations 

The draft document indica.tes that the Exposition full-length LRT option wou!dinclude 14 
grade separations and that a total of 1 a traffic intersections would operate at lOS "E"or 
worse during peak traffic hours. Some of the non-grads-separated intersections would 
be equipped with four-quadrant gates for increased safety. The final document should ' "­
include more detailed information on the methodology used for determining which 
intersections would be grade separated and a cost analysis for additional grade 
separations. Although additiona1grade separation. s w. auld increase the project's cost, I 

) the resulting. and tasting, transit service, safety, and traffic now improvements provided 
by the grade separations may justify the additional expense....) 

Exposition LRTParking Impacts 

The proposed Exposition fuU-Jength LRT includes park and ride facilities at only eight of 
the line's 17 stations. with a total of 3.600 parking spaces. This parking plan appears to 11 
be inadequate to meet likely parking demand based on ridership estimates. The 'final 
document should include parking faciJlies at more station sites and additional parking 
spaces at currently planed facilities. --# 

ExRQ$ition LRTNoise and Vibration Impacts 

........ 
According to the draft document, 135 residences are projected to experience negative 1 
noise impacts. with 27 reaching the Jeve! of severe impacts. Most of the severe impacts 
are projected to occur along the south side of Exposition Boulevard between Arlington ! 
Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard, where the back yards of residences directJyabut the t 
alignment. The final document should provide additional information regarding I 
proposed noise mitigation efforts for these homes, including the plan to construct four to 1 ,i:,' 
eight-foot sound walls in some secHons. In addition, the final document should consider I \ ' 
the inclusion of sound wafls at afl locations immediately adjacent to residences. even if f 
the results of sound studies do not specifically require them. Inclusion of sound walls. j 

. . 
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or other noise mitigation. at the time of construction would avoid likely and fengthYU·· Itj 
disputes with property owners and renters and costly retrofit soundwallprojeds at a . 
later date. For these same reasons, the final document should include a cost estimate 
for the inclusion of ballast mats adjacent 10 all residential areas throughout the route. 

Again. thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft document for th~ .,......, 
Mid-CitylWeslside Transit Corridor~ Please call me at 714-885-2307 or John Zeigler at t) 
714-885-2308 if you have any questions or if you need any additional information. 

Sincerely. t= 

~7 Stephen A. Finn an 
Principal Transportation Policy Specialist 
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fng Owners 
nagers 
:iatlon 
aater 
,1'lge!es J 

IItI'IFlQ'rNllrSL 

aoe 
~I'S. ell 00017 

Cha,irwomal"l Yvonne .• Brathwaite8urke 
Supervisor Michae! Antonovich 
Supervisor Don Knabe 
Supervisor GlOria Molina 
Supervisor Zev Yaroslavs~ 
Mayor Richard Riorn!1n. r \Ilce~Cl1air 
CouncUman Hal Bemsen 
Mr. Jaime de .Ia Vega 
Mr. Jose Legaspi 
Mayor Frank C. Roberts 
CounCIlman James Cragin, 1st Vice Chair 
Councilman John Fasana 
Councilwoman Jenny Oropeza 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los AngeJes, CalIfornia 90012 

Dear MT A Board Members: 

June 7. 2000 

On behalf of the Building Owners and Managers Association of Greater Los Ange1es (BOMA). I 
would flke to express our opposJtion to the proposal to locate a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
system, or dedicated busway. doWll Wilshire Boulevard forthe Mid-CityNVestsideTransporta,.. f 
tion CQrridor. The plan proposes a dedicated busway from Western Avenue to the City of Santa 
Monica, which will negatively impacting many, many communities throughout the Westside. 

SOMA is an erganizai10n that representscommerdal Office building owners throughout los --I 
Angeles County. including along the Wilshire corridor. Our members are OWJlers and managers i 't 
whose companies range in size from national corporaUons to family buSinesses. ..J 

As.' .you are aware,. th.S Los A.n. geles C.' u.y coun.CI. '.1 rece.ntJyv. ot .. ed. to. OWO ... · ... se the WiIShi .. re dedicatedJ ..... · busway as a means of improving east-west movement We agree. The devastating impact of ,. 
the proposedbusway to a community that amy a few years ago endured the MetroRai1 . ' 
construction is not assuaged by thesupposedly .. increased ridership of these buses. 

Why would the busway' hann the WilShire eonidar? l . 
• Wilshire Blvd. cannot be widened to resemble the streets of Curitiba. Brazil, the model for <!.i 

..,.( 

the proposed busway. J 
• With the busway in the center of the street, teft tum lanes must be euminated. • 4) 
• Two additional lanes wilt be removed. ieaving fewer lanes for the same number of ears. :J ~ 
• North/south traffic would be affected,BS would . entrance into businesses. "J 1-
• Elimination of street parking is partiadady damaging to the business community. :J ;; 
• Locaf buses wouJd continue to operate on Wdstme. causing furUtergndloek. J '1 

Bust". ess. es, .. ind.'udl. n. g om .• ce building.s ..•.. h. ave.WOrked. h .. I. rd ..• O. VB ... r. th. e fa.st 10. y .. ears to.'u. po ..•. racI .. ethe1i'1~' .•.. are •• creating a busine..r:;s improvement district to enhance ltaeir envin:Jnment As the MetmRail 
construction finished. thousands ot Volunteers wo.rked ham to the finai streetscape would reflect.' tc 
a 8vita! neighborhood. To now consider tearing up Wilshire Boulevard. again angelS the 
residents and business owners and would frustrate their efforts to upgrade the area. , ," 

, ' 

There are other alternatives under consideration, induding the Exposffion Right-of-Way. We '\, 
hope the Soard focuses: staff efforts on more realistic and palatable alternatives that will providf!J \ \ 
the east/west mobility the MT A seeks. 

Thank youse much for your consideration of this matter. 
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June 15, 2001 SCANNED 
'N RIC 

Mr. David Mieger 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
MS 99-22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Mieger: 

We are \Vrlting to urge the MT A Board of Directors to reject the Mid-City! Westside Conidor Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and the Environmental Impact Report. The Bus Riders Union opposes the 
proposed Mid-City! Westside Corridor project because the project violates the Consent Decree's mandate to 

~oritize the improvement and expansion of the existing bus gystemand because tbeproject does oot 
.. ;oritize the needs of the transit dependent. The following are specific concerns raised by the Draft SElS! 

.,.. itself: 

1 Draft EISl EIR iD.dudesno alternative to the propoKdBus Rapid Transit or Bus Rapid 

2 

Transit! Light Ran Transit Alternatives. The Draft EISlEIRstudies only the impact of the Bus 
Rapid Transit and Light Rail Transit option and includes no study of cheaper. more efficient, 
alternative options sueh·as the possibility of dramatically· increasing bus service in ·tbecorridoi and 
region. The Draft EISf EIRcompares the BRT or BRT! LRT option only to the no-Build aJtemative~ "t 
an option that would n:tean making no transportation improvements in the eonidor and region. There 
is a need for a new DraftErS! ElRthat studies low-cost alternatives such as tlprogramthat includes 
the full implementation of Rapid Bus. the introduction ofMTA community shuttles and circulators~ 
the creation of a freeway bus network throughout the region.. and the purcbase of expansion buses to 
comply with load factor deadlines 'agreed upon in the Consent Decree. J 

Draft EISI EIR is a bigh-cost. Jow-benefit f"ned ·Oideway .projeet that increases the ineqni!y oil 
subsidies for "new transit riden" over the needs ofthetr;msit def}f!ndent. The Draft EISI EIR·· 1 
calculates that an important component fur building andopemting llieBRT or BRTI LRT alternatives 
is the factor called the Cost per New Transit Rider - which calculates the annuaJizedcost to build 
and operate the project in comparison to the projected nuniberof neW tnmsit riders. The Draft EISI 
EIR defines the new transit rider as a person who is attracted to ride public transit instead of driving '1 
a car as a result of the new project. The amount of subsidy for this project for the relativeJy low 
ridership expectation is a clear violation of Consent Decree provision that states that MT A will 
ensure an equaJ and equimbletmnsit access to the transit dependent . The subsidy costs are alarming 
for Alternative 1 (Wilshire BR1): the projected cost to attract 12,. 200 new daily transit riders wiUbe 
$9.00 per rider. The figures aremllcb higher for Altemative 3 (WilshireBRT and Exposition LRT): 
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5 

the projected cost to'attmctnew riders win be at Sll.SOper rider~ If we were to .compare the amountj 1 
of these propo~d su. b~Y. per.:.: .... ll. ew... riders to the amount of subsidi.es a passenger receives on the 
Vermont busllnes which I'mlgesi:!etween. ~33 <:ents and $139 perpassengerf we seethe Clear 
inequity. . . 

Dmit ElSl EJR demoastrates the lowridenhip .umbers tim. will he cenerated by theBRT or-l 
B~IL L~T in tolDJ!arlsea to .... oostIy optjoDL lack 8~ ~id Btq. ~ DndlEiSI ElR. ~cts \ 
a ndersh.ip between 39, 600 to 83f 900 (former for only WIlshire BRT option and latter for WIlshire 
BRTI Expo LRT fulliength)~predicting only 12~ 200 to 27,! 200 new daily rides. Such.m.unberscan I ~ 
not possible justify the exuberant cost ofS304 million for W"tlshire BRT only or the extremely high , 
cost of$ 858 million for the Wilshire BRTI Expo LRT, when this is compared to the first two Rapid I 
Bus Lines that have generated 20~ 000 new daily passenger trips (roughly 101 000 new daily riders) at { 
a fraction of the cost oflhe BRT or BRT! LRT. :J 

Draft EISIEIB does Dot genuinely address questions transportation equity and compliance 
with Title VI. In its section "Mobility ofTransi( Dependents", the Draft EISI EIR suggests that 
because the eastern portion of both the Wilshire BRT route and Exposition routes pass through areas 
of Mid City and South Los Angeles, communities that are predominantly of color witb a high 
percentage of auto-less households, the BRT or BRTI LRT would increase the levd of transit service 
by reducing travel time and increase greater accessibility for the transit dependent. Given that the 
BRT or BRTI LRT projects goes through minority communities, it foUows that those who wiU use it 
will be Jargely minorities and transit dependent. However, that does not mean that the BRT or BRTI 
LRT win be an overall transportation improvement for minority communities, rather it means that , -r 
transit dependent passengers in a region as undeserved as the :studied corridor will use whatever form 
of transportation is available to them. The Draft EIS/ EIR shouldjnelude a study·fhat compares the 
increased service rendered to minority communities through much less cosdy increased Rapid Bus ! 
and other bus service improvements~ notoffer~d by thehigb co~ fi~.tnmsit wa~s proposed by BRT I 
or BRT! LRT. Further, the Draft EISJ EIR Otmts that the MTA lsobhgated by a Signed consent • 
decree to bring about transit equity through the meeting of bus overcrowding reduction deadlines. and I 
through expansion of county-wide bus service, a process that will be undermined ifits necessary J. 
funds are used. to build the proposed BRT or BRT! LRT. . 

Draft EIS/EIRshows that BRTI LIlT wiD not sipificaDtl! reduce traffic aDd em:uJatioD travd~ 
time. In its section "Traffic and Circulation", the Draft ErSt mit show relatively insignificant travel 
time reductions that would result in Highway Perfomumce for vehi(!le speed trips throughout LA I 

County, even though the logic for the construction oftbe BRT and BRTI LRT is to attract new transit I G­
riders who will leave their cars lit home - ostensibly less c~ more speed. AJ1 options either show a I 
very slight decrease or increase of .0 tmpb due to reduced number of cars on tbehlgbway. J 

For these reasons, we urge the board to reject the proposed Mid-Cityl Westside Corridor Draft EIS/ElR and 17 
send its contents back to MT A staff until the above concerns can be addressed in the document. J 

Eric Mann, 
.usRiders Union Planning Committee Bus Riders Union Planning Committee 

'. MTA Board Members 
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CENTRAL CITY i 

ASSOCIA'tION 
'of'LOS Angt:1es 

Wben the MfA board authOrizcii preparation of the draft EIsiEm, they dii'e:eted that 
a sub~y ~el design option be considereq along ExPositioil boulevard between 
the 1'19 F~y and Verinont A~ue. The ~on to consid!=I' a ·t1.mnei Was 
provi~ed 'at the, request of'ihe Uriiversity of South~ California and the, ExpositioJ1 S-
Park entities. The ~ EislEIR incl,Udes :reterenee to'the tunnel desigil oPtion only. 
to the extent that it ind~c~tes that ft was d~ed that at-~c ali~t would not 
result in,iIiIpacts requidng ~e~g. The tunnel design option was nOt inclUded ~ 
an altemaqve in the draft "EISIEIR.. ' . : 

C~A believes that the tUnnel design option is most ~ppro}ttiate for the sen,sitive 
adj~ent land uSes;incl~lCtiIig school; park, ~versitj. ~ ~ and e~catiG1lal 
faCl1itles~ Therefore;we request the follQrig: 

• 'Ibat tnc MTA Board direct a c<?Dl¢ete stU~y of~c tlnple1 desigJi. ~on ~d-
inclusion 0-( the tunnel oPtion as.an a1temati~ ~ tbe~ ~ . '-+ 

• Thatthe MfA not consj~ the, -usc or-~sitionpoulevard andFiSuero~ 
Street as a'priniary route of Bus Rapj~ Transit (B~T) . 

it Tha1 M'l'A study~ Luther Iqng Bou1~d and ~l :S1reet as a Pnmary 
BRTroUre~ , 

" -
~ahk you f~)'Ol;I!' ~tion ~~tltis n5:a!fer !fyou liave any que~ti~. please ' . . : . . J 

. feel fre~ to call CCA·~ Director of Legislative ~. Hilary Norton ~o at (213) ~ 
624--1213 ext. 217.· ,. " ' 

Carol E. Schatz 
Pre;;ident arid ~O 

"-...--.11:1" 
'WiIIWft _lWeI &.c..M 

TEL: (213) 624-1213 PAX: (21~?624-08~& " 
606 South Olive Street, S~ 1000, Los ,.AngeJes. CaIifornJa ,90014 .. ... . .. 

'" 
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NEIGHBORS FOR AN IMPROVED COMMUNITY 
458 East 32nd Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90011 
323/231-4532 -

June 26, 2001 

. TOLACMTABOARDMEMBERS: 

Neighbors For an Improved Community ("Neighbors'j was fonned in June of 2000 by residents, 
parents, block clubs, and churches in response to the increasing development by the Fashion District, 
Los Angeles Unified School District (''LAUSD''), University of Southern California ("USC''), the 
Staples Center, and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("MTA") in our \ 
community. 

All of these entities are undergoing some form of growth and expansion and do so without taking 
into account the residents who have lived in this community for many, many yearS. The need for 
representation, preservation of housing, and participation in OUR DESTINY as a community 
was and is the basis for forming Neighbors. 

OUTLINED BELOW ARE OUR CONCERNS REGARDING MTA'S PLANS FOR THE 
EXPOSITION LINE, INCLUDING: (1) THE NON-REVENUE CONNECTOR LINE 
BETWEEN MAIN STREET AND LONG BEACH BOULEVARD; (2) LACK OF 
NOTIFICATION IN OUR COMMUNITY; AND (3) INADEQUACY OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL 1MP ACT REVIEW PROCESS. THESE ARE DETAILED BELOW. 

PROBLEMS WITH THE CONNECTOR LINE 
Our PRlNCIP AL concern with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's 
("MTA") PLANS FOR THE EXPOSmON LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT is the addition of the non­
revenue connector line, which will ultimately become a reve~ue, passenger train to connect to 
the Blue Line east of Main Street to Long Beach Boule~OUR ALTERNATE PROPOSAL 
IS OUTLINED BELOW. 

The present proposal of using the old right-of-way from Main Street to Long Beach Boulevard is 
inappropriate because: 

• it disrupts the community; 

• runs behind hundreds of homes; 

• is less than half a block from 28th Street Elementary School; 

• will cause the closure of vital streets in our community; 

~ 

\ 
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• will prove hazardous to the many, many adults, elderly, and children who daily walk. across 
these rails and streets; and I 

J • will NOT serve the greater population nor will it meet the transportation needs of this 
community. 

LACK OF NOTIFICATION 
ADDITIONALLY, WE ARE CONCERNED THAT Our community was totally ignored by 
THE MTA DURING A CRITICAL STAGE OF TIllS PROCESS. Absolutely no notification, 
involvement, or outreach was undertaken by MTA to contact residents living east of La Brea to 
Long Beach Boulevard. As a group of concerned residents, we have been alanned about the 
proposed connector track since we fIrst learned of it months ago when we tried to obtain the 
MTA right-of-way property for neighborhood park space. Our community was denied 
participation in the decision-making process totally ignoring all federal laws mandating that 
minority, low-income communities be notifIed from the very inception of a project such as this. 

INADEQUACY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT l 
Complete and thorough environmental studies have not been made with regard to our community 
regarding the effects of noise and vibration impacts, the disruption of the quality oflife, the f 

safety hazards of light rail in a densely populated community nor has the MTA thoroughly "\0 

studied tJ:te environmental impact the maintenance yard will have on the surrounding residential ~ 
cornmumty. 

I It has become extremely obvious that South Central and East Los Angeles were not art of the 
concerns for developing this planned Exposition Line. e same importance in environmental 
studies, involvement of communities, safety, quality oflife, or transportation needs were never a 
consideration of the MTA for our low-income, minority community. J'6 
There are two trains running east to west -- one on Washington Boulevard and the other on 
Imperial Highway. The proposed non-revenue connector train, which will ultimately become a 
revenue, passenger train, will run parallel to the Washington Boulevard Blue L~e only a mile 
away, and we believe that this is not a valuable use of the MTA's resources nor will it fulfill the 
transportation needs of this community. 

We propose a light rail train coming off Exposition Boulevard on Jefferson and Broadway, 
turning south on Broadway to either Slauson or Florence, turning east on either Slauson or 

" Florence to connect to the Blue Line on Long Beach Boulevard. 

MTA will be making an investment in our community. This investment should in no way harm. 
the community but should make it better. or er or e Investment to reap e s or both 
the MTA and the community, we ask at MTA commit to: 

• no homes will be destroyed until replacement homes have been built - a house for a house; 

• local hiring and training for community residents; 

l 
I 
\ 

l \ 't. 
\ 
I 
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• area around tracks, train stations to be landscaped - neighborhood should look better; 

• create economic development; 

WE HOPE TIIAT YOU wn.L TAKE SERIOUSLY OUR COMlvIENTS, AND CONSIDER ] 
TIllS REVISED ROUfE, WIllCH WOULD BETTER serve the transportation needs of the \ :, 
co~unity and promote economic development in an area so desperately in need of economic 
development. . 

Very truly yours, 

NEIGHBORS FORAN IMPROVED COMMUNITY 

Cecilia Nunez 
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) 
; ,AprilS. 2001 

) 

MEMO TO; Board of Directors 

FROM: JeffreyN. Rudolph 

ShirfeyKelJey 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmentallmpad Statement/Enviroomental ,Impact Report 
(OEISIEIR) on the Mid--CityJWestslde Transit Corridor ' 

The Metropolitan Transportation Authority has released a Draft Environmentsllmpact! ( 
StatementlEnYironmental impact Report (OEJSJEIR) on Ihe Mid--CitylVVestside TranSitJ 
Corridor. 

Comments nt3Y be proYided at public hearings on: May 7. May 9 or M~ 15. Written 11.-
comments :'i1ay be submitted through June 15. ,..J 

The DESIIE.R eonsi~rs the following project aftemafives: 

• No project 
• Transportation System Management 
• WB.shira BcQavard Bus Rapid Transit 
• WMshire Bus Rapid Transit and expositiOn Bus Rapid Transit 
• Wdshire Bus Rapid Transit and Exposition Ught Rail Transit 

When the MTA Soardauthorimd preparation of the DE1SIE1R,they diraded hilt a ~' 
:subway ~ design option be considered,aIong Exposition Boulevard between 
Figueroa Sireet and Vermont Avenue. The direction to consider a 'b..nnel was provided 
at the request of the University of Southern ca&ifomie and Ihs Exposilon Park enlftes~ t ,'1 
The DBSlEI~ includes reference to Ihe tumsl design opIion only to the extent that it ! 
indicates that Itwas determined that at..grade algnment wouktnotresultin impacts ; 
requfring tunneing. The tumel design, option '\VaS not: included as an attemafivein the j 
DElSlEJR • 

The DESIlEIR indicales that $OUncI walrs and fencing wouJdbe installed along segmentsl 
of lh~ Bus Rail or Ught Ra.il project along Exposition Bouiewn1 The ~ does not . . L' 

specify·lhe design or location of such sound wails or fences. However,it does suggest :J 

that 1he noise impact of bus transit vehides would require cco$frudion of sound walls in 
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MEMO TO: Board of Directors 
AprI25.2001 
PagaTwo 

segments oftherouteadjaeent to sensitive land uses,such as·sd1ooIsand parks. The 1 
repOrt noted that due to the tocation of exhaust pipes on buses. the sound walls may j 

need to be up to 12 feat in height Sound walls of 4~ to 8' may be necessary for lIght J '} 

rail In adcJtion, the study noted that concern with hazards to pedestrians or motorists : 
may require installation or aossing gates where bus or rail transa·operates at over 35 f 
mph. It specifically notesU1at pedestrian Q'Ossing gates wiJI be installed necr schools ,j 
and possibly at parks. 

Rm22mmendation: 

We recommend that the Board: 
! 

