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Metro Westside Subway Extension Comments
Sent to Project Director David Mieger AICP
At westsideextension@metro.net on May 7, 2009
By Phil Brown, Architect at PJBarch@DSLextreme.com

Mr. David Mieger:

As you may know | have been trying to make a contribution to the subway
extension study that is both comprehensive regarding transportation and includes
good land use planning. What | have noticed is that at this point of development
in the LA Basin, one strong transportation corridor in effect almost defines a land
use and transportation Master Plan for the rest of the Basin. | think | may have
come across a solution that supports your objectives through Metro and my
efforts as well.

Three goals were set out. First to provide a good corridor for the subway
extension and of course this has primarily been the work of yourself and Metro by
choosing good basic alternatives. Secondly the goal is to have the subway
extension fit well into the existing and future pattern of land uses of the LA Basin
so as to comprise good planning. The third goal is to solve for elimination of
vehicular congestion in the LA Basin. It makes sense to me that after spending
billions of dollars that these three goals should be met.

| had been thinking that a third “build alternative” would be necessary to
achieve the three goals. | happened to have had a conversation with Ray Tellis
the Team Leader for FTA who looks over transit projects including the subway
extension. He cautioned that a third “build alternative” would be difficult to
develop at this point in the process. Understanding this | see that a small
alteration to Alt #11 brings the three goals together in a plan.

Being aware now that a strong transportation facility developed in the
Wilshire corridor leads to two unintended negative consequences | propose the
following alteration to the Alt #11 plan. By omitting the subway portion from
Western Avenue to the proposed Wilshire/ La Cienega station, that should be
enough to keep the Wilshire corridor from making an unsolvable vehicular
bottleneck in Beverly Hills (BH) and from inducing too much transportation and
land use change into the unique LA feature of centrally established residential
communities surrounded by major and regional employment. The remainder of
Alt #11 is as proposed. | would think that the three stations that would be omitted
(Crenshaw, La Brea and Fairfax) would be the lowest ridership stations in the
system, so maybe not much is lost by doing that regarding justifying subway
costs with ridership. It should also be mentioned here that half of the existing
18,000 bus trips that now occur in the Wilshire corridor would follow the new
westerly subway alignment down the SMB corridor.
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The BH bottleneck has repercussions throughout the central set of
residential communities. With a Wilshire subway and commercial development
that follows it, and of course traffic following that; a certain amount of vehicular
traffic is established. But now there is a lineal commercial core so to speak going
from Downtown to Beverly Hills and beyond. A very major transportation corridor
is in the making. It has been established that major development should occur
right down the middle of the Basin. The bottleneck in vehicular traffic occurs in
BH where the Wilshire corridor traffic encounters the Santa Monica Boulevard
(SMB) corridor traffic. At some point in time with one-way pairs or equivalent
capacities (75,000 vehicles in Wilshire and over 90,000 in SMB) all the land use
between SMB and Wilshire is severely impacted. If you recall my 1972 Flow
Boulevard plan Burton Way is paired with Wilshire in BH; it becomes a very
unworkable condition. Yet that is what is implied with a strong Wilshire
transportation corridor. However if the SMB corridor is a very major
transportation corridor and the Wilshire corridor is not, a very workable solution in
the long term can be made for traffic not destined to BH; a one mile tunnel for
thru traffic under SMB from the City Hall to Century City. That is maybe 40-50
years away, but there is a solution. Not so in a strong Wilshire corridor. A
weaker mainly residential corridor with some commercial as it is now; should be
manageable and be the objective regarding vehicular traffic in BH.

A further unintended consequence with a strong Wilshire transportation
corridor continues with BH being a bottleneck. The by-pass to the bottleneck
becomes a fully developed one-way pair in the Olympic-Pico corridor. Now there
will be traffic and land use disruption occurring from Western Avenue to beyond
the 405 in what are perfectly stable and established mainly single family
residential communities.

Two questions come forward. Why induce so much land use change and
transportation redevelopment in perfectly good residential communities when
there are other areas in the city that need change and redevelopment? Namely
areas near Downtown that can be built in combination with improved
transportation facilities and connected to employment centers as the state law
SB 375 now is looking for. And they lend themselves to a full range of needed
housing from low, moderate, middle income levels and even up-scale luxury
housing within Downtown.

| keep bringing up the subject of vehicular traffic in what is mainly a subway
extension study but | see these are real problems that effect how people will be
able to circulate within the Basin. There are many more person trips (pt) in
vehicles (autos and buses) than in a subway. | recall counting an increase in the
east-west direction of some 330,000 pt (cordon line Fairfax) for 2030. Adding the
north-south increase of pt there is an increase in the vicinity of 600,000 pt with a
total of over 2.2 million through trips and destined exchanging trips within the
Basin in the year 2030. | would guess there would be in effect about 35,000 new
subway riders about mid-way (Fairfax cordon line count) and then an additional
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set of riders moving from bus to the subway for a total of maybe 50,000 subway
riders. | can't see the rationale for generating so many impacts to how the Basin
works for such a few number of transit riders. If some of their long range trips
are 8 or 12 minutes longer that seems to be a reasonable compromise. Itis
reasonable for the subway line to be adjusted so that there is an adequate
accommodation for allowing vehicular circulation in the Basin and to avoid major
land use disruptions.

Viewing the Alt #11 with the 4 mile omission and the Expo Line in plan; a nice
rail transit loop around the LA Basin is being developed. This corresponds to the
travel demand corridors that my Manual Assignment Transportation Analysis
technique has implied. These diagrams can be seen on the Flow Boulevard
website at www.FlowBlvd.com (or www.FlowBoulevardPlan.com) in the Travel
Demand segment (click on menu to pull it up then scroll). So transit corridors are
following travel demand which is as it should be. Speaking of Flow Boulevards
and Loops there is a 30 mile LA Basin Flow Boulevard Loop Plan on that same
website. This plan acknowledges that with a subway in the SMB corridor, which
is a strong person trip corridor; there will even be more trips in vehicles than
riders in the subway. The subway will need the backup of a Flow Boulevard to
solve for the travel demand in that SMB corridor. If the subway had a total of
50,000 riders at Fairfax there would likely be a demand in the vicinity of 80,000
vehicles which would justify a Santa Monica Flow Boulevard (SM/FB). Thisis a
bit stronger in total pt than in the original assignment that | made in my analysis
for the SMB corridor (on the website). | have since recognized that some trips
formally assigned to the Venice/ Washington corridor would more than likely be
attracted by the SM/FB. This still means that a SM/FB would be a stage one FB
without any fancy grade separations and the like, so the SM/FB would certainly fit
within the definition of TSM which is a part of your study. The stage one FB with
one-way vehicular operation is shown on the website. The website opens when
logging on to the correct general area of the site: then click on page 2 to go the
Santa Monica FB Plan. A full description of the proposed FB corridor from the 5
freeway to the 405 freeway is made.

This brings up the issue of the Metro TSM proposal of adding buses on most
of the major boulevards in the Basin. | am aware of the City Planning
Departments’ inclination of adding mixed use (housing over shops, etc) on major
boulevard in their Community Plans. | can see that this can eventually led to
circulation problems in time as more signals are provided for pedestrians to cross
streets with regular two-way traffic. As signals cluster much below half mile
separations they cannot be synchronized as you know and they typically become
8 mph crawls with capacities around 400 to 500 vehicles per lane per hour (like
Melrose is now). This can lead to gridlock over a large area. Again there is need
to have some Flow Boulevards related to the general grid so longer distance
travelers can get through to and from work center destinations. The Elow
Boulevard is conceived to incorporate both high vehicular capacity and high
density land use in corridors. A FB is also conceived as a staged improvement
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corridor which responds with an increase in vehicular capacity as housing and
density increases in the corridor. This is also explained fully in the before
mentioned website; click on the menu selections of “How the FB Works”

and "Elements” sections.

| think the introduction of a FB one way pair in the Santa Monica Boulevard
corridor can be thought of as in what might be called an expanded TSM program.
And it would be a very much needed facility to solve for expected travel demand
in that corridor. The existing boulevard vehicular counts are already excessive;
Sunset Boulevard with about 55,000 vehicles/day, SMB with over 45,000,
Beverly Boulevard over 40,000. | have not refined my projection and assignment
for that corridor lately but it is in the range of an increase from 2005 to 2030 of
approximately 100,000 pt. The SMB corridor (state route 2) has a naturally
strong travel demand, but now it will be attracting an even greater amount of
increases by being a subway and development corridor. A thought has occurred
to me that a high capacity land use corridor that is partially generated by the FB
facility itself should help in justifying higher ridership in that corridor and therefore
help justify the subway. Maybe a conversation is worthwhile to see how aspects
add up in that regard. There is of course the cost savings of not building the 30
miles of the FB Loop, but only building that amount of FB that occurs in the SMB
corridor and solves for travel demand in that corridor. And further, there are all
kinds of travel demand projections. My projection is for a little over 0.8% of
population increase per year which | understand to be standard. With anti sprawl
legislation, expected new urban consolidation with higher populations and truly
higher gasoline costs in the future you would think there would be higher travel
demands being expected. Certainly within new types of high density corridors
that will become more dense with both commercial and high density residential
land use, as found in FB corridors connecting to employment centers. It should
also be recognized that given all the necessities of life being accessible within
the corridor and that the future implies a large supply of seniors who would
choose to be transit dependent, these kinds of evolving future new populations
should be factored into the major transportation corridors.