• adopts position requesting theMTA Board to ,dired a complete study ,of the tunnel .J' ~ 
desIgn option end inclusion of the tunnel de.sign option as an aUemative in the 
EISlEIR; 

• go on record· n support of the tUMef designoptioo as the most appropriate fol" ·the 
sensitive aa;acentland uses (schooI,panc. uniVersity. and cultural and educational .... 
facilities); 

• oppose construction of any sound walls, cross,ing gates or other barriers that would '-} ~t 
aeate significant visual barriers toecPQsition Park and to 'the University d Southern J ...., 
carifomia -

< -

We do not recommend that the Board adopt a position opposing at..grade light ran as we I 
believe that 1r&nsit service tcExposition Park and the entities in the Park; is important to I 

. solving our traffic. panting. and drc:ulalion concerns. A position in opposition to the ! 
project may resuftin aMT A decision to only proceed with the Wllsmre Bus Rapid \ 
Transit projedandprovide no transit ser"ice to Exposlion Park. .-J 
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CTs con"1J/RVlRRfJSPOR11IT100 SERVICES 

June 14t 2001 

Mr. Ervin Poka 
Federal Transit Administration 
Metropolitan Office 
201 N. Figueroa Street. Suite 1460 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

MT~ David Mieger 
Los Angeles County MetropoJitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
MS 99-22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Raymond Sukys 
Federal Transit Administration 

AQ'J/F~ 

) 201 Mission Street1 Room 2210 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DElR) 
Mid:"CitylWestside Transit Conidor Improvements 

Dear MI. Messrs: 

With regard to the above caption matter, I am in receipt of the MTA's combined 

DElS and DEIR, which discusses the imp~t of possible site locations currently being 

considered by the MTA. This report identifiesmneproperties as alternative locations for 

a new bus maintenance and storage facility. One of these sites~ located in the City of 

VemoD, 'On the Northeast comer of Alameda and W ashingto~ identified in' your report as 

location #6~ is owned by Con-Way TranspOrtation Services~Inc., and operated by its 

subsidiary Con-Way Western Express~collectively referred hereinafter referred to as 

"Con-Way'", Please anow this letter to serve as Con-Way's pubJic comment in our 

110 ~PtAZA. AM\lARBOR. flAl 4fH03 
(734)~ flS4)2f4-$Ei51 FAX _>r;;orNI.ay,~ 

\ 
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M;d-CltylWestside Tmnsit Corridor 
Jone14.2001"PobHc~~ 
Page 2 

strenuous opposition to the possible selection of our service center as 

selected for the proposed MTA facility. 

the location J 
Con-Way Western Express (CWX) is headquartered at 6301 .Beach Boulevard i;J . 

BuenaPark~ and is a major operating component of Con-Way Transportation Services,. \ 
\ 

Inc., which is locate.d at 110 Parkland P1aza, in Ann Arbor. Michigan. CWX is a! 

business~to-business regional 1ess-than-truckload motor carrier specializing in next and ! . 
second-day services in the western United States for commercial and industrial Jess-tban- i 

l 
truck10ad (LTL) freight CWX operates 83 service centers with direct service to more I -L--
than 15,000 cities and communities throughout California. Nevada, Arizona, New ; 

Mexico. Montanat Colorado, Utah. Idaho, Oregon, Washington~ Wyoming. Hawaii, 

Alaska, as well as Mexico. C'WX also provides extensive inter-regional and 

transcontinental service throughout North America in a fully integrated national network $ 

with Con-Way Central Express, Con-Way Southern Express and Con-Way Canada: 

) Express. CWX has approximately 2;.900 employees~ olwhicb over 1900 of them are : 

employed in the State of California, with the Vernon service center employing 83 CWX • 
I 

-" 
employees. 

The V emon service center, which is being considered by the MT A is a critical 

temrinal within Con-Way's avera]] transportation netwoDc, and given its strategic 

location, the improvements to the facility and other economic considerationtcannot be 

easily replaced under any circumstances. The site houses over 100 pieces of equipment, ') 

utilized to transport approximately 600,000 pour.ds of freight per day,. much of it critical. 

to local businesses. The service center is responsible forpick-ups and deliveries 

throughout the Los AngeJes are~ as well as aU of Cali fomi a. The site was purchased in 

1997 and Con-Way bas expensed substantial dollars in the restoration and maintenance of 

this service center. 

In reference to tbe submitted report. Con-Way is not prepared to debate thel q 

specific conclusions presented by. theMT A~ as they go beyond the scope of our current I . 
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Mid.Ci\y1'W$$tslde Transit Corridor 
June 14, 2001- PubrlC Comment: 
Page 3 

involvement. However,Con~Way wants to assure the Authority that this site is a 

necessary part of our business operation~and the Joss of the site wouldbave a significant l! 
adverse effect on our CUl'TeJlt Jevel of service and productivity. Therefore, Con-Way shall 

continue t~ partic~ate in ~he selection process to oppose any consideration by the MT ~ 

for the taking of this locatIon. 

. Thank you f~r your attention to this matter. AU future correspondences sbould bel .c; 
dIrected to my attention at the address and telephone number shown below. J 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Roderick J. Fracassj 

cc: John Labriet Vice President ofOperatioDS - CWX 
William Taylor" Esq .• Hanson Bridgett 
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SCANNED 
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DowotO'lim Area Residents' Association 

Mr~ David Mieger. Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Ml'A 
One Gat.eway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

14 June, 2001 

Re: Draft EIS/EIR for Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor Study 

Dear Sir: 

1. Our organization shares a concern that is widespread in the City of santal 
Honica that removal of on-street parking along Wilshire Boulevard in our City . 
:13 part of this project would be extremely negative for the .'!conomic health of .• • 
uur City and for the daily activities of. our residents. vis~ton;; and business. 

2. The PO .. SSib.leadditiOn. of .Light Rail along the EXPO.· sition. cor. rido!". is inter~l 
esting and could be attractive. However, the notoriously dismal past record 
of }ITA that led to voter defunding of t.he conceptually attra.ctive subway pro- J 't 
je.ct makes us hesitant to give outright endorsement to any large (and expen-
sive) program under MTA. 

3. It is notable that the "No ProjC!ct" alternative was essentially eliminated 
from discussion in the Executive Summary oftneDraft EIS/EIR that was provided 
to us--and presumably to others. While there may be adequate reasons for pro­
ceeding with a..Mid-C!ty/Westside Transit project, this omi.ssion detracts from. the ~ 
credibility of MTAts analysis and presentation--and MTA's credibility, as demon­
strated by Proposition A's passage .in 1998. is virtually nil. Moreover, many 
critical statements in this presentation .are virtually unsupported assertIons. 

4. Therefore. to our regret~ we cannot fully endorse any alternative presented '-, 
in the. Draft EIS/EIR, but we repeat our concern that wnat.ever pr. oject iseventu- f '~f 
ally decided upon should not remGV~ on-street parking along Wilshire Boulevard ~ 
which is vital to the daily life and ecou.omic health of much of Santa Monica. ....l 

Arthur Ha t.~ Chairman (and for the Board) 
The Downtown Area Residents' ASSOCiation 

1431 Ocean Aveuuel309 Santa Monica. CA 90401 
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April 27. 2001 

The Honoroble Yvonne Brathwaite Burke 
Cbairperson 
Los Angeles County MetropOlitan TnulS}X)rtation AlltOOrity 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

RE: Mid·CityWestside Transit Conidor Draft ElSlElR 

Dear Madame Chait: 
......, 

The Figueroa CorridorPartnership~ a business lmpnlvement district C'omprised of l 
107 property owners in the Figueroa Street. Flower Street, and Exposition ! 
Boulevard corridors. including major public and private museums~ colleges and 1 
uniVersities .• and religious organi71ltiom. has reviewed the Mid-City W. estside... . ... 1· 

Transit Corridor Draft EISlEfR,specificaHy the sections dealing with the utilizatiog 
of Exposition BouIevardand the Figueroa. C. onidor. r-Jtft6' consiaerabLe ttrscUSs. ~iOiii .. :: ., 
the Board of Directors voted to oppose proposed alternatives 2.2A. 3 and 3~ J '­
presented in the. draft ElSIEIR. 

The FIgueroa Corridor Partru:rship rccogn.izcs the need to improy: t;m,n"it in our 
n:gion and encourage continued efforts towards tiw goaL However, the Figueroa 
corridor and Exposition corridor have hisklrically dlouldendmore tnmsportaticm. 

) 3912 Soe:Ib Ague,. 5mt impootstban probohIy any region in the county of Los Angeles. 1"hese include the 
eoDStI'Udionof the Harbor Freeway in the 1940s and 19S0~ the construction of the 
Santa MonieaFreeway in the 196Qs., and the develop!nent of the 110 Transitway in :J' 
the 1990s. All oftheR deveiopments,while worthwhile Uldimportant 

Suit81§1 

tr.msportation impmvem.eJltS. nonetheless have had a negative impact on businesses. 
los ~~. 90031 pmpertyo~ imsitutiDDlll .a.ndresidents in our neighborhcods. The alternatives 

~ in the DRAFT ElSIERA forbolh ExposhiOll Boulevard and Figueroa 
Stn:etwould repment still more negative aspects, which in the view of the Fi.lZ.UCroal 

t .. 

21314.9511 

Corridor Purmcrship. are unaceeptable. 

Of particular conc:em, theDmft EISlER did not seriousIyoonsider a below grade 
option along Exposition Boulevard bc:t:wecu Vermont Avenue andtbe 110 Freeway 
as was sugesced by sevcmI major stit.keboldcrs. Foe safety n::8soos (two d=ths 
alone • Figueroe and Expositiooin 2000)~ it wowd be impo.na.m to review present L ( 
and tbtute ttaffic impacts at E.x:positiOD Boulevard and Figueroa StRet, ad 
Exposition and. Vermont Avenue. We cite tbac inmscctioosu the EISIEIR :6Wcd 
to recognize the following: 

-the pendins constrnction of a LAUSD K. -:5. school to be built mExpositiOtll.· . s--
Park at the comer of Figueroa and Exposition. J 

........ ·c.nw. ......... is...,.....forhnl._ ... d .......... fillll~~ 
....... la$ .... 1D~ r.t. till ~k""""'"ls'drli1il""' ••• -. .........,111 ... 

-......,,~ ......... !lt.ItIOIIIIdrIId ....... __ ....... "*I-. ... d .............. 
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The Honorable YVonne Brathwaite Bmb 
April "l7. ZOO} 

-the AM Peat. LeveiofSerrice,(LOSlradDg of"'P("Fa.ilwe-TJemeDdous -J' 
delays with COIitinuously incfeasiDg queue Jcrlgtbs") for Figuaoaat 
Exposition{aIso citedintbc OdOller 1992EIR of tho Ploposed Exposition . ep 
Park Brandl Line-Table 5.3-4: NoPlOjectAM and PM Levds ofSerrice). 

-the USC Federal Credit Union ""ill build a major &cility at Flower aod 3""J 1- ' 
Streets, just south of Exposition. 

-, 
-the existing. Los Angeles Child Guidance Clinic on Vennom just south of t d 
Exposition. ..J 

-the soon to be dcdiaded 130,000 square foot Los Angeles ~(]unty Public ]" 
Social Services Building at vermont and 398 Stn:etjust south. of Exposition.. 

-the soon to be developed ;40 senior citizen units" also· Oft Vermomjust J j~ 
south ofExpositioo. 

Slakeholdc:ninExposition Pm and at USC cite the ~ of not separating 
dJepuk from the AmJRlS.with a. forbidding tr.msit progrmn. Pn:scrrt and futun:: 
facuJ.ty-muscum appoin1ments and other ~1JabOrUtiOOS for 1hctiee-flow of 
pmpams. c)uses, studeotimensction" ~10 ~ pvking. .... ..., would 
be ham.percd hyexpand.edfmnsit on Expositioc Boulevard. Furtbermo.e. the 
coanectiOll ofExpodUon Park and University Patk represenb one ofdle few 
accessibie and open green spaces in the eentnl aty. 

AJso of ~ utilizing Figueroa Street for u.seofa proposed Bus Rapid Tnmsit J 
be would hiDdc:r uy tbou&ht of new devdopmeat a.km& the F'ip4roa Cortidor' 
(F'/pcn>a was w:!dcIIaI .. port Cordle.1 to !miuitwioyto bccmIe a hcway "'- I 
aad was DeVCf ~ lO·normal stn:et Width) •. By dcfimlt. Figuc::ro;t. StJ:ect I 
CODrinucs 10 be. 1IiOwed ..... "'-lieoway ., .... L .... ADtIcIa Dq.".tmeD1 of . IT 
Tnnsportationar.ul Caltmu.. In ~ sips ate posted "*Freeway ~ in 
scm::mllocatiou neat USC and Exposition Park. The sugcstioD to increase bffic , 
with the addition of arl:icua.tal buses dmtmight arrive.every oac aDd one half 1 
nn .. in «Idl direction in rush hour as represented by MfA cortSUltaDtswould i 
~ this ahady beaYiJy used street. -' 

For1hae'teUODS, the Fipaoa ConidotPal_ship rejects altematives 2".~ 1. 
ud ]A in the Mid-CityJWestside TfUSit COrridor Dsaft: ElSIEIR.. We eJU':OI.InI.P 
you 10 reconsider the be10wgrade OpUOIl rail altemalive near ExposiIionIU8C.. We lJ 
also em:oumge you 10 rftiew aDd ~the Martin Lutber K.ing BoulewrdBus 
Rapjd Transit option previously recnmmeaded by stakeholders and stUdied by MfA 



COMMENTS
Page 183

) 

Iter 
Chairman 

Fia.C4~7~~ 
A. Bingham Cbc:nit; 
Vice Cbainnan 
Figueroa ConidorP.artncIship 

ce: MTA Board Members: 
) Micbael AmmoYieb 

HalBe:msou 
JoimFasuo 
DouKube 
10." Lepspi 
Gloria Mo1iaa. 
Bea!ri= Proo 
Richanl Rkmfu 
F_ C .. B.oberts 
Jefticy WlJdco 
Zcw YamsJawky 

~: 
MarltRidley .. Thomas, Eigbth·Disbiu V 
Rita Walters. Ninth District 

A$elnblyman Roderick Wrisht 



COMMENTS
Page 184

) 

. ' 

Response to 
MTA Mid-City/Westside 

Draft EIS/EIR 

Darren Clarke 
Co-Cbair 

Friends 4 Expo Transit 
P.o. Box 64943. Los Angeles. CA 90064 

310~393-9025 fax 310-393-9810 
mends-texpo@aol.oom 

www.friends4expo.org 

June 15, 2001 

Beach 

1 
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Ridership and Speed 

Dense Corridor Population, Employment, and Recreation - denser even than the Long l 
Beach Blue line corridor (most successfUl light rJiJ line in u.s.); ()ver twice other successful ljghtrail 
s1'stems (2000 u.s. Census) 

2000 Population/Square AlfIe Within # mile Within 2miJes Minority 2 miles 
1;.., 

Exposition 12,200 13.300 75% t 
Long Beach ,Blue Line 12,000 12.600 92% I 

i 

San Diego 6,800 6,100 61% i 
Portland 5.300 4,800 ~3% 

-' 

Capacity - three times Metro Rapid 720 buses 

Seats/hour l 
Light Rail - 2-cartrains @ 5 minutes 1,824 I "" Ll,utt ,Rail .... 3-car trains 2.za6 
Metro Rapid72o@4minutes .600 
Metro Rapid with 6o-foot articulated buses 2.00 

Lower Operating Cost 

MTAFY2001 
Li tRail 
Bus 

Broad and growing popular support for light rai4not busways 

I 
J 

4< ..J-

Westside connection to emerging LA. rail network - Valley; Long Beach~ pasadena;] 4 
Eastside 

Quality of life - better communities and J1iternative to traffic gridlock J =I 

* A basic flaw in the Draft EISjEIR for Exposition BRT distorts the projected ridership and costs. 
Estimates of 47-minute travel time (39 skip-stop) assume signal priority that is not possible )! 
with planned bus frequency. and 55 mph speed not compatible with grade crossing safety. 
Projected ridership {29.000} is therefore overstated and costs per passenger understated. 

~ 
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Detailed Com,ments 

Alternative 3/3A - Exposition light Rail (LRT) 

Speed 

The 42-minute projected running time from Santa Monica to dmmtown Los Angeles. is consistent 
with cuttent Long Be~leh BJue Une sclleduJe speeds. (Table 5·6, pag;e 5~12) Following is a breakdown. 
by section; note this includes an added station at 14th Street:: 

Flower&. 7th 
Flower &. Washington 1.4 3S 17 
Flower &. Expo 1.S 35 1 22 
Expo &. Arlington 2.2 35 2 22 
Expo &. Crenshaw 1.0 S5 1 30 
Expo &. La Brea 1.2 55 1 30 

&. La (:ienega 1.0 SS 1 
Expo &. Venice 1.0 55 1 

&. Sepulveda 1.9 35 2 
Expo &. Sepulveda 1.9 35 

&. Cloverfield 2.2 55 
&. 11th 1.0 35 

0.7 5S 

.Notes: Reducing speed between Crenshaw and La Brea to 35 nlph would add about one minute (0.9). 
And total time would be about five minutes faster (one mile shorter) \\ithouuhe Venice-Sepulveda. 
detour: 

1 
&. Washington 1.4 35 2 17 
&.Expo 1.5 3S 1 22 

& Arlington 2.2 35 2 22 
& Crenshaw 1.0 55 1 30 
&.. La Brea 1.2 55 1 30 
&.la Oenega 1.0 55 1 30 
&. Venice 1.0 5S 1 30 
& Motor 1.2 55 1 30 
&. Sepulveda 1.5 35 0 .30 

&: Cloverfietd 2.2 55 3 30 
&. 11th 1.0 3S 1 22 

0.7 55 30 

~. 

I , , , 

{ 
I , 
; , ., ...-

3 

\ 

~ , 
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Ridership 

The projected 51,400 weekday boardings is consistent ""lth current (April 2001) ridership of 6:5.000 
on the longer (22 vs. 'l7-mile) Long Beach Blue .Line. (Table 5~5. page 5-11) 

Two other light rail comparables are Portland at 71,100 and San Diego at 82.600 (totals of two lines 
each; APIA 4Q 2000). Both cities have less than half the population density of the Exposition 
corridor (13.300 people I square mile Voiithin :.1 miles ~ 2000 Census). 

Capital Cost 

The projected $650 million cost - $41 million per mBe - is conslo;tent ... ith other recent light rail 
constnlction Cfable S-lF, page 5-5): 

Pasadena Blue Line 
San Diego Mission Vaney West 
Sun Jose Tasman West 
Salt Lake City 
Denver 

Operating Cost 

$50 mil1ion/mile 
$37 million/mile 
$43 million/mile 
$21 million/mije 
$20 million/mile 

TIle projected $0.32 per passenger mile system operating CQt;t is consistent """fth current M'l":A light 
rail operating costs. (Tabie 5-13, page 5~16) 

J 10 

J \\ 

I 

J 

l 11 
..J 

Light rail's lower operating costs - 2/3 that ofbuse"$ - can make a significant contiIDution to redUCing--, 
overaIJ operating costs. \ 

~n~ a I 

t~ I 
j 

Capacity 

Ughtrail has three times the capacity of Metro Rapid 720 buses: -1 
Light Rail - 2-car trains @ 5 minutes 1824 
Light Rail -3-caI' trains 2736 

SB2ts/hOUT j l{ 
Metro Rapid 720 (gi 4 minuteS 600 
Metro Rapid ",,-jth 6crfoot a·:;;'rti~·c-n-':l-at-e-::d""b-u-s-es-.-f---~'-";;;9";:;;0";:;;0'; ! 

; 

.J 

4 
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Environmental Benefits 

LRT is better than ·BRT in all but one criterion, where it still equals a busway (PMl.o comesfn:)U1 
diesel engines; and none are inv'olved here). (pages 3.8B-21 and 24) 

Key: Vehicle Miles Traveled; Carbon 1 ... 1onoxide; Nitrogen Oxides; Reactive Organic Gasses; J 
Particulates 10 Microns. 

"""I 

Air pollution benefits are shown as a percentage of the entire air basin. One wouid e.xpect the benefits ! 
within the transit corridor to be much more pronounced, and that this should be do(:umented in the I 
OOffi. ~ 

Neighborhood Considerations -Traffic, Noise, Safety 

In genera] the DEIS/EIR has provided appropriate consideration for the neighborhoods LRT would l 
pass through. The grade separations proposed are aU necessary. 1 

FoUov.;ng are some additional neighborhood-specific recommendations from our contacts ""ith l 
people and community groups along the route, providing additional detail to what is presented in f 
pages 3.2-59 - 62,3,9-17 - 19. and 3·14-10 -12. .,.J 

Exposition Boulevard west of Crensbaw.Boulevard 

Parents at Dorsey High School emphasized to us that they drive south along Farmdale Avenue to dro~ !'\ 
offchildren in the morningal1d pick them up in the afternoon. Cars are backed up as far north as 
Jeffe:rson Boulf'vard. A grade crossing at Farmdale , .. 'ould obviousbr present a problem. And of course. 
there is heavy pedestrian activity on Farmdale at these times. 

The 0 .. neD. tation o. {homes.!'; rael.' ng the right-of-way acrOSS F.;xposjtion BoUlevard .. aUo\\IS no feasible n.ok<ie1J .... "1 ¢,I 

mitigation for the train horns and crossing bells that would be required for 55 mph grade crossingsal • 
Buckingham and Farmdale Avenues. 

-". 

Further study with this neighborhood is necessary. Thirty-five mph operation ¥.'ithout horns or grade 1 "l ( 
separation are preferable for handling these street crossings. .,; 

National Boulevard at Hayden Avenue 

A35 mpb me~ian alignment on National Boulevard would present Jess so,;nd and vibration to hou~e~ '''l 
on th~ no~ slelBou.levar<j,.r~~~~. ~, .. ~ .. ~~...~",~P.~!;..R~L~~~.~~~2.'r:v~,~~~a~p_e5!~~~~.q.J.., . 
crossmgs .. t wou late a statlOn at nayue;n A">enue. :J {.. ., 
However, the Culver City General Plan calls for no light rail grade crossings in Culver City, \",rhich 
would require the DEIS/EIR alignment on the north $ide: of National Boulevard. 

5 
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Venice :md Sepulvedp Boulevards 

The DEIS/EIR Stlggests remol,ing one of three traffic lanes in each direction along Venice Bouleo.rard 
(page 2-37). It should be possilile to retain aU t.hree lanes by narrowing the very ,vide parkvrays 
(typically 20 feet total of sidewalk + pad,:way). The section from R.obertson Boulevard to west of 
CuJverBoulevafti has a narrower right,.of~waYt however, and may not be possible to keep all traffic 
lanes. But removal of a traffic lane here would exacerbate already heavy traffic and many left turns. 

It is possible to .rnn light rail tracks while retaining the avo traffic lanes in each direction and 70% oil 
the 526 street parking spaces on Sepulveda Boulevard (page 3.3-u),hutthis would be a tight sque:ez.el 
on the loo-foot-wide right of way. Sidewalk + parkway width would be reduced from 13 feet to 8 fee]" 
All of the existing mature street trees (magnolias) along the UCLA housing and north of the Santa 

.
MOniea F .. ·.re. eway (palms and jacarandas) wOuld ... ··· be cut dmm (this does not .appear t.o be noted. in the . 
DEISjEIR). Traffic at Venice, Palms> National, and Pico Boulevards - an p.m, LOS F - would be 
impacted crable 3.2-32, page 3.2-94). 

Culver City, wests. ide Village, and other com. munities have requ. ested that the M.TA also study adiret!;\ ,7 
route along the righN)f~way in this DEIS/EIR. Substantial mitigation could be provjded from J 
Overland Altenuc to Sepulveda Boulevard for less than the detour would cost. 

Santa Monica 

An LRTstation should be added at about 141h Street and Olympic Boulevard, to serve Santa Monica J 
College, UCLA/Santa Monica Hospital. and the many other business destinations and multifamily . 1 >:? 
housing in this part of Santa Monica. Not only is this particular station location .. ycry justified,the 18-
mile distance from Clovcrfield to Ocean Avenue is gre..ater than typical station spacing, 

The SUCC£. 58 O.f .. setg ... !l .. m .... ot Station <l. 8 <l.n.aru. cen.t.e. r in san ... ta Monic. a neceSSi.t.ates a. n .altematiVe to thel. . 
large surface parking lot descdbed in t.he DEISjEIR. The land values that justify multi-level . 7.' 
subterranean parking structures in this distriL't demonstrate that parking for this station shou]dalso 
be structured. They a.lso show a need to control potential use of this light rail parking by people J 
driving to local businesses seeking cheaper parking. 

A poten. b.'a) altcmati ... ve to lb... e elevated.·. Strtlct.u .. rc f!.om 11th. Street t. o. Ma.i.n S.ttee. t .C.'o .. U.ld .... p ... ass .11Dderth.c ~ .. Linco!n Boulevard bridge over the Santa Monica Freeway. There is enough unused space on the north 7., 
side of the freeway (provided for a widening that will not occur) for a dOIlb1e track t()fit. This could .;) 
both save money and avoid the visual impact of !~RT bridging over Lincoln Boulevard.. 
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Altemative2/2A-Exposition BlIS"Wa.y(BRTj 

Speed 

The 47-mlnute and 39 minute skip-stop projected running times for Exposition BRT are unattainable. J 1 ( 
A more likely time would be around an hour. . 

• 

• 

• 

• 

This travel time model assumes a speed of 45 mph between Vermont and Western for regular J 
BRT (Technical Appendix .Figure 2) and 55 mph for skip-stop (Figure 3). Neither are safe or J t. 
possible in this 3Smph boulevard median. 

It assumes 55 mph operation on the exclusi .... e right-of-way sections. Yet the DEIS seriously ] 3.3 
questions whether this is possib1e: 

The use of gates at BRT crossings has not been attempted to date~ and may require ~ 
special legislation. If a practicable solution for the detection of buses and the use of '34 
automatic gates atBRT grade crossings cannot be developed, the maximum opera tin 
speed through an un~gated intersection is based on the cnrrent California regulations 
governing bighway-tRT at grade crossings. (page 2-28) 

The use of gates at :aRT crossings has not been 'attempted in tbeU.S. and would 
require speciallegislation in order to install such devices at locations where gates do 
not exist. In addition, because of the relatively short headways between buses. the use 
of gates may not be an appropriate solution. Current rail standards require a 
minimum. of 20 seconds between the time flashing lights! gates is activated, and the 
time the tram, reaches the crossing. With short beadways as the rapid bus approach 
downtown Los Angeles, the gate down time may c,ause high levels of delay for cross· 
street traffic. (page 3.2-59) 

In other words. we should assume that buses will be limited to 35Ulph on the entire route. J 1 (R 

It assumes BRT dedicated lanes with no delay time from Jefferson&F1ower to Vermont &: J \. 1-
Expo (Table 2), This contradicts page 2-26 that states it would operate in mixed flow on . "" 
Exposition Boulevard. 

It assumes fullsignal priority for buses in most intersections, despite bus headways less than 1.,. :J 
two minutes apart in both directions. DEI'S Table 2-'6 {page 2-32) shows an a"erage peak J'" 
headway of just 1..6minirtes: . 
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• 

Such hus headways. withsigiu,llpreemption would severeiy blookcross.traflie..ln reality. J 3' \ 
busesw?W~inevitabirbe stopping~t~~ights - as theWt1sh~MetroRapidbusesdo now 
- resulting In slower speeds. These nnmanonsare docu;tnented lllthe DElS: 

Fortrnnsportationmodel purposes, signal prio~~ or preemptfun assumed in bUSW3] 
(ExpoSiti."O. D. ROw);parti .... '.aI SignalPre:emptlOn. a.ssumed.lltmaJOI'." intef5.ectio.'· ns.and full (..1'0 
preemption assumed at minor intersections for OD-street BRT OD Venice and 
Sepuwedajpartial sigDal priority in meet running sections outside thebusway (in 
Santa Moruca and downtown Los Angeles). (Table 2"'7,pa~ '2"33) 

The proper placement of advance detection devices win avoid ahruptchanges in a ] 
signal cycle, (e.g.. the green phase not truncated prior to a minimum specified time) . 
•.. However, it may not be feasible in every instance to provide the same leveJ of 
priority treatment for buses traveling in both directions, especially if bus headways 
become too short. 

The effects of preferential bus signal on cross traffic movement I existing traffic 
signal system have been considered. Priority treatment ofbu5es at intersections holds 
the potential to reduce a significant source of delay in bus operations ...• However, 
such an operational mechanism may adversely a:trect cross traffic movement. Also. 
today's: traffic signal control systems are ti.ghtly inter-connected in order to provide 
progression of general traffic through the urban grid system. Thus, hus signal priority 
treatments would have to be constrained to achieve modest variatidfis within the 
context of maintaining a "liable synchronization program. 

For the alternatives that include an Exposition BRT. the BRT proposal cans for signa} 
priority for the busway (Exposition ROW) and signal priority - but no preemption - in L..\'J 
the street rnnningseetion outside lbebusway (in Santa Monica and downtown Los I 
Angeles). The partial signal prioriiliation that is proposed for the transit conidor 
may poSSIbly increase delay for motorists emssing the corridor on the cross streets. 
(pages 3.2-66 - 67) 

Another mctorthat.must be addressed with the use of gates at grade crossings is ili:-')' 
frequency. at. wh. ic:hth.e bUS .. ' arrives at the crossing. It can. take fr. om 4. (}-6.0 seconds. for. 
a bus to clear a grade crossing. including the time required to call and lower the gates. L\u. 
pass through the crossing, and raise the gates after the bus has passed. As such, if the 1. 

headway for the BRT.is too small, the cross street traffic c:oold be adve:rselyaffected. 
resulting in potentially significant impacts .. A possible solution fur this is to platoon t 
the buses through the grade crossings that.are gate controlled,.so that the total delay ; 
for the cross street:is minimized. (page 3.14~9J .....J 

But bus p~~oons are no. t po~le because the stations are only one bus long: And multiple ]. '\ ( 
busesantVlng at thesatne t.itne create delays from too many people attempting to board the 
lead bus. 

It assumes skip-stop bu.sesQIl pass other buses without provision for any passing lanes. l 
Imagine buses travelmg less than two minutes apart in both directioDsa.ttempting to pass . ~~. 
each other on anam:>wtwo--lane road while negotiating intersections and bus stops. Can the ' 
MTA accept the danger.ofhead-on collisions on thebusway? 

A more realistic: BRTttaveltime nwdelis~ 

8 
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) &. 7th 
&.Expo 2.5 35 13 11.6 

&'Vermont 0.6 35 1 15 2.5 
&. Arlington 1.5 35 1 18 5.0 
&.Crenshaw 1.0 35 1 21 
&. La Srea 1.2 35 1 21 , 

&.La OeJ1e9Q 1.0 35 1 21 
& Venice 1.0 35 1 21 

&. Sepulveda 1.9 35 3 18 
&. Sepulveda 1.9 3S 1 18 

&. CfoverT.eld 2.2 35 
&. 17th 0.5 35 

&. 1.5 35 

BRT Miles 12.3 -
In fact, theLRT MOS C3A) ,'lith connecting Rapid bus service would be competitive In time with the 
busv;ay. For the same capital cost it would provide the same travel time, superior service,and begin 
the light rail investment needed for the Westside . 

. &. Washington 1.'1 35 17 
&.Expo 1.5 35 1 21 

&, Arlington 2.2 35 2 22 
&,Crenshaw 1.0 55 1 30 
&. La Brea 1.2 55 1 30 
&. La Cienega 1.0 5S 1 30 
&, Venice 1.0 55 1 30 

transfer) 
&. Sepulveda 1.9 35 2 

&. Sepulveda 2.2 35 2 
&'Oovemeld 2.2 35 2 
&. 14th 35 

35 

Ridership 

'1(,-

4;r 

Projected ridership of 29,()()O was based on atrnveHimemodel that assumed 47 minute and 39 
minute travel times. The actual average travel time is 30% slower, which would result in ridership 
probably closer to 20,000. This win also significantly reduce New Transit Riders. The MTA should re- 41 
model ridership with an accurate travel time. To base a m.ode decision for BRT on such fiav'l'ed data 
would be a grievous lapse of the envlroDmental review process and the public tmst. 

9 
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Capital Cost --
Capital cost per mile .15$244 million per mile ($300 million 112·3 miles, before adding the cost of J' 1'1 
buses), This is over halftbe $41.4 million per mile for Exposition LRT, and much greater than the ... 
$10-20 mil1ionper mile range often stated by BR1' proponents. 

TIte E.,"poBRT capital cost gives a seat~for~seat credit - 49 $ing1e~articulated buses offset bya J 
reduction of 73 standard buses (net for E.."qJo BRT - Tables 5~ ID and 5-1.£, page 5~4)- that new ... S'" a 
articulated buses would displace an equal number of seats of existing buses, wbich would be diverted 
to other service, 

But this credit implies no additional bus capacity in this corridor. By contrast, Expo LRT only gaveaj. 
net credit for 48 standard buses. An accurate BRT capital cost would be higher by some $25 minion S' , 
(73 st<lndard buses at 3 per $1 million). In addition, because running time was understated by 30% .. 
(above), required equipment will increase 30% to around $32 million. 

Operating Cost and Cost per New Transit Rider 

Projected operating cost and costpcr new E.xpo BRT rider i$ understated for four reasons: 

• Running time was unde1'Stated by 30% (above); therefore it will take 30% additional 
equipment to operate the same headways and passenger C:'lpadty. 

• 

• 

• 

~dership was ()verstated (above); therefore operating and capital cost per pa.ssenger mile will) )') 
Increase. 

No capital cost for buse..:; was included (see above), understating total capital <;ost by 10% (not l $"<.( 
to mention future bus replacement cost). .... 

Tbe MTKscunent LRToperating costs include a large security cost- averaging $0.07 per J .. 
passenger mile. lVrrA's current bU$costs have a much lower security cost - averaging $0.01f' ) 
per passenger mile. For an accurate comparison, this difference must be added into BRT 
operating costs. 

,t\nnuaHzed cost per neW daily transit trip for Option 2 BRT is given as $12·4°· Corrected for the J.."­
:i. dd. i.tiOllal $32 mill. ' ion in bus costs, greater ope. ra ... ting cost per passenger mile. and lower .ridershiP .. ,. . .. 'S' ~ 
annualized cost per new daily transit trip for Option 2. Expo BRT would be significantly more than f()r 
Opti<>u 3 LRT. 

A major shortcoming in the Draft £IS/ErR is the lack of supporting documentation to aUowa Tcader· I'" -) 
to ~alidate the operating oost an~ oost pet ue~ daily. transit trip (incremental p~ssenger) results. . J 1-
NeIther the document DOl' Techmcal AppendLx provldes the necessary cost detad breakdown. ..J 

Noise 

The DElS documents well. the gre~ter noise of buses Over 1lght rail, and the exbaust-pipe noise sourc~ '5 r 
at the top of the buses w}ndt reqUIres 12-foot sound walls. 

Comparing the projections for the LRT alternative with the projections for the ERT under -1 
similar conditions, it is dear th.at greater noise eX-pHsure is projected for the BRT alternative . 
than for the LRT alternative, This occurs because (1) the buses are noisier than trains on an ! 
individual basis,particmadyat low-ef speeds, and (2) more buses than trains are T£'quired for J 

comparable passenge:r capacity .. (page 3.0-10) -' 

10 
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Th~ x;sults in ntble;S.:9-6. " ~dieate ~t wif!1om miti~tion, 681 re~jdentiallloise iD?pacts aT;}. 4?0 
anticipated for the ExpooltiOn BRT. mcluding 597 WIth moderate Impact and'84 Wlth severnj 
impact. (page 3;9""12) 

As shown in fl'able 3.9-8]t a total Of21.750 linea] feet (4.1 miles) of 12-ft high sound wan ] ce ( 
wouJdbe required. (page 3.9~16) 

Quieter LRTwould impact many fewer homes than BRT, and can be mitigated with fewer and $horte~ ~ '( 
soundwaUs. 

Safety 

The resuJt5 in Table 3.9~ indicate that witbout mitigation,. 135 residential noise impacts are ] ~ "J 
anticipated for the Exposition LRT, including 108 with moderate impact and 27 with severe 
impact. (page 3.9-17) 

As shown in [Table 3.9-11], a total of 12,750 feet (2.4 miles) of 4-ft to 8-ft high sound waD J" i 
would be required .... (page 3.9-20) 

Serious BRT safety issues are unanswered. Gated grade crossings are problematic for BRT. unlike 
LRT: 

Also, in order to detect: the bus to allow for fuU preemption of the traffic signal and to lower 
the automatic gates, BRT detection must be usect Trains have this detection feature built into 
the tracks, but buses do not have that option, Inductive loops may be the favorable solution, 
but they must bave a built in :redundant system. to provide a. fail.wsafe grade crossing. As such, 
if the loops malfunction. the gates lower-, Dot allowing motorist or pedestrians to enter the 
CI"OSSing.. Afail-safede.sign is necessarywith using the gates, because the BRT operator is not 
expecting to stop at the crossing. (page 3.14-9) 

Other serious safety iSsues for BRTare not considered in me Draft EIS/EIR: 

• Buses lade the safety of the audIble warning devices (homs)tbat are required of trains at 1 ~~ 
grade crossings. 

• Skip-stop bus service is proposed, that $Ome buses would not stop at some stations. Such ] 6 1 . 
8ernce would require skip-stop buses to pass other buses that have stopped at stations. BUl 
no passing lanes are provided. 

The resuJt could be calamitous. A skip-stop bus approaching a stopped bus must veer in the ~ f 
other laue to pass ~ at 55 mph. at times while ". _.. . . 
o . • . cd sto ed bus In a . n, there's the risk of pedestrians on 0 
buswayat the station. High spee n two~laneroads - especially witb passing - are rightly , ~ 
considered very dangerous. Given tbis danger. how can this be considered for a busway? 

• Stations on bridges propose that the bus lanes would cross over to the left side in order for 
right-side bus doors to line up with a centerpla&nn. But unlike the Harbor Transitway ~ 
Green une station were buses run on 15-mlnute headways, these buses would be less than 2 T­
minutes apart. And visibility of on-coming buses would be blocked by being: at the top ofa 
hill. The effect of this would be delays and possibly even head~on conisions. 

11 
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d,.A1though the proposed lane widtbsmatcl1 rnmmmended FI'ABtand~ thell~ dmgn 1 '=1 '( 
lacks a safety m«lian betweendirecootJS. The National Urbm Tramit.trurutute r-At..Gtade j 
'Susway Planning Guide. Deeember1998) recommends a three foot median. 

Surprising1y, theSlm Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor DEIS/EIR proposed an ent:irely 
diifetent- but no·more reassuring-oontrol for B.RTgrade crossings! 

Before reacl1in:g the intetseetio~ drivers wonldbe warned by "pre-signals"tbat they are 
approaebing an interseetion that crosses the corrldor~1 't.. 

The intersections will operate as an at-grade street crossing, and will not require the 
installation of gates. beDs or whistles associated with rail crossings. Busway drivers wH1 have 
direct control over theirvebicles and win be able to brake quiddy,or move out of the way to 
avoid incidents. (SFV page 4-266) 

This is frightening. No gates,just warning "pre-signals" for 55~mph grade crossings. And the buses J 11 
are expected to swerve out of the way of danger within a. 13-foot wide Jan.e? 

As documented in these reports. there is no safe way for BRT grade crossings to exceed 35 mph. J:; i 

eMS Bus *' LRT Capacity or Speed 

The DEIS/EIR shows illustrations of the new eMS bus on a potential busway in Eugene. Oregon \11 
(Executive Summary page 13), Some BaT proponents daim these new buses are comparable to 1igh~ 
rail at lower cost. This is wrong for the following rreasons: 

• Lengths are 12. 18, or 24 meters (40. 60, or 80 feet). A 6o-foot eMS bus bas the same 
capacity limitations as a oollVeDtionru articulated bus.' With part ofExpositi,onBRT on city 
stn.ets. So--foot buses would not be possible (iUegaJ ander California Motor Vehicle Code,:no -, y 
to mention unsafe in traffic). Claimed capacity of 150 ~ per80-foQt vehicle includes .., 
many more standees than MTA standards aHO'Wforreplar buses. Reasonable capacity would 
be perhaps 75 with standees on a 6o-foot articulated bus. Delay would still come from 
stopping at intersections due to close headways. 

• CIVIS power is ·~·overhead ""'.ires (as an electric trone, bus) or on-boatd engine-generator. As l:t"l­
traDey wires are not being considered. the noise, vl'bratio~ and exhaust of anon-board J 
engine remawa shortmmmg of the ClVlS bus. 

• Maximum eMS bus speed is advertised as 70 km/hr - .about 43 mph. Average $pe:ed is 7 -=I-,¥ 
stated as 22 Ion/hr ... 14 mph. These are tar short ofExpositio-n I.Jtr's S5 mph maximldIl. 2,4 .. ' . 
mph average. (Press release, May 20(1) 

Some BRT advocates have argued that an initial BRTline would demonstrate whether there is 
sufficient ridersbi,p for later LRT. Quite the contrary. To s;pend$3oomillkm on a bmway that is too 
slow to attract much ridership would waste this unique W~e right-of-way and $500 million on a 1~ 
neighborhood-impacting, unpopular failure -not unlike the Harbor Freew1lyTransitway - which . . . 
would only appear to show Westside people won't ride transit~ nis would be a tragic waste of mODey 
and opportunity. 
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All Alternatives - Wilshire BRT 

Operating Cost 

Table 5-9. (p~ge 5-1.4) iU~ica.tes An ..... n. u., ~l. 0. &: M cos. tfo.r Alternati.'vc: (VV.ii. shire ~~TJ ~ $6.8? m .. mio~J' .... 80 
For Alternative 2 (Wilshire + ExpoSltlon BRT) Annual 0 &: M Cost 18 $19.42 milllOn.lhu$ Expo BRI 
alone is tbe difference, $12.53 million. Why vfOuld Wilshire BRT .Annual ° &: M Cost be half that of 
Ex.p<;1 BRT? 

Unat.--ceptableEffects of Removing Traffic Lanes 

The DEIS documents in general the effects of diverting the traffic of one Wilshire Boulevard lane in l }) I 
each direction onto surrounding streets: 

The corridor analyses indicates that the loss of one lane ineacJ. direction on Wilshire ~ 
Bouleva~d, ,as a result of the prop?sed. Wilshire BR~ (~temat:1. ·Y.es 1, lA and 113), is expected to. ~ 1.. 
have a slgmficant effect on dJVf!rtmg traffic from Wilshrre Boulevard to the broader east;wwest 
conidor area. (page 3.2-45) 

The divc.rsion of traffic is spread Qut over a large area because many east-west strec. t. s north oft.f. ~ J 
\,Vashington Boulevard are at capacity before the lane on Wilshire Bou1evardis dropped. j 
(page 3.2-46) 

[t misses some specific points, ho,\'cver: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

There are only a limited number of passages under the San Diego Freeway (405) in West Los 
Angeles - Sunset, Wilshire, Ohio Avenue, Santa Monica, Olympic, and Pico Boulevards 
(Screenline 4N. page 3.2~29). Especially during afternoon rush hour, they are aU backed up S' "'\ 
fer blocks. Even n.-.'o-lane Ohio Avenue has long lines of cars seeking to avoid Wilshire and 
Santa Monica. Sunset backs up from the west past Bundy_ Wilshire baCks up to Federal on the 
west and dose to Beverly Glen on the east. 

All of these alternates are already projected to be at LOS E Of F {Figure 3.2-12, page 3.2-48).]2 ~ 

How would curb laneBRT lanes pass the Wilshire interchange with the 405 freeway? ~ t g, 
Weaving of traffic onto and off of these ramps is already very difficult; which lanes would be ..• ~1-
taken. for BRT, and .how would freeway traffic cross them? 

In Beverly Hills, eastbound Wilshire backs up from Santa Monica Boulevard t .. 0 the west Sid~.. 8 P 
of the Los AngeJes Country Club and westbound much of the way across Bevedy Hills. ""j 

Convers~y, from Highland A.venue to Wilton Place- pa~t H.ancock Park - traffic is generally] J',\ 
free-flo\<V1Ug all day and dedicated bus lane..-;wouldproVlde lIttle or no benefit. ~ 

Issues of removing the landscaped medians in the Miracle Mile are weU known. A rush-hou;::1 
<mly curb bus lane has been proposed as an alternative for this section. '.J 

• The. City of Santa M.oni~a is on record. opposing the. irreplaceable l?ss of on-stree~ parki~g forI ..., 
busme...'-'Sesakmg Wilsblre B~mlevard. Ul S~ntaMomca. Santa Monlca has ach.romc parking . J '1 ( 
shortage aLready, and there IS no lalld avadabIe to develop replacement parkmg. (elty Council I . 
resoiution,June 12,2(01) .....: 
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• The hi..artieulated,\uses proposed for WUsbire appear to be illegal un_the California J 
Vehicle Code.Jn additian.WiJshireBRT buses would Cl,Pemte in,',mlxed-flow traffic both "east ,C; 'Z. 
ofWestemAvemte and 'Within the CityofSaUu Monica,: ami ~length of the 1_ if the bus . 
lanes ar:epeat~h:mir only. Can such 8o-kot buses safeiymix with traffic? 

The DEIS/E~ although giving traffic volume inaeases,stops short of stating bow much slower ~ 
automobile travel" would,' beoomeafterremoving, 1/3,' of th,e lanes on, W, ilshire in each direction (1/4 in , 
Westwood V'l1lage). One need only:reeall what happened in thel97Q$ whalthe Santa Monka Freewa 
eonverted one lane to HOV-St to anticipate drivers' reaetion to CO:nstruet1011 and removal of traffic 
lanes on Wilshire. 