The next portion of comments are intended to express the fact that as the
Metro subway extension study stands, it can benefit by and be enhanced by
incorporating some aspects of the Flow Boulevard concept in a somewhat
“expanded” TSM program. The only real expansion at this time in regard to the
Metro study would be the incorporation of a first stage FB in the SMB corridor to
pick up travel demand deficiencies. It would be beneficial for all concerned
however that to recognize the FB concept as being instrumental in helping pick
up future deficiencies in overall travel demand and adding desirable problem
solving features regarding transportation and land use effecting the entire LA
Basin. Of course all major and minor transportation elements need interrelation
so the entire system works in concert. It is encouraging to recognize however
that there seems to be a coalescing of rail transit and vehicular improved
corridors (via the FB concept) by the fact that both systems are developing a
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“loop” configuration concept around the LA Basin. To be sure the rail system
with its Metro authority is providing the “leading edge” for the advancement of
transportation networks. My point is that rail transit is not an answer all and
comprehensive planning must be recognized for a good outcome to take place
regarding the placement of the major transportation corridors.

There are four general comment categories to be added here. They consist
of travel demand deficiencies, system costs, operational and planning “fits” and
considerations as to how open the system is to future adaptation and evolution in
planning options. Generally there can be said that there are major travel demand
deficiencies in transportation facilities in the LA Basin. My work indicates that a
subway, an Expo Line and some TSM bus expansion as presently proposed by
Metro would pick-up somewhere around 25 to 28 percent of the projected
increase in travel demand east-west in the LA Basin (ref, see website menu
Travel Demand section with projection and assignments for year 2030). The
question becomes what picks up that other nearly 75% of unmet travel demand
in regards to transportation facilities.

This is a critical issue in regards to people living in the LA Basin in that the
traffic congestion would become unlivable if not accommodated with increased
capacity. Itis also critical for the commuters trying to commute to work and the
employers trying to have workers and business interactions by being commuted
to. I'm sure Metro would need to plan more transportation improvements to
accommodate the deficiency. The suggestion being made here is, the FB
concept can add a great deal of capacity within existing ROW for both autos and
BRT buses. The initial assignment on the FB website showed how to
accommodate all the east-west travel demand increase for 2030 without any
subway or Expo Line being added. The difference being with a subway and
Expo being added is that grade separations, that occur in stage two of FB
evolution may be omitted to a large extent. Grade separations can be a
controversial issue and require time by many factions to be worked out. Going
forward however there are not low cost ROW'’s (Expo line) and lots of available
money for subways to add further rail capacity. The cost benefit would be in
question as well in that the logical corridors for rail would have been taken (after
establishing the SMB subway extension of course). Then again, the spatial
layout and development of Los Angeles has brought about an integral “marriage”
to autos. The logical pursuit here is to cure the ills of the auto.

Regarding the issue of costs one can say that some low cost “shovel ready”
improvement for beginning to establish FB corridors would now be timely. The
corridor east of West Hollywood extending into East Hollywood would benefit in
other than just transportation improvement as well. A SM/FB corridor as shown
in preliminary concept (on the FB website, as the site opens up click on page 2),
would give a positive vision and a workable transportation “backbone” to all those
communities to bring about that needed community development. It connects
and in effect would give stimulus to the previous subway rail development area to
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the east with the proposed westerly subway extension area by giving vehicular
and corridor “route continuity” and image ability. One can envision the density
that has been so successful in the West Hollywood area extending east but with
more well thought out planning regarding desirable future neighborhood
organization and solutions to transportation planning. This corridor is a potential
high density corridor with many transit dependent riders by choice and by
circumstance.

As mentioned above the 4 miles of subway not built in the Alt #11 alignment;
those cost savings can in effect build the 30 mile LA Basin FB Loop which would
include three quarters of a billion dollars for more buses. The example here is to
explore person trip cost increases between a FB and a subway. But remember
regarding the subway extension study the only FB to be built along with the
Alt#11 subway alignment is just the segment that corresponds to the corridor
study area so reduce by the number of miles that would be actually built with the
Alt #11 alignment. The point being is the FB is a low cost addition to add
vehicular capacity with but will also add transit ridership to the corridor with the
density of land use it developes.

Flow Boulevard :

Average # of pt increase/mi  # of mi.  total person trip miles purchased
60,000 (for the four FB) X 30 mi 1,800,000 pt miles

1l

Cost $4.000,000,000
1,800,000 pt miles

$2,222 per pt mile

Subway ;
35,000 (Alt#11line) X 12 mi = 420,000 pt miles

Cost $8.400,000,000 = $20,000 per pt mile
420,000 pt mi.