Minimal Benefit at Great Cost 

The Metro Rapid bus line 120 already carries 28.200 passengers per day on Wilshire and Whittier -, ~ q 
Boulevards (April2QOl). U's not stated h(IW many trips begin and end on the Eastside, but a large J · , 
majority must involve the Westside. 

,
Projected Wilshire B, RT ridership is 39,600 - and only 32,500 c::omb:ined with .Exposition light rail. I,;~ {: ,«" 

2'0,000 Metro Rapid trips include the Westside, that's only 12,.500 additional hoardings for Wilshire ; ) 
BRTat the cost of $363 million. The DEIS/EIRts figure of 11.100 Incremental Linked Trips is out-of-
date and should be updated. (Table 5-5,. page 5-u) 

Upgrade of the existing Wilshire Metro Rapid service with larger buses, prepaid fares. and que:ue-- J 9(. 
jumper lanes where feasible would provide most of,BRT benefits at much less cost and without major ..,. 
traf:fie disruption. 

14 
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April 19, 2001 

MTA 
David Mieger, Project Manager 
99-22-5 
I Gateway PJaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 - 2952 

Dear Mr. Miege:r. -
I have Careflllly reviewed an 1:h1?",~I?~~~!l~,~£~.<~.g~iqgtl:t~<pmpglS~~LLighlM l 
f.~iect ;~ruLL~,Il!J~ILsl9~t!-J However. I would like to ,Iddress certain points of~ 
concern. The first being the potential disruption of t:r4fic on Washington Blvd. and the i "7 

t ~..,., 

dosing of Grand Ave. during our events which would greatly affect our business. J amt 
concerned that traffic on· Washington BI~:,~~!L~~~~!~!t~L~2.@,2!1V~~~,!f~!l_~.~!~~~LJ 
~~~~.J.Cl~ ... ~~c?!lb,!.~.~~J~J'>~.",}!l~~:J J wou. Jd. rus. 0 .. H. te, to address. the. stateme~t m l·. 
whIch you menhonthat there presently were not any special property taxes assoclated 
with the MTA rail projects except at. the Red Une Station in Downtown Los Angeles. 1 I 
would like to know for certain that our property taxes will Dot be affected by this as weI 
were previously charged for other mass transit systems in the Downtown Los Angeles.J 
area that our company certainly did not benefit from. 

If you have any questions rega.ming this letter please do not hesitate to c.all me. J. c.( 

Sincerely. 

~~--
Steve Needleman. President 
Grand Olympic Auditorium 

1801 South Grand Ave. • los Angeles. CA 90015 • Fax: (213) 622-1939 .. Tel: (213) RI9-SH1 

Mailing Address: P,O. 80)(S5047" los Angeies, Califomia 9OO5S 
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lime IS, 2001 

Mr. Dl:rvid Mtes_ 
T~ PIa.rrnitlgMal'lliF $ 
~anT~Authoriry 
OM· Gateway Pfaa. 
Los Anplcs, Ca,. 90012-

Via fax: 213-922-3060 

..., 
t am. mubmd:tillg Ibis lenet taxed to you earUct" today to com:a type errors and qualifY :some ~ J I 

I am Ullab'le tcaa;ess tt&e compu:ttf (II my Westwood office, wbidl Q)l'ltJJill$t~ written response 'We 

intc:1lded to forward today ~ the draft er.Mmnmemal documem <:onc:e:miin8 proposed pubUe tnmsil 
Oipliona forWil~ and VL"WQ$ route and mode optians fbribe Exposition Bl'l;'tt eorriclor. I do 1IOt havt '7 

tbe correet tide oftbc dndi d.oc:;umcm·out far public comrneat'bec:aux the ~ is tim in my '­
Watwood office. !hi, 'letter tberdbre should DOt be COJl,idcrf:4 clcfec:tive for faWre 'to c:cnt.ctly.jdatify 
the title ofh· etMrcmrmmul dB£!. dOC;WDcnt My ICOmment$ we madeu if I bad ptuperly Jd;e.mWed tho 
rille of the dnfi doeumont. 

The ~kalltat ~ by the Holmby-Westwood Property Ownen ~I'l is iPptGtodby the 1 '\ 
WHllbinBlvd. OU!.way·proposal smee Wilshire Blvd ddincs tbe sautbern bomldary of the ulOCittion J­
Rtrice area. 

...., 
HoImby:..WestwoodPropmy·Ovmcrs ~is M1 ide:ntirled as a participatllm dIe .. draft ~.P l 
~ UlspJie of the flet ~ did plfticipatc. Petbaps tbere js~oc .'i'i'lth. the J\Ultt of I t./ 
W ..... ood~ Associ.Uion. which alao participatedintMscopt .. pr~ bIn~ the I 

community swth ofWil._ Blvd. -' 

The IIlSOI:idal·.~tbcll00 bome sinsk filImly ~.in pmiculJir:in land. usc. tl"I!ftk and~ 
trtIt~.I:aiiOll.'~ Tbeboumlariesas shown .. inExh. wit 1 are ... Hilprd.. OD1.1mW_ .... adj~totbe .' r UCLA campus., tIle·.1..o$ A~ Country ·Club 0fIt t.be east, Wilshh:-e Blvd.. 'QfI'a:h.t ~ end. SUfI$a Bhrd.. . ') 
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David Mieger. 
Project Manager, 
Los Angeles County MTA, 

Jack Allen 
~£J2'am 

15015 Bestor Boulevard, 
Pacific Palisades, California 90272 

(310) 454-2062 
Fax (310) 454-8037 

June 13, 2001 

One Gateway Plaza Mail Stop 99-22-5, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

JUN 18 2001 

sCMJN~" •• 
J~ \ 

Re: MID-CITY !WESTSIDE TRANSIT 
CORRIDOR DRAFT EIS/EIR 

Dear Mr. Mieger: 

On behalf of Palisades Preservation Association (PPA), the following comments are 
submitted concerning the subject EIS/EIR.l First, our Association has long been an advocate of 
a mass transit system connecting the Westside to downtown Los Angeles and to Hollywood to 
serve the needs of both the Westside, Hollywood,and downtown Los Angeles. We have 
always wanted such a system to serve the Wilshire Corridor where many of our residents 
work. 

In general PPA opposes all alternatives presented in the EISIEIR, either the Wilshire 
BRT or the Exposition LRT. Both will cause more problems than they solve, primarily 
because both are at-grade projects, and both will seriously interfere with other vehicular 
traffic. As a result either will create more traffic congestion and seriously clog surface traffic 
that intersects with the routes. The Wilshire BRT,"by taking out of use traffic lanes on Wilshire 
further cause congestion in the Wilshire Corridor. Moreover, either will result in an increase 
in accidents "on their routes." 

The proposed alternatives also will be ineffective solutions because neither really 
addresses the basic problems plaguing the Westside relating to transportation. The Westside 
has two problems. The first is serving the Wilshire Corridor including Century City. The 
second is providing a rapid mode of transPortation between downtown Los Angeles and Santa 

The author is very familiar with the transportation demands between downtown Los 
Angeles and the Westside. As City Attorney and as Senior Assistant City Attorney of Beverly Hills 
between 1973 and 1987, the author was heavily involved in land use and transportation issues in the 
Wilshire Corridor and involving Century City, as well as a commuter. After 1987, the author commuted 
"between his office in downtown Los Angeles and his home in the Pacific Palisades. The author was 
responsible for raising many of the issues concerning transportation in the General Plan Framework for 
the City of Los Angeles that resulted in an appellate court overturning the General Plan Framework in 
2000. 
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Monica. None of the alternatives solves both problems, or either of the problems. 

The Wilshire BRT is a Washout and No Alternative is Preferable. J7 
In our opinion, the Wilshire BRT will still be too slow for most commuters and it is 

impractical. To be effective, busses must make frequent stops in order to first, pick up riders at 
points that are convenient for them to walk to; and second, to drop off commuters reasonably 
close to their destinations. Otherwise, commuters will not abandon their cars. Where a BRT 
might work in Brazil or other cities in the world,Los Angeles is not really conducive to BRT 
operations because of length of the Wilshire Corridor and the nature of the communities it 
serves. The projected 14 stops is far too few to be effective because too many commuters will 
either have to exit or enter at points too remote from their homes or offices or destinations for 
it to be convenient to use BRT. 

For example, h;:villg bus stops only aLLaCienega, Robenson, Beverly, and Santa 
Monica Blvds. in Beverly Hills will not serve riders in Beverly Hills. There should be 
additional stops at Doheny, Rexford, and Bedford. It also makes far too few stops in Santa 

. Monica to be convenient for users. If there are not stops at Centinela, Yale, 26th Street (major 
north-south arterial), 20th Street, Lincoln Blvd. (another major north-south arterial), it will fail 
to serve Santa Monica. Yet that points up a major problem. Without adequate stops, the rider 
base is decreased significantly. On the other hand, adding stops means longer trips, which will 
also reduce ridership. In the end, the Wilshire BRT washes out so that a "No Alternative" is 
the preferable Alternative. 

Exposition Blvd. LRT, the USC Trolley. 

The real beneficiary of the Exposition Blvd. BRT or LRT is USC. It does not serve any 
major commercial, residential, or manufacturing center between Santa Monica and USC. For 
that reason, it will be referred to further herein as the "USC Trolley." 

The problem with the USC Trolley is that there are two alternatives, the Full Length 
and the short length or MOS (Alternative 3A). If the Trolley is not full length, it will not serve 
the Westside at all. Yet because of financial considerations, many feel that only the Shortline 
Trolley will be built. It would be better not to waste money to build a short line. 

Table 2-8 states that the running time will be 42 minutes between Santa Monica and 7th 

and Flower Streets in downtown Los Angeles for both the USC Trolley and the Wilshire 
BRT . 2 The EISIEIR does not state how the running times were calculated so that it is not 
possible to determine from the materials provided whether or not this is a fictional figure. 

Copying any infonnation from the Acrobat Reader was impossible, even when it was 
imported into Acrobat 5.0. The infonnation became gibberish when copied into either a WordPerfect or 
Word document even though the Document Security for the Acrobat version was set to allow copying. 
Thus if a reader wanted to copy out one set of data and put it on a page with other data for the purpose 
of comparison, it could not be done. Nor could a reader print out the pages to compare two charts 
unless the printer supports Postscript. 

-2-
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Some are mislead by this figure. They use the 42 minute figure in comparison with the 
drive time on the Santa Monica Freeway at present or in the future. Presently, a person can 
drive from Pacific Palisades to the Civic Center during peak hours between 45 to 55 minutes. 
While there are projections that this will get worse, there are proposals to increase surface· 
street capacity which will reduce travel times so the travel times will not increase significantly. 
For a coID1nuter from the Pacific Palisades, it would take approximately 15 to 25 minutes to 
get to a parking area. Then the commuter would have to wait up to five minutes to catch a bus 
or train. After leaving the bus or train, the commuter would have from five to twenty minutes 
to get to his or her destination. That amounts to between 62 minutes and 87 minutes, not much 
an incentive to ride a bus or train. 

That is true to a great extent for other commuters who must drive to a parking area, 
catch a blis or train, and then travel to their destination after they debark from the bus or train. 
Unless a commuter lives within a five minute walking distance of the bus or train stop and 
within five min.ute wa1king distaIice from the bus or train stop and the commuter's destination, 
there is little incentive for commuters to abandon their cars. 

Traffic Conflicts. 

One of the biggest concerns that many have with surface transit is the conflicts with 
other traffic. It will be significant if grade crossings are not elevated. The author rode the old 
Red Lines in the 1940's and in 1950 and his father in law was a motorman on the Red Lines. 
By 1949 no one was riding the Red Lines. The author often was the only person in the car and 
his father in law said he made many empty trips. After World War IT everyone used motor 
vehicles. With far more vehicles on the streets, the conflicts between rail transit and motor 
vehicles became much more frequent, especially at grade crossings. It was a combination of 
accidents at grade crossings and low ridership on the rail lines that doomed rail transit in Los 
Angeles, not the tire and bus companies as is often suggested. 

The alternatives reintroduces the same problems. The Blue Line has proven that surface 
rail is an invitation to accidents. Surface trains create such delays that both drivers and 
pedestrian will seek to make dangerous crossings. It is human nature and it is unavoidable. 

Therefore, unless above grade crossings are provided for both the Wilshire BRT and 
the USC Trolley (particularly for the Trolley), accidents will be common, interfering with the 
operations of the busses and trains. One accident is one accident too many. 

\5" 

But a more serious problem will result and that is severe interference with rush hour 
traffic which must cross either Wilshire or Exposition Blvd. Table 2-8 states that there will be 
a 2.5 minute combined time frequency during peak hours. That means that every two and a 
half minutes, a train will cross an intersection on Exposition Boulevard. That means that for 1 ~ 
each signal and gates to fall and then rise again and for the signal to recycle will take two 
minutes leaving only 30 seconds for traffic to cross the intersection. Many of the intersections 
that the busses and trains will cross are already in an F condition during peak hours. The 
delays caused by the busses and trains will only exacerbate the congestion. The EIS/EIR 

-3-
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minimizes the impacts that this will have and it is inaccurate for the EISIEIR to minimize the 
impact that such congestion will have on adjacent neighborhoods as drivers seek alternate 
routes to avoid the worse intersections such as La Cienega, Pico, etc. 

While it is suggested in Alternative 3 that some grade crossings be converted to 
overhead crossings as an alternative, it is imperative that all grade crossings be overhead. 

We object to the use of the Underground Subway from USC to Flower Street. J 
Experience has shown that subways are extraordinarily expensive. We suggest that overhead 
transit be used instead. It is proposed to be used in the downtown area of Santa Monica and 
there is no reason it cannot be used from USC to Flower Street. 

Failure to Discuss Better Alternatives. 

T"rie preferable alternative would to avoid both Wilshire Blvd. and Exposition. The use 
of overhead monorail would have been preferable to any subway or surface rail, with the 
exception of the Green Line. Overhead rail on the Santa Monica Boulevard starting at Lincoln 
Blvd. in ~anta Monica to Sepulveda Blvd., then north to Wilshire, east to Westwood Blvd., '!; 
south to Santa Monica Blvd., east to 3m Street in Beverly Hills, east on 3m Street to San V , 
Vicente Blvd., then south to 6th Street and down 6th street to downtown LA would be 
preferable. The overhead should continue from the intersection of Santa Monica Blvd. and 6th 

Street up Santa Monica Blvd. until it connects with the Red Line in Hollywood. 

Then there would be a transit system that really serves the Westside. Our concern is J 
that the proposed Mid-City/Wilshire Corridor will not only fail to solve the problems of this ~ 
area, but use up funds that could be used to build an effective transit corridor as well as any 
incentive to develop a viable transit system. 

Sincerely yours, 

JACK~ 

-4-



COMMENTS
Page 207

..... -w-v j 

"SCAIIED 
,IN .Me 

) WEST LOS ANGELES 
, AUXILIARY 

DavId Mieger, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MTA, One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-22~5, los Angeles, CA90012 

In re: Draft EIS/R- MID-CITY/WESTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR 

Dear Mr. Mieger: 

On behalf of the West los Angeles Japanese American Otizens league Auxiliary, I reviewed the 
Executive Summary for the subject project as it pertains to Alternative 3 - Wilshire BRT and \ 
exposition LRT, since this"is the Alternative which we 'have conSistently voiced our concerns 
over and opposed. 

j 
, The concemsand opposition are listed below as they appeared on the report: 

Pg. 14: "Elevated grade separations would be constructed atla Oenega/Jefferson, 
PicolSawtel1e and Bundy" (emphasis added), due to high traffic volumes on these cross 
streets." " , 

It Is assumed that this/these elevated grade separations will also indude Piml Barrii'Jglon:, 
,which is between sawtelle and 'Bundy Avenues and has just as much traffic. 

Pg.15: "Alternatives Considered# • DJustrations show that a support bar and overhead 
wires wUl be required to provide power to the trains on this Light Ran system. 

This will add to the dotter and sight obsb'ucHonoo all streets involved, which is 'exadJy what 
was being amlbatted ,by the Utilities Undergrounding Distrfds. .....1 

Pg. 24: Issue 9: Equity of At-grade Alignment Comment is made that concerns have 
been raised in '-South Los Angeles, Baldwin Hills and East Culver City NeighOOrhoods •• ,regard-
iug the potentital proximity effects of bus or light raU operations at--grade in residential areas.· "I 
Similar concerns have been expressed from the 'very inception ofthese;plansfrom west Los 

\ Angeles residents but;~ not mentioned. 
I 
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) 

WLA JACl AuxIliary 
Comments, Page 2 

Pg 24: Issue 10: Pedestrlan and Vehicular Safety: "At vehicular intersectkms, aossing 
gates 'WOuld be utilized where trnaSit speeds are greater than 35 mph. Such gates may not be 
possible in certain areas due to noise or traffic concerns, and in such cases, transit speeds 
would be slowed to less thim 35 mph." ;) 

If the Elevated Grade Separations are not provided, slowing of the trains at heavy traffic 
intersectfons will result in even more traffic congestion and tieups. Pico Boulevard has been 
designated as a Pedestrian-Oriented area and this plan would conflict with that designation. 

Pg.39: land Use/Neighborhoods· Accessibility and Community Cohesion: "Increased 
access to existing activity centers. Increased transit service on Wilshire Blvd or along the 
Exposition ROW, Venice or Sepufveda would not affect physical connections between 
neighborhoods." ~ 

The confluence of these transit routEs in addition t\) the 405 freeway on/off ramps will destroy 
any'neighborhood'J as well as the Day Labor Site recently established tn this location. 

Pg.45: Visual Quality - Privacy: "'At Pico/Sawtelle and Bundy where the route would be 
located on aertal structures, bus riders would have access to views into residences or the yards 
of residences at those locations. Similarly, lRT patrons waiting at these elevated· stations col,lld 
have ViewS that result in loss of privacy for residential uses located near stations. It lot 

The Mitigation simply says to "'provkle landscaping or other saeening structures to obstruct 
views into private residenc.es~._.'" Peop1ewho are familar wlthdevated train routes know that 
such saeening does not endure and is not maintained, leiMngtne residents to feodfor 
themselves in maintaining their privacy. 

Pg. 46: NOise and Vibration - Noise: "'Exposition lRT would result;n 135. residential .J. '11 

nOise impacts •••• lOa residences would exceed FTAmoderate impact criteria and 27woo1d (I 

exceed FfA severe impact criteria .... Condusion: "'for IheExpo LRT Alternative, residua' 
impacts remain at 15 residences foUowing the consturdion·of soundwatls." 

Pg. 47: Noise and Vibration - VibratiOn: -Impacts atl38 residences, 22 multi-family J q 
bldgs, 1 hospita' and 1 school.'" "Significant. Impact (after Mitigation) would remain at 31 I 
singre-family residences and 3multi-famifybldgs~" 

Geology/Soils/Seismicity: "'E'xpositionroute would constructelevatecl J /0 
structures in faul zones and in liquefaction areas. " "Significant on Exposition route.#' J 
Pg. 50: Safety: "'ExposItion tRT route passes adjacent to sd100ls and parks where 1 
pedestrianadMty is high. Pedestrians wiU be required to cross LRT Janes only at signalized \ 
intersection .. s." Mitigation; -Fendng shaH be installed in aU segments with lRT Speed. S greater 1\ 
than 35 mph; schoof and community safety ~educatlonlinformation programs shall be 
impfemented. " . 
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wtA JACl Auxiliary 
Comment - Rage 3 

) Any LRT route nearschoolssnould be fenced for the enti~ area, not just where speeds are J. 
greater than 35 mph. Otiidren are notoriOusly attracted to trains andacddentswUI oailr. 

Pg. 53: tlazards~ "Prior environmental studies revealthatthere are areas of J 
contamination along the Exposftion Route lnduding·bothsites andbuildlngs. ~ Degree: l't 
"Significant for contaminated replacement parking sites and for Exposition ROW areas. W 

These comments are based only on the Executive Summary. Prior comments have stressed th;-] i" 
opposition to Ught Rail along the route specified. Why should this area be the only one subject J 
to rail transit instead of BRTI 

Other questions might be: Why are there two massive rapid transit route needed and pianned 
to gato downtown Santa Monica? With all the construction and 'In.;building' in the Marina Del 
Rey area, with Playa Vista rapidfyapproaching, why doesn't one of the lines go toward that \--( 
area in antiCipation of the need? Is this plan going to interface with feeder routes to the lAX 
Airport to cut down on the increased transportation and parking needs in the future? 

I will be unable to represent our group at the public hearings scheduled in May. Please accept] 1 ( 
this written comment instead. 

3719 Butler Avenue 
los Angeles, CA ·90066 
(310)390-6914 

Sincerefv, 

WESTlA JAPANESE AMERICAN CITIZENS 
lEAGUE AUXlUARY 

BY: Jean Ushijfma, Chair 

cc: The Hon. Cndy MIsdkowski, LA ely Coundfwoman 
WlA JAo..: Pres. Jean Shigemat5u 
Westside Residents Assn. (Pres .. 
Sylvia Nickel; Board Members Tom 
Donovan, AI Casas) 

-
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From: Mid-City WestSide 
Sent: Tu~sday, June 19, 2001 10:26 AM 
To: 'Juliamaher@aol.com' 
Subject: RE: Expo LRT support letter 

Ms. Maher: 

Thank you for your comment on the Mid-City/Westside DEIS/EIR. 

We have logged your comment into the record. 

We are scheduled to go before the MTA Board on June 28, 2001. The DEIS and a 
summary of the comments received will be presented. At that time a l~cally 

preferred alternative will be selected. 

Sincerely, 

Mid-City/Westside Project Team 

-----Original Message-----
From: Juliamaher@aol.com [mailto:Juliamaher@aol.comJ 
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2001 3:28 PM 
To: MidCityWestside®mta.net 
Cc: Friends4Expo@aol.com 
Subject: Expo LRT support letter 

David Mieger, Project Manager 
MTA 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-22-5 
L.A. CA 90012 

We, the board of directors of the Castle Heights Neighborhood Association, 
are writing to voice our support for a light rail line alon the osition 
corridor from downtown Los Angeles to Santa Monica. uch a line would help 
relieve the ever-increasing traffic congestion on the Westside and would 
connect our community to the rest of Los Angeles' emerging rapid transit 
network. 

Compared to buses, light rail has no exhaust, carries more passengers at a 
lower operating cost, and at~racts higher ridership. 

A great city deserves a great public transit system! 
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Sincerely yours, 

Julia Maher 
P::-esident 
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'. 

JUH-2~-91 le:~0 AM CROPPER 
$;: izL 

• ".t. 

U.s.1lopnMnI "'. Federal T.... . .. 
':. :.". 

COMMENTS 

I am a resident of the ~est of Westwood HOA and I support A1t. 1. . .. ;:~~ , 

Buses are more ftexlble. Rallis fixed. Buses can deviate from the line to .... S] 't. 
avoid senSitive areas such as schools and homes rail cannot. . : .. :.... . . 

There Is a proven ridership on Wilshire. The Wilshire Rapid Bus can not keeil ~.:;' ....... , ...• 3> 
up with the demand. '.J 

It travels through activity centers that service the people of Los Angeles and 
tourist. 

Exposftion Blvd. does not do that. 

The Expo ROW goes through neighborhoods. The detour on Expo proved 
that going through Commercial Zones and Dot nelghborl1oods InCreases 
the ridership. 

Until Expo ROW's detour travers through more commerdal than residential 
areas It should not be developed. 

The Wilshire Rapid Bus and Expo ROW parallel each other In Santa Monica. 
If you develop Expo ROW Santa Monica will have two rapId lines to it and 
Venice none. 

Mitigating the negative Impact Expo ROW will have on residential 
neighborhoods will be too costly. Money can better be used on Wilshire. 

Develop the route that services more people . 

......... , ~ 'r~ . .June ,,, aG01 to; 
UTA-ATIlt David~. OnaGawayPIaA. fMI S10P 99·22·5. L.OSMOl"H. CA 9OOt2 

1310\ 366-&U3 Fax: 12131 922·3060 E·U.II= MldCrtvlNastsi •• mta,rwtf 

.. .. . 
.. ..:.~ 
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21.3-922-3060 FAX 

June 14, 2001 

Mr. David Mieger 
MTA 
One Gate\IVay Plaza 
Mail Stop 99~22~5 
Los Angeles CA 90012 

KILROY 

REALTY 

C OR PO R AT ION 

Re; Mid-CityJlAlestside Transit Corridor Draft EIRjEI8 

Dear Mr. Miegei": 

\P:;') 1 "'\. ~ -," ~ 
"""';\l...l.. ,)i ',' 

'SCANNED 
tN RMC 

In connection with the' Mid~Oty/Westside Transi,t Corridor 'Dr, aft EIR/EIS, Kilroy, Realty,~ 
property owner and manager of several million square feet of office in the Los Angeles area, 
including office locations immediately adjacent to proposed project routes" stops and stations, 
supports Alternative 1 - Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit 

From a review of the Draft Em/EIS documentation, and our representative's attendance in, MaY' t.. 
2001 -of the public hearing h~d at the Veteran's Administration Hospital" we would like ~ i 
provide the rollowing comments and observations: ......j 

.. Ridelship of AltemativE 1, \Vilshlre B, us ~pid T~nsit, .vill be greate, r than p.~temativas.2 c~ 
3. The Wilshire route traverses more intensely developed conunercial corridors and 3' 
employment centers. There is existing. proven demand along this route. Further,' 
Alternative 1 is more feasible than Alternatives 2 or 3 from the standpoint of (1) engineering, 
(2) costs, and (3) timJng/ implementation. 

• Alternatives 2 and 3, which we do .not support, would provide environmental impacts that] L.( 
will be difficult if not impossible to mitigate to a less than significant level, induding: ' 
)It> Traffic:: impacts - as area intersections along Alternatives 2 and 3 route will be further fJ ,.-

degraded to unacceptabJelevels of service; .. 
> Noise impacts ~ ,as area, businesses and rem,dents will be subjected to operational nOise"] ., 

from the EXPOSluon LRT /BRT 20 hours a daYI 7 days a week, from 5:00 AM: to 1:00 AM v 
daily; and 

Suite 501 • 501 Sant,aMorica Boulevard- SantaiMmlica- California- 00401 • Fax (310) 434-1583 • Tel. (310) 899-,3200 
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--, 
p- La.nd use impacts - froID (1) the elimination of existing land uses and structures to I.} 

accommodate new park-and-ride lots, and (2) the significant disruption of existing.,) 
residential neighborhoods. 

·'-"l ...., 

We urge the MTA to adopt Alternative 1 ~ Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit as the Preferred .~ ,; -Alternative. 

Very truly yours, 

Campbell Hugh Greenup 
Ext."Cutive Vice President Senior Vice President 

c: Yvonne Burke. Los Angeles County Supervisor,SOO W. Temple, Room 866, LA. CA 90012 
Zev YarosJavsky, Los Angeles County Supervisor, 500 \I\l. Temple, Room 821, LA CA 90012 
James Hahn, City of Los Angeles Mayor~Eledf 200 N. Main St., St€'. 800, L.A CA 90012 
West of Westwood HOA, POB 64496, LA CA 90064 



COMMENTS
Page 215

.ft._ 
County Btcycle Coalition w.".w. 

June 15~ 2001 

David Meiger 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
MS 99-22-5 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 
VIAFAX: 213-922-3060 

Re: Comments on Westside Transit Corridor Draft EISIEIR 

Dear Mr. Meiger: 

634 S. Sprlng street 
suite 820 

los Angeles, CA 90014 
fa 213.629.2142 

fax 213.629.2259 
www.lablkecoallt.lon.org 
rpm@Jablkecoallt.ion.org 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Westside Transit Corridor Draft ~ 
EISIE1R. This voluminous document obviously represents a 101 of work that was expended to \ 

cover the myriad aspects of the project. We wish to e:x,press our appreciation for the effort that . 
went into it. -' 

We have reviewed this document from the point of view ofMTA customers who use~ 
cycling as transportation. Better integration of cyclists and bicycles into your design will , 

! 

enhance mobility and cost-effectiveness for all your customers on the Westside. We believe ! L 
there is enormouspotentiai for cycling to reduce traffic, enhance the environment and improv~ 
JivabiIity in the area ..... 

Our comments will largely focus on the bicycle element of the Exposition transit \ 
corridor. We understand that specific details about the bikeway design are not included in the \ '? 

EIR1EIS but will be developed if and when tbeproject receives approval. Nonetheless~ there aI~'~ 
a number of points we wouIdlike to make to assure that btkeway~reJated issues are thoroughly l 
considered at the earliest appropriate design stages. ._/ 

Creating a Model Corridor 

The Exposition corridor presents a. unique transportation opportunity for our region. £0, .. 
h~ o~ Ofthe.highestpoPulanon. densiti~. great~ volumes of~veland greatest. demograpru . 
dIvers tty of any MT A travel comoor. This makes It one oftbe blggest transportatlonlland use L.~ 

chaUenges facing the agency. And with this comes the opportunity to create solutions and I 
innovations that can make it a model for your agency's approach to other corridors. ..J 
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Fundamental to the soocess of any Exposition 1ra1lsit~stem will'beits integlatioDwitb""\ 
) the communities it ~es ~ .. ~'potenti~ {;llStomers. More ~just tile loeationof stati~ and 1 

the·amount of parking proVIded" tbeproJectmust addressthe:dlversewayS that theCOmmulllty t 
will utilize the transit elements. As well,. the developed comb may belp peopiegain access 10 \ $" 
destinations without having to board a train or bus, Land use planning and anciUmy \ 
transportation enhancements{for bicycles and pedes1:rians in partiClllar)iCOwd provide invaluable \ 
conununityresources not generally associated with a transit project,butwhich are still ~ 
appropriate goals. The successofMTA"5 investments can be measured by the extent that they I 
provide customers with access to destinations of their choosing via mmsportation modes of their 
own choice. 

The ability of a fixed transit system to stimulate transit-oriented development is we11 
documented Merging these development opportunities with the sWTounding oommunities 
through diverse access routes requires careful ~nsideration in project planning. 

Documentation of Bikeway Element in tbe EIRIEIS 

1 

\" 
J 

Despite the fact that the bikeway may be exempt from needing environmental clearance;j 
this should not prec1ude inc1udiQg sufficient detail to descn'be how it win be integrated into the l' 
final desjgn and the role it will play in meeting the project's goals. 

We realize tbat most bikeway design details are not available at this point in the process.~'·1 
} Nonetheless the bikeway should have its own section or subsection in the EIR. Not only isihis a 

practical concern - it is imponanttogroup the relevant discussions together to get ,a better 
picture ofwbat is planned ami the design rationale - but also, scattered placement of bikeway if 
information gives tbe impression of disregard and a lack of concern. We feel very strongly that 
the bikeway must be ineJuded as an integral pmtof the Exposition traDsitconidor~nottreated as 
a side issue. We suggest that the diSQJSsion of tile bikeway be noted in the Table of Contents. 

The i~lustnrtionon page ;2-3!. (Fig. 2-16) shows the b~c:waY ~onowing the. Venice Blvd. i1 
Sepulveda alignment In fact, the bikeway wiU follow the original nghtofway, 'whether or not (C; 
the detour becomes a reality. We suggest that'these distinctions be made in Older to avoid J 
confusion. 

I» addition, the computerized photograph on page 13 of theExeeutive Summary (also ""1 
utiJize<i.in other reJated documents) shows a light rail train and a bike path witbinafew feet of i 
each other with no safety banietsbetween !be two. Since this i11ust:ration depicts such a u 
hazardous and unlikely condition; it should either be modified. not used at aU or an ·exphmation i 
should be added to acknowledge that the design it depicts is unworkable. J 

.Provide Background and Goals 

We suggest that the bikeway discussion ·itself include: 

2 

- 1 , ,. , 
i l 

~ 

\ 
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,.. a briefbistory ofd1e past decade of Exposition Bikeway planmng; 
)- brief comparisorurto similar transit-with-trail projects in the U.S. to place the blleeway 
.' concept in a Jargercontext; and . 

general goals for the integration of the bikeway with the tmlSit line~eonnectivitywith other 
L.A. bikeways, and ancil1ary benefits (green space,.recreation,. etc.) to the communities 
it will serve. 

We would be happy to work with you in researching and writing this discussion. 

The lmportaDee of Preserving Bike Lanes on Venice Boulevard 

WhIle it is planned that the Exposition Corridor Bikeway will follow the original ROW 

\ 
I tj 1 

i 

......;. 

,'. " 

i ;1.. 
\ 

..,l 

between Robertson and Sepulveda., it is nonetheless critical that the existing bike lanes on Veni } '3 
Blvd. be preserved even ira transit system is developed there. Venice Blvd. is one of tile longest 
and most heavily-use class-two bike lanes in our region. 

Extension. of tile Bikeway 

We suggest consideration of extending the bikeway through the oonwrevenue portion ofl 
the ROW ! 

l 
; 

east ofFigueroo. in order to c:onnect it to !be Los A1lgeIes River Bikeway in lbe future. J 
"..; 

Bikeway and Transit System Integration 

Bicycles must be approached as a fully-functional part of our 1rallspOrtation system. This ~ (-
_ .... \ 

goal requires attention to details. A -convenient. direct and safe bikeway will attract numerous J (,) 
bicycle commuters as weD as enhance access to the transit system. 

I.dosion of Bike Stations 

Bike Stations" similar to the one near the western terminus of the Blue Line·in Long 
Beac~should be included in the Exposition Canidor transitsyst:em wherever wammted The 1/ 
resources they can provide~ such as· secure parking. bicycJe rental, repair? travel information and" . 'P 

other related services. will further enhance the utility and viabiJity of the bikeway element oftb 
project For jnformation about bike stations. see ht1p:llwww.bikestaUonorg. 

Design aDdPlanBing RecommeudatioDs for Bicycle Facilities 
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I. Crossings 
) Roadway crossIngs are a big challenge for cyclists using separated bike paths. Whenever 1 

bicycles enter or cross a. roadway after beingseparnted from the motorist's normal area of 1 
\ t-:+ attentiO'n, the potential for . unexpected and hazardous conflicts is great. Safe and cO'nvenient 'I 

crossings are essential to cyclist safety. Visibility is a critical factO'r: motorists must be able to ! 

easily see bicyclists that are near to' crossings at all times. j 
I. ]. Bicyclists should be able to stay seated in the saddle and peddling whenever [ ... 

j ~.l 

possible. They should not be required to dismount and walk bikes through crossw'alks OT J '~ 
conduct portages. Crossings s.hould not nnpede convenient use. -

1.2. Avoid large signs, fences, equipment enclosures. landscaping or buildings tbat cou1d l l'1 
restrict motorists or bicyclists views of each other. .J 

1..3. Protect bicyclists by signal phases at intersections with large roads. Consider using I 
bicycle-IeveJ signals that give bikes a head start crossing intersections before motor vehicles. '1 (;; 
See Caltrans-approved bicycle signals in operation in Davis, CA as an example. ... 

1.4. Utilize state~of-the-art detectors to sense bicyclists well in advance of an intersection 1 
- not just at the intersection itself - to allow the traffic control device to predict bike traffic J 1. ! 
and accommodate .it 

1.5. Special attention should be paid to situations where right and left-turning motorists l 
cross the bikeway. It is advisable to layout the intersection so that motorists complete their turns I "" 

and are fully facing the bikeway before crossing it (i.e. crossing at 90°'5 to the path of bicycles) l 4-1.. 
A vojdc.oDventionru crosswalk configurations where the bicycle crossing would be immediately ! 

.J adjacent to the corner where cars tum, creating blind-sight situations. 
1.6. Utilize attemlonwgetting signs and possibly rumble strip techniques to alert bicyclists 

to slow down and use caution at all crossings (rumble-strip tecbniques~ if chosen, should be 
carefWly tested by bicyclists before installation). 

1.7. At smaUer. un-signaled cro.ssings,identif,y bikeways with bold roadbed markings 
and other alerts to motorists, such as flashing bghts, signs and raised speed tabJes. (Considertbe 
use of the new, flashing LED roadbed lights as :installed on Pico Blvd. in Santa Monica). 

1.8. Streets with "residential" volumes of car traffic should yield to the bikeway at aU 

1.9. Bikeways crossing the transit line should incorporate appropriate caution alerts and 
protection. systems. 

1,10 Every effort shQuld be made to avoid car traffic turning across the bikeway_ 

l I '1.1' 
J 

2. Bike Pa~ and Lan~ !ransitioru; ,.'. . _...-, 
l\1ultJple transltlons between Class I to Class n wlll be detnmenta110 smft bikemmsltl 

Every effort shouJd be made to create a continuous Class I bike path through as much of the f .., .;' 
corridor aspossihle. Nonetheless, due to space restrictions in some parts of the ROW. it is likely Ill. ,f 
that sections of the bikeway in these a.reas mn have to follow routing as on-road bike lanes. j 

2. L Transitions to and from on .. rood Janes should be designed so bicyclists cannegotiare -lj ?.:.;: 
them conveniently and safely. They sbould not impede s"Wiftand convenient use. .-J 

2.2.Whcn called for. it may be desirable to allow bicycles to merge with traffic and be ~1.,. ~ . s; .. 
directed to a specified waiting zone at the head of a left tum lane. Witb proper signal phasing, I ~ 

4 
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this could aUow bicyclists to enter a bikeway in the median without having to portage multiple , 
') . ~ crosswalks. 

3. Bikeway Design and AJiimmmt . 
3" 1. Bikeways sbotdd be as straight as possible .. Designs must avoid the intentional l ~! 

meandering of recreational.:paths that can slow ride.rs and add unnecessary effort and hazards. 
32. Maintenance of the bikeway system is crucial to avoid hazardous conditions. =tj . l 't 

Periodic sweeping and other surface maintenance is a necessity. 
3,3. Because current transit system alignment plans call for avoiding the Cheviot Hiusl 

area, it is logical to allow the bikeway to fonow this alignment. This would give bicyclists a J' j 
more direct route.. However. even with this routing, the existing class-two bike Janes on Venice 
Boulevard should remain intact, as they are welJ used and enhance mobility in the corridor. J 

3.4. Provide adequate separation between pedestrians and bicyclists. Experience has 1 j ti 

shown that it is nearly im~ssibJe to. discourage pedestri~ fro~ bike paths. Adequa~ :mdth to I 
accommodate faster traffic IS essential to the success oftbis project as a commuter factlity. _.l 

4. Transit System. Access 
Multj·modal travel with a bicycle requires that cyclists have safe and convenient access l1 ~ 

to the transit system at both ends oftbe trip. - j 
... 4.1. Access to Stations .. Bicyde ride~s sho~ld ~ve safe convenient routes. to stat~n ~ ?;~.' 

facdrttes from nearby roads. This should aVOId rowng btcycles through automobile parking lots. 
4.2. Bicycle Parking 'J ? 
4.2;]. Stations must have adequate space dedicated to bicycle parking and allow for ~l '\ ¢' 

expansion if heavy use dictates. ....1 ._ 

4.2.2. Bicycle parking should be provided in the fonn of both racks and lockers. J "J"'. 
4.2.3. Bjcycleparking locations must discourage theft: J i,.'Ie-
4.2.3.1. Site bike parking near areas with heavy pedestrian. presence or where an. l L;: 

attendant who is always present has ciearview of the Jock-up site. .... 
. 4.2.3.2. Locate bicycle parking as far from roads and driveways as possible. Bike -t i'. t t.. 

thieves often use enclosed vehicles to facilitate their work. The closer a vehicle can get to bitesj . 
the more at risk they are. 

4.2.3.3. Avoid siting bik.e parking in out-of-the way, less-visible Jocatioos" or where a lJ L::; 
motor vehicle can block the view of it 

5. Transit Vehicle Access 
AHowing bicycle riders to bring their bikes with them enhances multi-modal transit \ ~ I ... ' 

system use and cost effectiveness. This allows bi"'Yciists to use the bikeway for as much of their I (' 
journey as possible. aadaccess the transit system for the remainder. '" 

S. L AU-hours access is imperative. Without this, transit access is oflimited utility. The 1 ~.:;-
system must attract cyclists especially during peak hours. .;; 

5.2. When bikes are brought on board, adequate" easy·to--aroess space should be .... \ 
available. The Caltrainbetween San Francisco and San Jose is a good example of rail that I ~ ; ,~ 
provides set~aside space for bikes. They have 24-bike capacity on each mun. and sometimes 48.1 
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It functions very successfidly.Not having designated space forbikesisasking for oonflicts with J 

) other riders. The BART system is an example ofdlis. ~is no designated space for bikes. so J 
other passengers get annoyed wben tJ:se.y are leaned a.gamst sea~ etc. . 

5.3. For bus systems with raised-platfo~ prepaid boarding, allowing bikes to be -'j :.; "1 
brought on board is .preferabJe to exterior racks. 

5.4. Bicycles brought on boardtr.msit vehicles should not required to have special J 1..11 
permits and fees. ., 

5.5 Consider providing ramps that would allow cyclists direct access to p]atforms from 1 ::..r\<;; 
"iI 

the bikeway. 

LACBC is Ready aud Williogto Belp Create the Expo Bikeway 

The bikeway element exists as part afthe conceptual study for the Exposition Corridor to1.. 
a great extent because LACBC. as an organization. pushed so hard for it. Originally planned as a : 

bikeway only. we believe that the Transit-With-Trail configuration has even greater ·potential to ; 

change the way Los Angeles feels about biking. and about transportation. Our membership has {' 
proven itself to be experienced. creative. and hard-working in support of hi cycling in Los 
Angeles. We look forward to working with you in the creation of this unique aDd valuable .J 
corridor. 

Sincerely" 

Kent Strumpell 
Co-Chair,. Tedmical Advisory Committee 
LACHe 

Ron Milam 
Executive Director. LACBC 
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... tjvi1 
I:dj Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Mid- C\tyJWestside Transit Corridor 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 

COMMENTS 

u.s. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration 

Lc.. (l) 

Please use this page to submit your comments about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (DEISIEIR) on the 
Mid-CityJWestside Transit Corridor. You may discuss any aspect of the project in which you are interested. 

~ "" s-r- &- ce.. r -I-~ - ~ T ; '"'" --­

W~ C -.k(.. lI1A<\-~c../~ fAA.'/-e. C " V,"e:..., C~(-r,' 0'1. 

i-~ Lu"l S~~-c. l4-~u (Jc.~+-eS COe..fa'"t-/O,-\ j 
°rP?r-~ 

l..-J I' I ..r t, / ~ ~ 

0·'-'. 

""-<- (-eA~ '" ,: ~ 

c;.. 10 0"," -r- ~",,*,I<-

it IUr4 t a V\.J 

-J--l..t. E~po. l,' .... -<!JZ 
V" € Co -e-v -t':J ~ 0 L- ~. 

CO",,- S,' J..e '-4~/-i!-

E ~po.r I' T: 6~ 

c 0 ~r"""'~~ ,-,;.f-( <--/ ~c.;r.J 
S O\A ,-l F,' ""'"~ cl",o t c::.. <2-, 

{If necessary. please continue your comments on the reverse side of this paper.} 

To receive information regarding the Mid-CityIWestside Transit Corridor DEISIEIR, please· complete the infonnation beloy 

Name L f!1 IV1 aC .. J3f.A.l~ C h e.L-t PhoneiFax (3~ -:1) C[;] 7 - G .s? '/ 
/ 'F-ov..""C\-t.."'. V\A, ~",c.l-<. \AA Ii -t. c.' " :~. Co e:t t f "If l)~ 

/Address eX 0 I N \ ~oS'S"'-'..olr~ £q..\J~V\.~~ , 

City/State/ziP __ L~\ _V+....:.-..o...,1 _C_~~~'-L, __ ---,?<---=..D-",-D-=60-t.f-+-_____________ _ 
J 

'- '\~S .. 
CA """ ~ \ \f'/\ fA - J.e.~1'"' Mail sheet by Friday. June 15, 2001 to: 

I .J".. \ ') (J ~ )'. MTA, AnN: David Mieger, One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-22-5, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
V- ~ ) ; (310) 366-6443 Fax: (213) 922-3060 E-Mail: MidCityWestside@mta.net 
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) 
LATINO URBAN FORUM 

improving the quality oj life I'n latina cmnmunities 

June 13.200) 

Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Oue Gateway Plaza 
MS 99-22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: David Meiger 

RE: MidJCity Westside Transit Corridor EISIEIR 

Dear David Mieger, 

The Lalino Urban Forum (LUF) supports Alternative Three of the Mid/City Westside TranS~'t . 
Corridor EISIEIR Study" Alternative Three. which is a dedicated bus lane .dong Wilshire . \, 
Boulev. ani and a light rail line along Exposition Boulevard. would greatly im .. prove mobility ." .. 
the region especially for working and middle class Latinos who work in the job-rich West.<;id 

Thousands of Latinos pour into the VJestside daily from all over LA. The Westside is the ~ 
only region n.ot Served ..... by effective raP.id tranS.i.t. La. tinos rely heaVl.~IY on .... public trnns.p<>rtatioo .... 
and the strategic linkwitb LA's other mil lines wiH allow commuters a predictable and rapid . ,-, 
connection to job opportunities instead of battling the 1-10 freeway, congested boulevards an 
overcrowded buses. 

L. UF is .de. dica.t. ed.· .... to.· i. m p. rO .. Ving. th. e quality Of. life in Latino communities' through the h .. uih l :3 
environment. We believe tbat these transit projects stated in Alternative Three ,¥ill improve J 
the quality of life for aU residents. 

~~~ 
Dr. Ramon Garcia 
[,atino Urban Forum 

~Jatfnotifbanforum •.. org 
725 S_ Spring. Street, los AngfMes, CA 90014 213_629,9122 lUFOO@hotmaitcom 
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The Honorable Richard Riordan 
Office Of The Mayor 

MUSIC·CENTER 
I'Hf.OltMlNG kitH C:(NTH 
Of lO.s 4NGHOC:OVNlY 

200 North Main Street, Suite 800 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mayor Riordan: 

I am writing on behalf of the Music Center in support oflight rail in the Exposition ~. 
Corridor. We believe this transit alternative provides a desirable way to aueviat.e. traffic ..•• 
congestion and improve access to the cultural destinations in downtown Los. Angeles.. 

Approximately 1.6 m .. iUiOD. guests attend penonn.·.ances .. a.t the MUSl. 'c .Cen.· .ter ... each .year ...... ·1. 
The Cathedral of Our Lady of the Angels will be completed in 2002) and the Frank 
O.Gehry·designed Walt Disney Conc,ert Hall wiU open. its. doors to thepubIic in 2003. I 

Each venue will attract an estimated 1 million visitors in its. first years. In addition, many! "'2 
more visitors enjoy the Colburn School. MOCA, and Public Library. aU located within a j 
few blocks in the Grand Avenue cultura1 corridor. The Music Center favors public trans], 
options that will a.llow the broadest possible audiences to attendev. ents at these CUltura. 1 .. 
institutions easily, without I.necurrent disincentives of traffic congestion andpar1dng 
~~ ~ 

Sinc.ere1y. 

~ 
Patti Gagan 
Director 
Government Relations and Planning 
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no HOl1Ol'Ibte. V YW-Jle Bl'Btbwaite !ur'kc 
Chupcmion, 
llae. Los Angtle:s County Mctrepolibm TtanSpOtWiOJlAmhority 
One Glteway Plaz.'t 
LQ$ Angt\es, CA 90012-

REll'lofiat.Oty Westside Tttnsk Corridor Draft E1SJETR. 

~r Supervisor Burke: 

On behz.fr t)f the Board of Tmsteos and 1l» commwtlty of Omar ft," At 
~tioa and Masjid. Otmsr Tho A110usuab I am Wlithlg to provide our • on . 
proposed Mitf..CiS)' Wesllide TtaI1Iit Cwrtt:tor 'Drd 'ElSiETR, 'Datu. batk to , 
wbile M¥jid Ornar WN 31m ilnd1:t COnstnietiOft.) the Foondadrm bas btm cnpFd 
di$cunions. with ether &position 'Patk ~ldm. :md actively supportive· 
devdcpm, f. qtI_lity Uwportationsystem the 1ba1 ~ comxd _ provj 
communities ifom otb:et pam of Los Angds .3Ctt:U to .a.e rcduc:atloDtt.. • ,­
"i«Itifte, cultural and.1'cli&i0Cil· ~ in the US~on Pail uei,ghbc~ 
and the aumlmldinaC~ty. 

We believe tW this tan be adl.ie~ widMmt ~vdy impa.tMg or undemliaiq 
~ips. colfabomtiw& MrS ~ tU.t haw ~loped ~ 'fat neiI-:hbaIriU:~ 
~ ~ the out'iNtlh PlWiimiJ U. ~ our ~borin&cwmmmi_.Ov# 
~ your pcrsonaJlluppon and ~ !nrve CODtdbuted to tk ~ '6f'maI1Y 
these projec:u. 1'b«c are· (,uttCI1tly ~::ouummi,¥ l'Ntrd projects ill Um'iGv 
Eq2osi6on Parb mvari~ ~or devel~ W~ _ tbtrfUt tho! the . 
th;d Au ~ filelml tbc 1C$.~orWJ .~"lpt _.~ •• , 
Ddl if tlu: MTA'Board ~ the propo$td swfatt'le'\Icl bU ltd With the Wcs&Iide. ' 

Wit art QOMem,§ tUt 1he:.proposed M"~ Westside Thmsit Corridor·Draft 
did not take into .~. the pMltiw: cbn,FS-a nMta~ _ baft 
pJaee in the in the neigbbomood~ the ~of'&.po$tDon Park tNt:ttM Jut 1m 
or the coll«:tive etrot1s or 0\If dcucd officials) pri'lr.tte, public mc! tJOn pmfir iuti 
or the ~e. ~ _ business ~a that h~ TC$Wltd in I nmalJlan 
in Exposition Part __ ~badng tMmMtity~ 

1'h¢ proposed plan his: !lOt ~ Uno 2ttO'UtIf the. visiOl'l or Imtre pl_ ot~_, 
further elevate ~t1ons andfmpmve the qt:laJity of tife in '011: -~00Cl. 
Ncwemborthe· Otmrlht At Kattolb·~ ~ th~propmy on 1'.t. DOtthf. 

Wtb Sk \'IIWW.o~tiQtl,Oro 
102S w. hPOS;;tllJi!'! BMt., W~.cSarl\i;! 900G1' USA - Phme: ~ 1S3-"3f'~~ I~!DL 

j 

I 

O£llJ/Ol14; 1£ P.002 • 
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OMARIBN AL KllATIABFOUNDATION 

The Honorable YVGnne BraW>waile Burk,e: 
JWlC 12" 200! 
PaseZ 

I 
Ctlmet of &pesir.i<m Ne:moot tor t:be puqoseof c:on~ tb.e tP\lltiS1O~ 
Learning Center for·1hc: A.rts.SQ~ am::!, Tedmolomrl 

i I 
l 'Ii 

The: Learnln& Cco.tawill hou1Cm Isbmlc . library. mexhibit ban that WO~d I 
pennmenland visitinl exhibit tom the Islamic .,.'Odd. a iectUft h'aH. •. ! 
as part or the rourldatioot ~ progwns a mllr: upgrtdingp~ fur ' 
tutcring and mricnment program to 'be oftbtd free of tbrgt tel sdulrs: in tbtda ~, 
neighborhood schools students in the afternoon. A below-grouod tumid to .' II 

LRT would enable nelabbrubood school children. USC studem ud racutty ~ -j. 
members ()f'me c:ommanityand the etncr31puhHe easy aDd t:;lr~ ICCess: to the ~ _ 
o:ntCt. i I 

~ i l \ 
Ali oY~ud bus or line wiD jeopardi7.e existin, Nld fumrc pannerships amob~ ~ -1; 1 
stakeholUctS and would isolate the institutions from e3m othIT lDd from !he~' "I ~ -,I 

families .. The Wi .. eI)'. and .•... ... wcl1 .. ~ .. ' 'Of ... ncip. hOM. '.' tbildrCll. aM ... F~ ... 1:IWl$wou.' ..... ~ ~ •. :Iit; ..... :.-. JI ~I .. risk If they haY(; to n6viBtlte their way across a busy transit cooidor. 'Thr Sllre~ Of . i . ·.1 
thrt.e thousand families who 'WorsnlP at Masjid Omat and aHetld Priday and RJml -,·1 
scrvkes on a regular basis would also 00 put ai n$K.. . I .Il~· 'i II 

Or:w IbnAl J.{bWb rou±ldal1C1'l.W ~1afdid.Omllt 1m Al K.hatt.tb arc in favCf~.·' ~i 
fall tuttnel thatwou!d tfst would notdwupt bfe or threatentb:e safety ofthase .....po: i 
wort, Mt:t\d sdleo). Wtemp in .the· USCI&position hrlc.oeighborhood This.1 :i 
solution provides ~ .gfttytQ the neipbomood ~ who have. ,,' J. 
~$itiQnandVermom to attend school and t~ enjoy:!he educational. cultural, ' • . ---I 
aDd ttcre4ti<m11 P~~9fO~dt<t 1ft ~itiOnrilfk II.Dd the· neighboring institutl .1,: 

and. 10 men:lbcrs .. OfMasiid Omafs COfl. ··~tiM. mo. Y O'£ . ...,-bo Wal .. k from tISC f1? ............ I~.I 
ll~lhoortng eommwiUes.1 (I t "1 

We arc bopefUl !tit .. wjrh ~W' .l.~ the ~ Anatlt$ County j[. • ..• ~, 1- j 

.
Trcl. ... ~mti.·Qft ... A.· .. ,m,orio/ ~ ... 1 .. d.~ ... $jdet .. th .... 0: al.· tCM.. aUvC$. W ... brnitteC. . .b)-. F. 0 . . .... · .. !I.· ... '" 
0Iher stakeho1d.m, w'tll) IU'O eommittecitb 1m ·dici_ qu.a1l'Y.. po " f · a 
tn'I'ISpOrQtiOQ S)'S,t~ as "iYt11 as it.mIritIg dW KUis~ 1idBxposiuon Part eonrn.. '. ml·~ •. 
prosper lmd move tlJ,e ~bQring C(l;TIm:l1rUties ! It I ~ll 
l11e Om~t' lbt1 AI JI'Jlattah Foundation is cw:nm.itted to worlring with Ihe MT A fin,d, J , 
option that serve the col'l'Ul.Wtm ad the US~itil)n hzt community. ! I i I I 
. - 'i j 

Sinc.ri:[jlt :;' ., 

~n " 
0akI' MI>.Ml~ree*or, ' 1 . 
Community ~velopment & l!.xtemal P ... 'lhlrs I '. 

rXllU NO.1517 

!!:i .... I d 
\ i ·,1 
It ,,~;~ 

p.nOl • 
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OJvf..AR IBN ALK.HA.1TAB FOUNDATION 

lbe Honora~le Yvonne Brathwaite Burke 
J\m~ l2f lOOJ 
Page '3 

Michic:IAntonovkh 
Hal S~m$on 
John FlISflll'a 
Don Knabe 
Jot:e Lag;u;pi ./' 
Glori. MoIi~ 
Beatrice Proo 
Richard RiOTdan 
Pmnk C. Roberts 
Jeffrey Wald;:n 
Zev Yaroslanq 

CounCnpefSOl'lS 
Mark Jtid'lq~ThomBS 
Rita Waher:s 

Slate SenatQf Kevw Mumy 
A$s.embtymanP.~1dt.'rick Wti8ht 
LAllSD Board Metnt'Jet Ge:otlb!a &dtey HlIyes 

Expo,'don Park Stakeholders 
Ted Alexandra. Los Angeles Unified School District 
lQhn c . .A.t'gUe. University of South em California 
10hn Dlxk" lUX):1rell'rQJect Ami Committee 
ABmgnarnCllt!rritl'. University ot sootbc:m California 
Mahmoud M. Dakhit. (lOt lfm Al Klnttt.,.o 'Foundation 
l!.brsaret t:m:mm. CoH~<!:UJ'n O::mlmimon 
EUnber.h fromm, Child Guidallcc Clink 
OenethmHayt'S, LAUSD Boom Member 
Iamcslnil Henderson. Califootia A1t5can AfMrlcan Musemn 
Danyf Holter. Fiperoa Corridor ~ 
Shelby joman. Community·lt:::soura: T.!c:nt D:\.-eIopment 
Shidey Kdley~ Exposition PArk M~ 
Levi Kingston. Community Comortium 
Pallid Lynch. Coliscum and SportsArem 
Thomas H. Motm, Um,.'wity ofSoull:rern california 
Ellen Oppenheim, Dcp~ ofRc:cmltion;rOO Pasb 
JmeO. Pisano. Univetsisy ofSoutru::m California 
JiIiIDCS Powell. Nawta:l Histol)' Mu:'iCWn 
~vid R~berl.s~ Offices cfCoorw:ilman ~ Ridley''l'hama." 
Soffvr; l\loICd9lpb,. c..ut~tQ. S ..... n" ... c.....t.H: 
Steven B. Sample, Uai'l'C1"sity cfsoume.-n Californ.1a 

06/13/01 14;16 
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llme 5.2001· 

Nfr. David Mieger~ Project Manager 
Los i\ngelcs County MTA, One GatewayPtaza 
Mai] Stop 99-2~5!Los Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Mieger: 

SCANNED 
IN RUC 

PARK WILSHIRE 

On behalf of the approximately 370 residents and employees of the Park Wilshire, we-]. 
strongly oppose the proposed installation of the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) by the 
MTA. 

The Wilshire Boulevard Corridor (between Comstock and Westwood Boulevards) isl 
already adversely~pact~ by the comb~r:ation of> high voltnn:, exc~ssive spe~d. J 1-
dangerous. tum.·. cOTuiltlOIlS. fh."'!Uency of c011151O .. ns:~ accidents, and tmffic nOIse. Speedmg ...• 
buses in exclusive lanes wiU only add to the congestion woes of this heavily traveled 
Boulevard. 

" .OUf elderly c~ no longer cross the Bo~levard·~afely now at the.intersections ~ the time! 
allotted! Veh1(:;]es can be observed dady passmg thrQugh red bghts or cheatmg on the I 
yenow light as they speed on the Boulevard. Cars exiting from the buildings on the 
Comdor are only managing to doro because of the jut-outs protecting them from J 
oncoming traffic. Eliminating the center turn lanes will only further prohibit 
horneo\\rners and residents from entering their buildings safely and conveniently. One 
can envision more accidents and fatalities as people stand indefensible on center islands 
fi-On:l "run away'" vehic;:Ies or try to urun" across WiJshiretocatch a bus. 

.. ~.,. 

In the afternoon/early evening period, in the westerly direction, there are daily traffic )' 
backups from the 405 Freeway back through. the Conidor because, of Fremvay" -_ 

congestion. Cars are .. bar .. e.l. y mOVll. 1. g.... bumper-to-bum. per.,. SUd.d ..... enlY Ch.aJl. ging 1a. nes, .. gomg

U·... .Lt 
into side streets and coming out on Vlilshire again, with frustrated drivers trying to gain ... -
some advantage to reach the Freeway. The amount of air and noise pollution emanating 
from this stagnant mass of cars and buses is horrendous~ . 

Any new lanes for express buses would quickly see themselves.filIed up with these same ..... l 
frustrated drivers and their vehicles to no advantage to the proposed lanes! Policing might i 

help in the first few days but afterwards there w·i1l be no advantage to the bus rider. \ .-:;. 
These buses wjU Just be spewing out their emissions to the high~rise residents as they idle t .... ,; 
and fight for position in this section of the Boulevard. It is a dream to believe that this ; 
proposal win be a solution to population growth. The EIR is astonishingly biased and 1 

PARK WILSHIRE HOMEOWNERS AS SOCI ATION j Inc. 
10724 Wilshire Boulevard "los Angeles,. California 90024 

Fax 310-441-3576 
Tel. 31 0-441~3500 
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,. Mr. David Mieger 
JlD1e5~ 2001 
Page-2-

, misleading .in its view of the environmental 3m! safety.impact on the residents and J 
employees of the Conidor. 

The potential decrease' in vehicle lanes to accommodate the bus lanes win breed an l 
increase in CO emissions as traffic moves slower on balance through the area. Your ElR. \ 
is negligent in not' assuming' an increase in pollution in certain pockets of Wilshire' i ~ 
Boulevard such as would occur on the Corridor. Your statistics may hold up on average I 
for the entire length of Wilshire Boulevard, but you would certainly adv.ersely impact the J 
poUutlon circumstances on the Corridor! 

We contend that the WiJsh1re ,Corridor is one of the highlight residential areas of Los" 
Angeles and should not be disturbed. One obvious suggestion to improve bus schedules 
,on the Boulevard is to move ALL bus stops to the post-crossing' position afty 1-
intersections. not beft:n:e intersections asmau\'are situated now. New York City 
experience haS seen sharp improvement in transportation cycles by moving aU bus stops 
to after the intersection. 

In section 3.13. the assumption that there win be a reduction of fuel consumption is J> 
questionable when one considers the, increased slowdown of vehicles idlin in t 

Corridor because of the Freeway con non. In ~tion 3J4"making people wallea 
number of blocks at niglit from new off-WilShire parking. locations mm a side street 

, loCation, makes security a significant consideration Is opposed to tbeEIR's "less than 
.si ificanf' conclusion •. , y Wet you wan ,0 estroy e autirilakeup of this, 1 10 
,quiet side street community to introduce parking IGts? 

To make the Wilshire Corridor into .8 bus speedway (OT a rail speedway} is one of the , 

. most. ridiculo?!. ideas: ever proposed. ',!h, eti,me, sav~ ',bY tbesespeeding buses can 0, DIY, . be, \' 

considered nnmnml when one factors JD the potential new h~ to the health and safety 
of the community. There wiD be insWlnountable massive resistance because of the safety, ' \ 
considerations. the noise,.1raffic 'uph~theimpossible deliveries conditions, the J 

, inconvenience of a24~32 month construction '·upset"and adversennpact oopropen:y \ 
,values that yOllrproposa:l risks for the community. ....l 

We ~ncourage you to .oonsid~ the light. rail al~ern~ive,along Expo~tion as being more~ R 
senstble than "damagl11g" this outstanding reSIdential area of the CJty~ Thank you for 
your consideration~ , , 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES 

)EJIKELEJ' " DAVIS • IIIVDIE • LOSAHCELES • IUVElISJDE • SAHDJECO • SANFllANCISCO 

/ J"c.J~ ~+ J ,.do' 
----,MI~.';::;Da:=-:vJ....,'".d .... Mi:reg---er.-, ... PiOj~ec--:-t :;-"Manager'---

,. 

Los AngcJcs COunty MTA, On~ Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-2-5, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Mieger. 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

t " , , . , 
, ~: 

. . i 

UCLA 

SANTACRUZ 

On behalf of the appioximately 370 residents and employees of the Park Wi1sbiIe, we J 
strongly QP.POse the proposed installation of the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BR1) by the 
MTA. . 

The WIlshire Boulevard Conidor (between Comstock and Westwood Boulevards) is J 
already adversely impacted by the t;{'mbination of high volume, excessive speed, "2-
dangeroUs tum conditions, frequency of collisi~ accid~ and traffic noise. Speeding 
buses in exclusive Ianes will only add to the congestion woes of this heavily traveled 
Boulevard. 

Our elderly can no longer cross the Boulevani safely now at the intersections in the time 
allotted! Vebicles can. be observed daily passing 1hiough red lights or cheating on the 
yellow Jight as they speed on the Boulevard. Cm exiting fiom the buildings on the 
Conidor are only managing to do SO because of the jut-outs proteding them. from 
oncoming .traffic.· Eliminating the center tum Janes wiJl only further prohibit 
homeowners and residents from entering their buildings safely aDd conveoiently. One 
can envision more accidcmts and fatalities as people stand indefeostole on centc::r islands 
from "nm away" ~cles or 1ry to "run" across Wilshire to catch a bus. 

In the aftemoonlearly evening period, in the westerly direction. there are daily traffic 
backups tiom the 40S Freeway back through the Conidor because of Fn:eway 
congestion. Cars are barely movin& bumper-to-bmnper, suddeuly changing lanes, going 
into side streets and coming out on WI1sbire ~ with frustrated drivers trying to gain 
some advantage to reach the Freeway. The 8Il1OUDt of air aDd noise poDuDon emanating 

. from this stagnant mass of cars aud buses is hom:ndous. 

Any new lanes for express buses would quickly see themselves filled up with these same 
frustrated drivers and their vehicles to no.adyantage to the.pJoposcd lanes! Policing might 
help in the fiIst few days ·but afterwardS there will be no advantage to the bus rida'. 
These buses will just be spewing out their emissions to the high-rise residents as they idle 
and fight for position in this sectiOn of the BoUlevard. It is a dream to believe tbat this 
proposal will be a solution to population gtowth. The E1R. is astoDisbi:ngly biased and 
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. Mr. David Mieger 
. June S 2001 ; , , 

Page-2. 

misi~ .in 'its ~ of the ~ 'aad safety '. em the rSi~'~ J ~ 
'emplo)wees of tho ~ .. , ':. 

The potmtial deCrease" in vehicle JaDes to 'acrommodate the bus lana will breed an 
~ in CO emissions as traffic moves slower on baJaDce through·the m:i. yoUr BJR." 
is negli-. in not" assuming an iDcrease in pollution in calaifi pockets of Wilshire' ' r 
Boulevard such as.would occur OD the COIIidor. Your statiStics may hoI4 up on anngc 

. for the cmire'leugth qf Wl1shire BQWevard, but,ou woidd ccrtain1y ab.aBc1y impact the 
pollutiQiJ. circDn,itmees On the COu:idor! ' , , 

, We e<m:tend that the' wi1shuc 'Corridor is'one of the')llgbJigbt reSidential ~ of Los 
Angeles a;rid should not be distutbed. ' One 01M~ suggcstionto iJDprove buS scbec;lules 0-.. 
on ,the Boulevard is to move,' ALL bus '~' to the pOst-crossing' PositiOn after 'el ' 
intersectiODS..' DOt befotC intc:mectians 'as maD}- are situated Dow. New York City 
experi~ haS seen 'sharp improVement in transportation cycles by moving all bus sto~ " 
to after the intersection. ' 

.' '. . ~ . '. . 
In section 3.13~ tbC 'assumption: that there will be a ~cm of fuel consUl,nption is . 
que.ctipnahte when one CoDsidar$ tbe hicreased ~ of vebic)es ,idling, in 1he '. 
Comdor because of the Freeway ~ . In ~~ 3.14, making ~1e' walk ~ 
number of blocks at ni~ ~ DGW off-Wilsb.1re pmking l~ fiom a side.street 

"loCation, makeS Security' a' significant fAnsidcndion ~ opposed to the EIR's "ess'than . 
sigriificant", conclusion'. 'Why ~ you Want. tQ destroy the beautifIll m~enp of. ~ 
,quiet side street commDDityto ~paikiDg'lots? ' . . . .. . 

To make dte ~ Comdor ~ a'bus speedway (or a ni.il~j Is ODe ofthc 
mOst ridiCulouS ideas, ever prop~ The time saved by 1hese speeding busS can cmly be 
considered mjnimal

o 
~ one filctoIS iii the potential DeW hazard to the health and safety t () 

of the cioJ;mnllDity. 'Ihere wi111>0 jnsg, .hOUDtable' DiaSsive reSiscance because of the Safety 0 ° 

coDsiderati~ 'the noise, ~c 1IP~' the impossible "deliveries conditie;ms.· the 
iDconveDience of a 24-32 ~th .constructicm upset, and advene impact 'QD. property 
values that your, proposal ~ for the C;oi !imimity. . 

, We ~ ~ to ~usider 'the iigbt tail ~vc 'a1oug Bx:position as ~ mole J ft 
sensi~lc than "damaging" this outstaodit;Jg resi~CDtiat area of 1he city. 1baDk you for . 

, your consideration. ' 
t. ,.,.."..0 ,-"-
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los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
)A. tin: Mr. David Mieger 
. One Ga.teway Plaza 

MS 99·22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

June 11 , 2001 

Dear MTA Members and Staff: 

We are submitting the following general and specific comments regardrn~9 
the Mid-CitylWestside Tronstt Corridor Draft EIR/E1S (theREIRj on beh·alfof .. 
ourselves and the Hayden Trod property owners and tenants. 

General Comments: 

The Hayden Trod property owners have always worked wiih th~ 
surrounding neighborhoods. When the MTA falls to listen to them, they are t 
failing to listen to us as well 

The speed of the trains and buses that were prop':.' ed for the Jefferson an~· . 
Notional Boulevard corridor seemed high. Your analysis of safety, traffic, 'j 
". oise, and vibration seemed to be lacking. Therefore, this left us frightened 
that ~he Impact Report was faulted. Your report has left us with moreJ 
questions than answers. 

Specific Com~: 

) We hod.· been told that the buses or trains wo. u. Id be submerged, mea .. nin~.. L~ 
that any sound impacts would be minimaL Now we Jearn that that they win 
run on the surface. That isa big change. One that is not good. 

The. traffic in the areaatrU.Sh ho .. ur is already con.gested.·. Adding to th~e. ··,r 
confusion with traditionally conceived surface trclnspormtion would be a' ") 
disaster. A new format is required to make transportation here Q success. 

We have parking lots in the MTA median on National Boul'evarcl. If theya~e. /. 
lost, some ofthaf parking will be s:vvikhed to the surrounding IJ' 

neighborhoods. We could not proted the residential areas from that impa 

The enormous wall that the MTA is proposing between the reSidenti~o 
neighborhood and the Hoyden Trod would separate the two communities .• 
Many of the residents in the area work in the Trod, and several of them .. r 
walk to work from their homes. These people would no longer be able to I 
get to work as easify as before, severely impacting the very reason that ! 
some of them moved to that residenticd area in the first plac.e. .J 

HistoricQfly, the housing trod in port grew up around the Hayden Tract 
because people who worked there wanfed to Jive. near their place of 
employment This situation has not changed: T odaythere is more demand 
from people working in the Trod to find housing in the residential area than l' 
that area can provide; for this. rea,sOn, when homes come on the market, 
fheyare snapped-up within a few days, This raises another item that is 
missing from your Impad Report: What about the addi.tional traffic and fack 
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of parking thot,wili be created by those residents who lor lhefirsttime hovel 
to drive to work in the Hoyden Trod? :.....J 

) Another adverse impadon our neighborhood would be ~he visual qualify of 
this twe!ve-foot~high wall. We, as wen as other property OWners in the 
Hayden Trod, have spent millions of dollars creating buildings of strong 
design mertf,in on effort to improve the took of the area," As a maffeT' of Q 
.fod, almost all of our buildings hove won local, State,ond Notional design \ 
awards, as well as notional and international press coverage fortnerr 
excepfionofarchitecture. The residents north of Notional Blvd, hove corne to 
enjoy their dired views of many ,of these buildings; in addition, those views, 
compared to what was there before, have increased their property values. 
The proposed prison~iike woU would bring aU of that fo a:" end. 

It w.'o .. UI.d aiso. s.e.v, er.eIY." i.mea,d th. e.'.longOS.i.anding b, .. e.nef.iCiOI .n:datio, n.Sh.iP/:.· ... between the residents and the Hoyden Trod that we have commented on 
above.. The neighborhoods presentfy compliment eacb other. Their security 
is intertwined. The "neighborhood watch'" helps waleD the businesses in the . f"Q 
Trod,; the participants in the businesses, and our security gvards; watch the 
residential community_ Therefore, crime is lew_ If the wall :is impfemenled"J 
crime in the area might increase. 

foral! th. eafjove rea .. · so. ns, the soun. d mitigation you a. r,'. e proposing ~ the wo. I~I. , .• 
- would eliminate the interaction and interdependence of our business and 1\ 
residential communities. This would he (] majer mistake. 

Most importanfly -and contrary to your report - any significant increase i~ I 
sound in the areo, 01.°09 w. ith. the.' addition 0. f vibro .... tiO. ns where. cur. r.ently th.e.··, fe t',' 

are none .. would adversely impact business: in the Hoyden Tract Through 
fifteen years of hard work and large investment this: old industrial zone has 
been. redeveloped to now include sound stages and sou. ndstudios (rndudi.ng 
those of America On Line), high-profile motion. picture and internet 
production companies (such as Viani, HIS, SONY Pictures j Anonymous 
Content, HaD, and 20'1> Century fox), infernationally renowned advertising 
and mark.eting firms (such as the West Coast Headquarters for Ogilvy & 
Mother), Ac.ademy Aword~winning "'special effects'" companies (like Mannixl, 
and several dot~com and hi9h~tech companies (Kodak.t Be Free .. tuna, and 
HPG Holdings, to name a few) who depend on the present quiet and stable 
environment for their many computers to fundion property. 

These companies, and a long: list of other businesses, wou:ldfind the 
increase in disruptive sound-Jevels, as wen as conlinual periodic vibroiions, 
extremely deki mental to their ability tocondud business. An economic 
down-turn would occur if fhese environmental impacts were notcontro'I~~ 
Mony businesses might be forced to leave in order to survive. '~'" 

The Hayden Trod also has arguabfy the most f·amous dance s.tudio in theii 
LA Basin: The, Conjundiv~ Points Donce C:nter, where recent~ ~~.'" 
Broadwo .. y and T.V. star DebbIe Anen has. established the first professl 1 
doru:e academy in the history of los Angeles. Dondngon trembHng flo 
ond struggling to hear the music over the sound of the .. passi -rail or 
buses, will add unnecessory impediments to. these children's. to learn 
their chosen . professlon_ Debbie AUensougMout the peacefulofmosphere 
of the Hoyden Tract, os opposedfo a main thoroughfare, in which to 
establish her business_ The WiUows Community School aod another private 
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s,~c:ol, T urn!"g fomt,undoubtedly came here for similar r:eOStms• Is ooy o!J 
tins Informohon rnyourEfR? 

) And of course, th. e info. mous A. olquist.;cP. r,.o. 11 .. ·"" earthq. ~~faul. 'ilone. ru. ns righ~t. fl.· 
through the area_ You seem to haveml:$s:ed that pOim tn your bv.ronmenlal·'1 
lm,padReport. This fad alone should be reason enough to conclude that . 
your analysis of our neighborhood is seVerely facking_ .... 

We in the Hayden Tract do not opposewproved public transportation; 'We 
favor it .If would benefit us aiL Asamafterof record, we ot Samitaur 
Constroc:ts have made a financial commitment. to the City of Culver City to 
participafe in the implementation ofa· bike path along the Exposition Right- (/' 
of-Way. We have also <proposed for manyyeors to do a "Ioint-venture with ..., 
the MTA to create a precedent~settin9 new type of pub ic transportation 
depot, with environmentally-sound transportation vehicles, aR'd hi9~level 
architecture and landscape design. Our reputation for exceUencein urban 
development is 'Well known, and that proposal remains on the table. But tha 
should not be the focus of this letter. 

Our strong concern isthot aU the aitical issues surrounding the MTA's 
current proposal have not been adequately ana'yzed or addressed. The 
i.dure of the life of on entire neighborhood -both commercial t new I f. 
Industriat, and Tesidential • is at stake here. Precipitous odion couid \( 
provoke another Hollywood fiasco. We, the property owners of the Hayden 
Tract, want to work with you to help prevent negative impact before it 
occurs. Please give us this opportunity. 

) YourstruJy I 

cc: Th~ Culver City Council and Redevelopment Agency 

.':fI:::: 

'.,~" ' 

3 
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June 6,2001 

SANTA MONICA 
CHAM.filil OF COMMERCE 
~AlJiIIMoIe C!lMMIJIIm' $IIICImt 

Mr. David l\.feiger, Project Manager 
Los Angeles CountyMTA 
One Gateway Plaz.a 
1V1aH Stop 99-22-5 
Los i\.ngeles, CA 90012 

Re: Proposed Light Rail System 

Dear Mr. Meiger: 

----) 

This communication is to confIrm Santa &10nic3 Chamber of \' .. ommerce support) 
for a Light Rail System along the E:-.:position Right of \Vay that would end in Santa / 
f\.1onica and result in the eventual goal of serving Santa Monica residents...J 

This statement was at the heart of tbemotion that was unanimously approved by 
the Chamber's Board of Directors over a year ago and remains our conviction to 
this day. Prior to that decision, our Government Affairs and Parking and Traffic 
Committees studied this issue and recommended approval of the motion to support 
a Light Rail System. 

We firmly believe that such a system \vill, in the long run, be the most productive 
and best serve Santa lvlonica residents, visitors and businesses, alike. Vlhile We 

recognize the enormous challenges, both in time andmoney~ of implementing such 
a system. ;.ve also recognize that this iSL'1e best tra.,sportation option we have. 
Your leadership and the decision to approve the Light Rail System·will be greatly 
appreciated. 

l 
J 

,,~.····~~ ........ ""~·C·.· ... " .•...... ' ........... ' ....... . 
'-~~'-'--' K 
\. '" ~- ," , 

", D ..... ..,;"".·11 r·L t:' .1l.''':'·.).L,.'··~ ~;l:J t-'"\S~ .. , . /'-.".~ '1.. ,,'~ /.,; .. ~ 0'" ... , .' .-'~ -.. -~.. ~~:-~ 
Executive Vice President 
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St. Paul's Presbyterial! Church (USA) 

Felmwy 23~ 2001 

Counct1man Mark BidIey .. Thomas 
Coundl District.8 
200 North Main S~ Room 501 
Lot Angeles. Ca. 90012 

Dear Couacilman Ridley .. Thomas 

Please Support CODSttUction of a tight rail line 011 ExposidOD righto-of-way. J I 
As you are well aware, traffic in Los Angeles., especially on the 1 () freeway~ is becoming] 
in<:reasingIy congested. We can ease this problem by buDding alight rail liDe front . 't. 

. downtown to Santa Monica on Iud that is already owned by the MTA 

~ project would provide eROllllQUl benefits to our congregation. By connecting ~ 
communities along the Ex:position oorrldor to the R:st oftbe LosAnge1es region~ s .,. 

emerging rail network.. this. light._. fine would ease our tndli~ problems aDd aU .. ow many """ 
more manben easy ~s to our dmrd1, also increase sip.i&antIy our membets"f work, 
shopping, and cultural opportuDities. . 

Wdlolocal popuIztios '"'J"!"Ied to ~ bythe_~twn Chk:aso •• in tbellllltt:.,J. -4 
}1811'S. we need fight rail foattmct peopie'to .pubUc:U'aDsit - a:goal wbidl bUs ways 
accomplish.· -

, .4 

Popular aad provea in an iDcreasing numbe£ of Anteriean cities, .. Iight rail is Jess pOJfutiag f 
than busu and Ganics more ~ while operaIifta at Iower·CKlIts. An Bxposition i 
rai lieo would ootmeCt.Ange1iJIos oraD etlmidties and dlllSeB, ad open~ i ~ 
recreatiODal mdjob·oppommili.·especially to yoUIb, .1he:po«, _the e1dedy who j 
depend OIl masstnmit 

The. time.. to act isnow:·We heartily eadOJ'SEt~:projct,amJutge you 10 do aD witbia J .~ 
your power to mUe a Ji&ht rail·. OIl &posUion.araJity. 
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T:B..A€T NO. 7:1.60 
. SSO~IA-TIO}(., IN~. lAY IS Z001 

llmS Kerwood Avenue, Los Angeles,CA 9002Sw6006 Fax or Phone: {31O}277~6505 

)~--------~----~------~--~--~-----
President 
Diane Wick 

Vice-President 
Mike Eveloif 

Secretary 
Richard S Harmetz 

Treasurer 
Ma.rk Robbins 

Board of Directors 
Clyde Augustson 
Marie Epstein 
Michael Eveloff 
E. L. Garrison 
Richard S Harmetz 
Kurt Herrmann 
Irving Hirschfield 
- tyHoffen 

.dey Kiley 
Mark Robbins 
)Richard Smith 
Sue Sokol 
Hannah K. Solomon 
Edward Wahl 
C. Z. Wick 
Diane Witz 

May 15,2001 

Mr. David Meiger 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, MS~22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Meiger: 

"" .\ 

The Tract No. 7260 Association. Inc., is an organization that serves \ 
homeowners located hetween Fox HiHsDrive and Beverly Glen Boulevard J. 
and between Pi co and Santa Monica Boulevards. 

At its monthly meeting Jast night, the Board of Directors of the Tract No. J L 
7260 Association voted to support the proposal to construct a light raH line . 
on the proposed Exposition Boulevard roule. 

The consensus of the Board was thatli gilt rail \vould serve mote people 
than busses and do less injury to the environment. 

Furthermore. it 'was felt that the proposed line would be an efficient means 
of transporting people to and from their jobs and the beach. 

The Tnlct No. 7260 Association urges the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority to favor light rail on the Exposition Bou1evardroute over the 
alternatives. 

Sincerely, 

Richard S Hannetz,. Secretary 
Tract No. 7260 Association, Inc. 

Copies; Supervisor Yaroslavsky, Councilman Feuer, Diane Witz 
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<SCAN'NED 
tNRM,C 

JUN152001 

TURNINGPOINT 
The Per feet B a 1 a nee 

David Mieger, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99~22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

June 12, 2001 

Dear Mr. Mieger, 

DehorahRichrnan 
He;ad ofSch:ool 

I would like to express my disappointment regarding the inadequacy of the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Exposition Right olWay. The use of the Exposition Right , 
of Way will have a very negative impact on the neighborhood surrounding TURNlNGPOINT 
School, a Pre-, Elementary, and Middle School on National Boulevard along the route of the 
RighI: of Way. 

I certainly agree with the local residents of Culver City when they say that this EIR is 
inadequate and incomplete. It fails to identify several elementary schools .. pre-schools. sound 
studios and other sensitive enviromnents in our neighborhood •. {t,does not analyze or address 
the projectts impacts on these uses or on the City's GeneralPlan. Itcomplete1y ignores the 

. residential neighborhood south of the ROW in Culver City~ our :neighborhood. 
It proposes unreasonable and unacceptable f1mitiganonmeasufes"(Iike 12ft sound walls) 

and does not study the impacts of those measures. It dOt:!s not address traffic impacts on 
congested intersectioru.near the ROW (like Washington and La Cienega,just around the COIner ' 

from our schooJ).n does not adequately address the privacy impacts of elevated mil adjac;~.ntto : 
single family residences. It does not address the impacts of pedestrian access from OW' 

neighborhOOd to restaurants and other ameniti~ to the south of me ROW or from the areas 
south of the ROW to tbepark n.orth of the ROW _ ltnotesthe eart:hquakespedalstudy zone and 
potentialJor liquefaction in our neighborhood, but does rot analyze the impact with respect to 
vibrationl saf~, etc. 

I encourage you to take another look at th:is EIR and the vitalinfomlationthat has not been 
considered in the study or presented in the report. 

Sincerely, 

o/~~ 
Deborah Richman .. 
Head of School 

~ .. "' :. 

ansI) Nllt;ional B(HU~. 'CUh~· CllY, C3Ji£ornia ~~2;!,l(31(rj 841-2S0s··//(al0}$41;".54~() ;F.ax ... \'!f·\\'· .... v.rurnjngpoihtS(n<>oLQl1$ 
."., .'. ,Y. ".' u ," ::',": L "., . ~. '~. ~.; ;". . : ~ 
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June 10, 2001 

Mr. David.Meiger 

WestOfWestwQO~ HOA 
. POB 64496 

Los Angeles"1> CA90064 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
MS-99-2'2-S 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Mid City/Westside Transit DEIS/DEIR 

Dear Mr. Meiger: 

I am writing on behalf of the members of West Of Westwood HOA, representing J 
approximately 1000 households in Rancho ~rk, encompassing both Sides -..:} the . 
Exposition ROW between Kelton and Sepulveda Blvd. and south of the ROW 
between Sepulveda and SaWtelle. . , 

. ~ . ~ ' .... 

We recently explained th~ alternatives to our' 'members and ~ked th, em to respon~d ? 
back to us with their views. All ,responses (except one renter) were.ln support of, ~ 
'Alternatlve 1. ' ; ". .... ~, 

,j). 

',The: E~~rl ~aw..it).S. lo;,£um$1tjIP;!dl{~~lwa 
: RQW,Was used,'as a-tta.nSlttLI 
. ~tw, ceS:-~f!!rs ~~d:' , 

ROW.;Wherl'the line . 
and the only activity center was nn.lAlntonu.'"t,jP$)~Ilit1aeti. 

.'. '" .. ". . \ 

" 
".": 
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We supported a bus that remained on Venice Blvd. where there is more activity 
centers during the last study. If Alt. 2 remained on Sawtelle to Olympic, traveled 
west until it intersected with the ROW at the Santa Monica border· it would have \. 
increased both the ridership and support. A bus can go off and on the ROW '\ 
avoiding sensitive areas such as schools and homes. If there is a problem on the 
ROW a LRT is stopped until it is cleared. A bus can go around it. A rail line is fIXed. 
A bus can be rerouted to meet public transit demands. 

Alternative 1 has a proven ridership. Put our limited resources where the ridership\ ,<. 
is proven. -J 
Thank you for your think and conSideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Terri Tippit, President 
West of Westwood HOA 

cc: US Senator Diane Feinstein 
US Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congresswoman Diane Watson 
Congressman Henry Waxman 
State Senator Shiela Kuehl 
State senate Kevin Murray 
State Assemblyman Paul Koretz 
State Assemblyman Herb Wesson 
Supervisor Yvonne Burke 
Supervisor Zev Yarolsavsky 
Mayor-elect James Hahn 
Condlwoman Ruth Galanter 
Coundlwoman CUndy Miscikowski 
Coundlman-elect Jack Weiss 
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,.. lAC· 
) lshireAdvocatesCoaIitiOn 

8800 Wilshire 8,1"d..~ Ste .. 1032 
Los Ang6les,. CA 90010 

213.S83 •. 1891 phons 
213.386.,5853 f# 

WWW.wilshil'ecentecCr:Jm 

"*Y C1tJb Pam 
trbtJthaDd 
1!Cid.1n' 

May 5.2001 

Mr. David Mieger 
MTA 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-22-5 
los Angeles, CA90012-2952 

Re: Mid-CitylVVestside Transit Corridor 
Draft EISJEtR 

Dear Mr. Mieger. 

The Wilshire Advocates Coatition (WAC). a broad based coalition of 
establ.ished businesS and residential organrzations between Beverty 
Hills and Downtown Los Angetes,was formed in 1999 in response to 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's , 
f'MTA") study of Westsjde Transit Alternatives and specifically a 
proposed '1ixed guideway or dedicated busway" . along 'Wilshire 
Boulevard from the City of Santa Monica to Wilshire & Western (the 
terminus of the Metro Rail Red Une). 

,In 1999 'We padicipated in theMTNs Community Outreachrneetings 
and during the'year 2000 and into early 2001, we met directly with 
MayOr Riordan, Supervisor Yaroslavsky andSupervisor.Burke asvvell 
as YlithMTAstaffand consultants, in connection with the t. 
Environment8llmpactReport .("EIR'') prOcess. Our originaJpositionis 
and remains that we do not support the WilShire BRT transit system as 
described as either fully dedicated or peak hOtJr,trafficlanes as i 
Jogical> and finandaHy VI. 'able~sportatioh .syst~. JSince~ resultsl J 
of the EIR have been made public, we have revteWed.thefindmgs and J 
\f\/Ould like to state ~following' additions: 

1. We prefer and support the route ·01 Bus ·Rapid Transit or J' 
light RaJl Transit on Exposition Boulevard. It is our understanding . . 1..( 
that there is considerable and growing support fOr this route. 

2. We be.lieve th .. a.tthe. current Wi.llshire Metro . RaPid. Bus system ] -( 
is extremely successful. Expansion ofthisservfce VIIOuld be a 
fiscaUy responsiblesolufion to our transportation needs. 

Page 1 012 
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· Mid-CitylWestside Tran$it Corridor 
. DraftetSlEIR 

May 1, 200t 

3. The EIR does not. includ~. bt.tt should indudethe' refere~"l 
to the Wilshire Advocates· Position (September 26,20(0) or the 1 
letter from the City at los Angeles Department of Transportation I! ~ 
(dated June 22,2000 - attached}tnor does it include any letters 
from city. state and federal agencies (Beverly Hills, Santa Monica, . 
LADOT. Federal Transit Administration - attached). J 

The Wilshire Advocates Coalition understands the need for enhanced 
services and increased ridership. We would like to continue to work 
cooperatively with the Board, the MTA staff and our elected offidals to "7-
find a fiscally responsible and mutually satisfying resolution to our 
transportation needs for the Wilshire Boulevard community and greater 
Los Angefes community .. 

Gary Russell 
President 
Wilshire Center 
Chamber of Commerca 

Andrew Militois 
President 
WUshire Center 
Business· Improvement District 

ccNJAC Members 
Attachments 

Stephen Kramer 
President 
Mirade Mile 
Chamber of Commerce 

waJlyMarks 
President 
Mirade Mile 
Civic Coalition 
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IMPORTANT NoncE TOWILSHIRECOMMUNITVBUS.INESSES,RESID.ENTS" 
ORGANlZATlONSAND INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)is studying !!m! 
ttansportation alternative for the Mid...citylWestside Transit Corridor. The MfA Board bas made 
its final decision as to what will be the preferred route andt1'3D.sportation system for this 
Westside Transit Corridor and it is the Wilshire BRT as of February 24~ 2000, a very sad day for 
the City olLos Angeles and the Wilshire Community. 

The MTA Board is seriously considering building dedicated/exclusive bus lane system 
(Wilshire BR1) that wiU significantly impact traffic on Wilshire Boulevarcf,. on adjacent s~ ., 
and will rem.ove the new landscaped medians. Ia MIA's own DmS: lou of two lanes, 
SigDDlCaDt loss of left-turn lanes, lou of OD-street parking, impad to North/South traffic, 
BDd impaired acce:ss to local busmesses. 'This they say is a good solution! ~. ..w,~".,"." 

Parking will be gone-people will no longer be able to pull up in front of retail businesses 
and stop in. Car and local bus traffic will now be crammed into two ianes,ca.using back ... ups all 
along Wilshire and adjoining streets, no left-turning off of Wilshire Blvd., andtraf'fic backing up 
for blocks on the North/South dire'llon on each side ofWilsh.ire. 

The BRT is an nnimaginative and unattractive high-speed, grade-level fixed lanes down 
the middle of the boulevard that will endangercars~ pedestrians and the weU being of our 
community. The BRT is to be built along Wilshire Boulevanistarting at VermoDtlWilshire 
aDd ending at SaD ViceDtelWilsbin east of Beverly Hills. Those ofns wllo have invested 
millions of dollars and countless volunteer hours revitalizing our communities and beautifying 
our stteets~ medians and storefronts cannot stand idly by and watch the BRT destroy what we 
have worked so hard to build. -~".",;-"~';:,'" 

The Wilshire Advocates Coalition opposes theWilshireBRT. The Coalition consists of 
Wilshire Center Business Improvement Corp., Wilshire Center Chamber of Commerce" Wilshire 
Center &. Koreatown Community Advisory Committee. KW'e3D.-American Coalition"CountIy 
Club Park Neighborhood Association, Beverly-KingsJey Neighborhood Association" Park Mile 
Association, Miracle Mile Apartment and Commen;::ial Owners Association, Miracle Mile 
Chamber of Commet'Ce, Miracle Mile Civic Coalition, and Miracle Mile Residential AssoeWion 
and growing. Our two local City Councihnen, Councilman Nate Holden and Councilman John 
Ferraro.. also, oppose the BRT. If your group opposes the BRT please email us at 
sJm@p!£beII.net. ~"-~-"~~~"."-'%'\ 

Make your opinion known to the MTA Boarct to the City Councilm~ the Mayor" the! 
Assemblyme~ 1he Congressme~the Governor, the President, thecandidatesnmning for office: 
and inform your neighbors to help protect Wilshire Boulevard's resources" vitality and history. ' 
The people who live Ilene and the local small bumesses need your HELP. MT A is at it 
3.gain.. 

STOP THE WlLSH1REBRT 
STOP THE WILSHIRE BRT 

Forlllore b.formatioQlog on to www.wiJshirecenter.com .. 
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THEWESTFOilD eOlm01\1lNIIJMASSOCIAnON. 
10750 Wilshire Boulevard~ 

LQs Arlgeles, CaU[ornia90024 
(310)470...j3646 FAX (310)470-3649 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

May 25, 2001 

Mr. David Mieger,Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MTA, One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-2-5, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear lvlT. Mieger, 

On behalf of the app. 250 residents and employees of The Westford, we strongly J f 
opI2ose the proposed installation of the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BR n by the 
MTA. 

The \ViJshire Blvd. Corridor (between Comstock and Westwood Blvds.) is already 
adversely impacted by the combination of High volume:; excessive speed, dangerous 
turn conditions, frequency of collisions, accidents, and traffic noise, without making it (. 
more'c.onvenient for these circumstances to mUltiply. Speeding buses in exclusive 
lanes will only add to the congestion woes of this heavily traveled Boulevard. 

Our eJderly can't cross the Boulevard safely now atthe intersections in the time 
allotted! Vehicles can be observeddaiJy passing tbroughtbe red lights or cheating on 
the yellow light as they speed on the Boulevard. Cars exiting from the buildings on 
the Corridor are only managing to do so because of the jut-outs protecting them from 
oncoming traffic. Eliminating <the eenterturn lanes will only further prohibit 3 
homeowners and residents from entering their buildings safely and conveniently. One 
can envision more accidents and fatalities as people stand indefensible ,on center 
islands from $·runaway~ vehicles or try to u run" across Wilshire to catch a bus" 

In the aftemoon/earlyeveningperiod, in the westerly direction) there are daily traffic 
backups from the 405 Freeway back through the Corridor because of Freeway 

I 

.J 

congestion. Cars are barely moving, bumper-to-bumper, suddenly changing lanes, ~ 
going into the side .streets and 'coming out on Wilshire again, with frustrated drivers 
trying to gain some advantage to reach the Freeway. The amount of ail" and noise J.', 
pollution emanating· from this stagnant mass of ears and buses is horrendous. 

Any new Janes for express buseswonldquickly see themselves filled up with these 
same frustrated drivers and their vehi{;ies to noadvantag~ to the proposed lanes! 
Policing might help in the first few days but afterwards there win be no advantage to S 
the bus rider. These buses will just be spewing out their emissions to the :high-rise 
residents as they idle and fight for posjuon in thissection of the Boulevard." It is a 
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dream to believe· that this proposalwiU be a solution to population growth. The EIR is 1 
astonishingly biased andmisleadingin its view of hleenvironmental and safety impact J 
on the residents and employees of the Corridor. .-l 

) The potential decrease in vehicle lanes to accommodate the bus lanes win breed a ~-1 
further decrease in vehicle speeds and therefore· greater retention time for an incretlg: l 
inCO emissions as traffic moves slower on ba1ance through the area. Your EIR is f to 
negligent in not assuming an increase in pollution in certain pockets of Wilshire ' .. 
Boulevard such as would oecuron the Corridor. Your statistics may hold up on . j 
average for the entire length ofWilshjreBou]evard, but you would certainly adversely. 
impact the pollution circumstances on the Corridor! 

\Ve contend that this \Vilshjre Corridor is one of the highlight resideI}ti.alareas of Los"" 
Angeles and should not be disturbed. One obvious suggestion to improve bus \ 
SChedUles. on the B. oulevard is to move ALL the bus stops to the ~ost-crossing poSitiQ!lj. f­
after intersections, not before intersections as many are situated now. New York City 
experience has seen a sharp improvement in transportation cycles by moving an bus 
stops to after the intersection. 

In section 3.13, the assumption that there will be a reduction offue} consumption iSi 'f 
questionable when one considers the increased sI~~~~ ~L~~h~}~~.idl.if.lgj!!ttl.~~ .. J 
Corridor because of the Freeway congestionl In sectlOn 3.14, making people walk a1 
number ofbiocks-atnIgfii'rrom nev,to(r-Wilshire parking locations from a side street \ -1 
location makes seetin a si jficantconsiderationas o2osed to the EIR's Uless than J 

significant" conclusion. , 1y would you want to destroY·t"hea beaunftlT"makeupMorfJiis:"i 1(1 
quiet side street community to introduce parking lots? -'" 

To make the \V. ilshire COrri.dor. into a bus speedway (or a rail speed.w.·.a .... y) is on. e o.f th.· . el ..• 
most ridiculous ideas ever proposed. The time saved by these speeding buses can only I 
be considered minimal when one factors in the potential new hazard to the health and f 

safetY of the community. There will be insurmountable massive resistance because of I ,\ 

the safety consideratio~s, the noise" traffic upheaval, the impossible deliveries \ 
conditions, the inconvenience of a 24-32 month construction upset~ and adverse ! 
impact on property values that yourproposaJ risks for the community. J 

1 
\Ve encourage you to consider a Santa Monica Boulevard alternative "pardl1eling~' the I \1-
Corridor as being moresensibJe than "damaging" this outstanding residentia1 area of I 
the city. Thank you for your consideration. .J 

Sincerely, 

\Vestford Board of Directors 
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Westwood 
,SCANIED· 

omeownersASso:ciatioD: IN RIC· 

% Richard D. Agar, 16661 VentumB~d .• ~.EnciDoy CA 91436j("}914 
• Telephone: (g18)9~2569" Fax:: (818) 783 .. '%3& 

June 14, 2001 

BY FAX - (213) 922 .. 3060 

Mr. David Mieger ,Project Manager 
Mid-CitylWestslde Transit Corridor Study 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2952 

Re: Draft Em 
l\1id-City/We5tside Transit Corridor 

Dear Mr . Mieger: 

':t~;e support tbe concept of improved transportation in the Westside. Nonethelessc.3 
dedicated bus lane between Beverly Hills and the San Diego Freeway is not an improvement, 
and we are opposed to it. We are Wilshire Corridor adjacent residents and are frIghtened at 
the prospect of even greater imprisonment throu1d1 creation ofbot.tlenecks at the westerly· and 
easterly boundaries of WestwOOd through the· reduction to only two lanes of automobile 
.ravel. 

) The first negative impact of the dedicated bus lane is on the flow of automobile 
uaffic onWilsbire BoUlevard from reduced lanes. The secominegativeimp'act is .the 
rippling nppact on the residential and business streets which are .adjaceJit to Wilshire 
BOUlevard m these areas of lane reduction. 

The reduction at Westwood Boulevard from-four lanes at present to tbree, and from~ 'T 

Veteran to the 405 F~eeway from ~ lanes to two is likely to affect seriously the. traffic to .. .~ 
and from UCLA for mtersecuons whIch have already eamed the title oLmost heavlly .... .. 
traveled. 

Your plans call fo~ widening thesectio~ of Wil~ire 1:loulc:vard West of Comstock 1 
Avenue to contmue to provIde tbree traffic l;mes meach directIon, madditton to the 
desi~ted busway y while the section East of Comstock shows two traffic lanes ju·each 
direction plus the busway" . Our concern is that this creates a bottleneck for Eastbound traffic !..I 
at C,?IllStock where the av~able number of traffi. IC lane. S will be: reduced froll} three to t~o. \ ' 
A driver who encounters this bottleneck will-be tempted to aVOId the congestton 1?Jtummg ! 
Southon Comstock and proceeding throueh the single famlly residential area to Santa I 
Monica Boulevard. and .men .Eas. t to B. everly Hills. If th~ b~kll.P.iS severe1 the diversion of J 
!TatTle. through reSIdentIal areas could occur on streets SIgnificantly WeSt· of Comstock 
mcludmg Beverly Glen, Holmby, Westholme,. etc. 

This neighborhood is immediately adjacent to Century City and already suffers .1 /' 
from Century City cut-through traffic, WhiCh the MTA EIR recommendations for the Santa .. ') 

Prmdent: Richard Agay 
Vice· Pre$ident:Bill Wagner 

Sttrttary: Neillacoby, Jf; -1'rosurer.. AtlJ1QldAmsganC!Jl 
Dind:ors: Richal'dAgay, AmoldAnisgarten. ian Beumer;";hCaqrisi. Cha,rlesEddsohn,Jvan FWk1e. 

Neil Jacoby. Jr .• Mike Metcalfe, Nm:ac:y M.yus. Howard Singer • Jan Sdbiesti;'Iml Wagner 
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Mr. David Mieger. Project Manager 
Midc-CitylWestside TranSit Corridor Study 

) June 14, 2001 
. Page 2 

Monica Transit Parkway acknowledges. Increasedcut-throoghtraffic caused by Bus ~id J 
Transit changes would seem to place a doubly unfair burden on this part of Westwood. 

Furthennore, east-west improvement is not an advantage without improvements on'l 
north~south traffic. Improved flow on Wilshire Boulevard and on the Santa Monica Transit J' ~ 
Parkway may act as a magnet to draw more San Fernando Valley commuter traffic on to 
S~u1veda Boulevard, the 405 Freeway., Roscomare Road~ Beverly Glen Boulevard, Benedict 
Canyon Boulevardy etc. 

The problem is especially exacerbated during the next seve.ral years while there is l -". 
so much trafflC between the 405 and Westwood Boulevard for dirt hauling for, and ..J 
construction of, the new UCLA hospital. 

Given that the current plan appears to benefit solely those who have long joumevs 
or Wilshire walking distance departure 3.nd destination points that would make the busses "a 
reasonable mode of transportation, the plan ap~ars to nave very limited potential use for 
Wilshire adjacent residents. Only those with a Wilshire destination would convert from car 
to bus. Given this likely litne benefit of the bus to Wilshire adjacent residents~ sucb as 
Westwood Wilshire adjacent residents, the entire; significant burden of the plan should not 
faU on us who must continue to use our cars. 

By contrast, the Exposition Boulevard conc~seems to have sigJ:)ificant natural 
advantages. It makes use of an existing , MT A owned but unused, right-of-way whicb 
parallels the proposed Wilshire BRT. It can px:ovide at least eaual benefits to the long 
JOurney commuters that the Wilshire BRT wOuld provide. With the diversion away from 
Cheviot Hills, you seem to h~ve. solve5l the pro1?lem for ~sitl:onadjacent .r~sidents which 
seem to be unsolvable for Wilshire adjacent reSIdents. Fmiilly, if the E~OSlnonBoulevard 
route used light rail, that would adds transit capacity without reducing alieady strained 
aUtomobile capacity. 

For these reasoRS, ·the Westwood 
BRT and advocates the Exposition appro_ ... ,~ ... 

RDA:vrm 

) cc: WHA Requesting Board Members 

President: Richard Agay 
VJCe-Pr~: Bill Wagm:r 

Seaetary: Neil j~. Jr. • Treasurtt: Arnold Anis:prtett 
Directors:: Richard Agay. Am,QId A.nisganen. Jan Bemnc:r.;Bm ·C~j, Charles ~. Ivan Finkle, 

Neil JACOby. Jr~. Mike: Melealfe?Nancy Myer,s. How~ ~ge:r. Ju;SOOiC$ki. Biji Wagner 

U':n'D;S\~tS 

10 
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Mr, David Mieger,Project Manager 
Mid-CitylWestside Transit Corridor Study 

) June 14~ 2001 . 
Page 3 

This letter mailed because fax Dumber did not answer. 

President: Richard Agay 
Vice-President: Bill Wagner 

Secntary; Neii Jacoby, 1r.- Trensurer: .Amo1d Anisgartrni: 
DirtdOfS: Richard Agay, Amolrl .A.ilisgarten, Ian Beumer. Ben Campisi, Cilades Edelsolm, Ivan Fmkte, 

NeiL Ja.c:oby. Jr,. Mike Metcalf~. Nancy Myers. Howaro Singer, Jan Sobieski. Bill Waper 

t£"tTtRS\HCMECWNERS\513 
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I LS H;I RE 
ERRACE 

Mr. David Mieger, Project Manager 
los Angeles County MT A 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-2-5 
Los Angeles, CA 900 12 

June 25, 2001 

Dear Mr. Mieger 

\IV 1(..,') JUN 27Z0C1 

SCANNED 
il RMe 

The Board of Directors of Wilshire Terrace, representing 135 "Tenant] 

Owners," have voted unanimously to oppose theWUshire Bus Rapid Transit .. 

(BRT). 

The flWilshire Corridor" isa residential street on which the present l 
buses have only a minor impact on traffic, whereas the BRT plan will cause \ 

serious congestion. Because of the age and infirmities of many of the \ 

residents the time necessary for them to get to the center of Wilshire BIVd.l 

will be at best a traffic stopping event and at worst a major cause of J 
persona,1 injuries. 

In addition to the above it is likely that the slowing of traffic caused bYl 
fewer lanes for autornobUes will create many more traffic jams thereby I J 

causing increased emissions along the corridor, once again to the detriment J 
of the primary age group_ 

For theset as weD as many other reasons, related to you from l 
individuals as well. as boards of directors representing their tenants we urge I Y 
a no vote on the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit. ..J 

WILSHIRE TERRACE 
Board of Directors 

*~reSidenLt~;;x;r 
10375 WILSHIRE BOULEVARO 
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Charles West, President 

tv'lay 27,2001 

Mr. David Mieger, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MTA 
MaH Stop 99-22-5 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Mieger: 

I would like to comment in this letter on the Draft EIRfEIS issued by the MTA regardinn' 
the Mid-CitY/,W, 'estside Tra"nsit COHid,Of prop, Qsais ,the N,1T, A,' is con,S,',ide, ring,} dO" so 0,' n ", 
behalf of the Board of Directors of the Westside Village Civic Association, for which I 
serve as President. This Civic Association draws its membership from residents of the i 

approximately 1.HJO single-family homes in the Westside Village community, which is 'I~ 
bounded by National Boulevard on the north, Overland Avenue on [he east, Charnock , 
Road on the south, and Sepulveda Boulevard on the west About one-half of the eligible I 
residences are dues paying members of the Association. The opinjonsexpressed in this l, 
letter are those of the Board, but they were strongly supported and influenced by the I 
written comments the Board received in response to an article about this subject in our 
AssQciation Newsleuer.py ihecomments of about. 50 members who attended .llil open \ 
meeting of the Board m&tly devoted to thisissne, and by the more than 300 \\festside I 
Village residents who signed a petition expressing opposition to the Venice/Sepulveda t 
diversion. A copy of this petition with signatures is enclosed. Although nOl'cvery i 
member responded, there was overwhelming support among those who did for the \ 
positions taken in this letter. -' 

Westside Vmage residents vIgorousJyoppose the implementation of the Expo l 
Transit components of lVlTA Alternative Plans #2 and #3 as they are presently 
proposed witb the Venice/Sepulveda diversion induded. Our concerns have to dO' 
with the diversion~ and are fO'cused especially on the negative impacts that the 1. 
construction and operation of a rapid transit s)'stem on Sepulveda Boulevard would ' 
have on our area. It also seems to us that the inclUSIon of the diversion creates 
serious and unnecessary problems for the constructIon and operation ora sound 
Expo Light Ran system, which we strongly 1'3 ,,'or . 
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Mr. O~vid Mieger 
May 17. 2001 
Page Two 

The 405 Freeway and Sepulveda Boulevard.wbich. is a designated alternate r(mte' for tbe 
405, serve together as major arteries fornorthlsouthtraffic in the Westside. Rushbour 
traffic is frequently jammed now on Sepul.veda at its major int(,;ESections with Pico. 
National. Palms and Venice Boulevards. aU of wbich would be further impacted by the 
proposed Venice/Sepulveda diversion from the Expo route. This currently overburdened 
system would be further strained by the construction and operation of 3. rapid transit "'I 

system on Sepulveda, The Joss of a left tum lane at Sepulveda and National would . ..i' 
further exacerbate the situation by forcirlg traffic to neighboring surface streets to 
accomplish the left turn. The inevitable overall consequence will be a diversion of more I 
traffic from Sepulveda lO neighboring residential streets in Westside ViUage and 
elsewhere. The level of rush hour traffic on surface streets in our residential area iSj already an escalating probJem. which would only be worsened by the additional burden 
generated by ~he operation of a rapid transit system on Sepulveda as proposed. 

The safety hazard for school children posed by increased traffic or residential streets in j 
our area is also a serious concern. The major routes for diverted traffic from Sepulveda )! 
through Westside ViHage carry much of the traffic past Charnock Road Elementary 
School. Clover Avenue Elemem3.ry School and a NunerySchool operating at St. John's \ q 
Presbyterian Church. School offidalsand parents are understandably concerned about I t 

the negative impact that additional traffic would have for [he safety of chiJdren. 
especiaUyal the most congested periods whc::nchildren are arrivingat~ or departing from. J 
the schools. 

The traffic problems caused'by the diversion would not be restricte.dtoWestside Village. 
Any impediment in the flow of traffic on this major no11hlsouthroute would be felt more 
generaHy. Many motorists on the Westside who must commute regularly in the ~ 
north/south directions already feel that thereguJation .of traffic flow is biased in favor of 
the east/west routes. The concept of using an overburdened northfsooth "route as a part of 
an east/wes( rapid tra..'1sit system s~ms totally. illogical in present cirC1lIJlstances. 

Other concerns We bave relate to. thecba.nges in Se. pulveda Boulev~d t~at wouJdbel 
necessary fO accommodate a rapId tranSIt system. As tbe SIR/BIS pOInts out. the I 
residents and. properly owners on SepuJvedaobJect strongly to the Widening of I 
Sepulveda, whl.ch would cost them about half of thelr parkway space. They would also • 
Jose a large numberQf well eSlablisbedtrees. About 30 per cent of the parking spaces 1 &: 
would be lost from Sepulveda • with no indicationQf a feasible phm for replacement. f 
Residents fear that there wjJJ be a spiU~overof parking to residentiat, streets from both the \ 
lost spaces and newpa.rking needs associated with the proposed Expo Light Rail stop on I 
Sepulveda. The noise. dirt and genera) dislocation associated witb construction are abo ~ 
voiced as concerns. -' 
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" . .,csts .... id. e .vmag. e residents .. ar.c stron. gly in f.oYOI" .. Of .. a Light R. al.".15Y. st.c. m .. conn. e. eli. hgl· .... Mid-City and Santa Monica, and have a strong preference for Light RajJrather .. 
than Bus Rapid Transit. We feel equally strongly that a Venice/Sepulveda diversion :I. 
should NOT be a part of this system. Transit along the entire Exposition Rigbt-of- 1 
Way, as originally proposed,seems a more logical route from ooth thennancial and I 
engineering points of view. ''Ve join otbers who ask the l\1TA to reconsider itSJ 
earlier decision, and make available thc MTA-owned Right-of-\Vay from Venice to 
Sepulveda for Expo Light Rail Transit. 

Thank you for gjYing us the opportunity to voice our concerns. We ask you to conSider]. g 
them seriously and (0 act to address them, 

Sincerely, 

Charles A. West 
President, WVCA 
3461 Military Avenue 
Los Angeles. CA 90034 
Phone: (310) 839-7320; E-mail: (wesHi!chem.ud.a.eciu) 

Cc: Ruth Galanter, Los Angeles City Coundhvoman. Sixth District 
Cindy Miscikowski, Los Angeles City Councilwoman. Eleventh District 
Yvonne Braithwaite Burke, Los Angeles County Supervisor 
Zev Y aroslavsky, Los Angeles County Supervisor 
Friends 4 Expo 1~ransjt, Attention: Darrell Clarke 