The subway is essentially ten times more expensive in providing capacity
increase. On the website on the page the site opens up to is a LA City Revenues
and Expense presentation (scroll down to the green doc’s). An analysis is then
presented that the FB system essentially pays its own way. Another way to
present the cost picture is that stage two and three, a doubling of capacity from
the initial stage one capacity (from 1200 to 2400 veh/hr/lane or a 800 veh/ hr/lane
increase from the original 400 veh/hr/lane increase) is received for free. Now the
cost for per pt mile increase has been lowered by two thirds to $740 per pt mile.
That is one thirtieth the cost of subway capacity increase cost. This may be an
unconventional cost comparison but given the need to provide capacity increase
in the transportation system it is a kind of practical representation for comparative
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purposes. Again recognize through time the corridor is developing greater transit
ridership as the corridor develops more land use.

The area regarding “operation and planning fits” is an area covered fairly well
in the comments that | left at the various scoping meetings (Fairfax, West
Hollywood, Beverly Hills, Wilshire District and Westwood areas). A general
overall planning set of comments, not covered it the scoping meeting comments,
are the ideas that are contained in the LA Basin FB Loop Plan (on the website).
And the general notions of how the whole LA Basin operates and works together;
or lack thereof, is also touched upon here.

The developer orientation of current Westside planning exhibits a crowding
towards the west clear out to the City of Santa Monica. This is not particularly
good in many respects, but in regards to transportation it is almost humorous.
Downtown with all its rail lines, freeways and major boulevards is losing new
commercial development to Santa Monica that has just one freeway, is
surrounded 2/3's by ocean and small residential street access and with just 1/3
having normal street grid access. Residents are very concerned about the
quality of living in their city ( ala RIFT). It would seem to be both practical and
proper that developers should be refocused to areas that need redevelopment for
the benefit of the entire LA Basin and the City itself for that matter. The “piling
on” in the City of Santa Monica is having Basin wide repercussions.

Transportation planning can help that come about. And in the case of the
westerly portion of the Basin the north-south corridor of Sepulveda is a more
important line to bring transportation improvement to than an east-west subway
line to Santa Monica. There are comments in respects to supporting a
“Sepulveda” regional commercial employment center on the FB website and
representation to that effect on the LA Basin FB Loop Plan. There are plans as
well to that effect on the website menu selection “2006 FB” segment as well. To
the extent that a stronger north-south corridor is needed a FB has been proposed
for this corridor as well. There are preliminary plans for how a SM/FB intersects
the Sepulveda/FB and how connections are made to the 405. These plans are
shown on the Santa Monica FB Corridor segment (page 2) of the new group of
studies that the website opens up to when you log on to the website. These
relationships would affect the Westside subway extension study to the extent that
if FB's are made to accompany the subway they would be taken into
consideration as to placement of possible stations and subway alignments. The
SM/FB would not be expected to go much beyond the 405. As you stated in a
couple of your presentations that going just beyond the 405 with a subway may
be well enough. | agree that limiting transportation improvement further west is
a good idea at this time. It seems more important that some kind of transit for the
Sepulveda corridor connecting to the Valley and LAX makes for a good closure
of the Basin rail loop as well and a much needed transit corridor improvement.
Here again there would be more transit ridership developed in the Alt #11
alignment if there is a greater attraction made with many more destinations (to
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and from) by being connected to a strong north-south transit corridor. Much
more than the dwindling ridership as a line into the City of Santa Monica would
provide.

The last discussion area is about transportation “system openness”. The
subway extension is of course part of a closed system with fixed technology.
Again the FB concept can be a good companion in major transportation corridor
development for the long term. This is because the FB becomes in effect a
‘guideway” that can receive many different kinds of technologies. In a stage
three FB when there is a complete elevated pedestrian circulation system for
crossing streets and no grade level pedestrian street crossing this frees
technologies from constraints that might be hindered by pedestrians. The
probable loosening and opening up a FB would likely refer to accepting a wider
range of vehicular types and propulsions as well. Especially so regarding engine
or motor size. In that stop and go driving is an objective of the FB system to
eliminate, much smaller engines and motors could be employed for urban
vehicles. There would certainly be a wide mix of types given older and newer
auto “platforms” yet all can be accommodated in the FB corridors.

There is a good chance that the gasoline century of autos is going to be
transitioned out of and an electric auto century will be ushered in. With pollution
issues brought into an acceptable range the auto can become an even more
popular transportation mode than it is now. The FB concept is anticipating an era
of density consolidation. That is what SB 375, the anti-spraw! bill signals. So
high density corridors with free flowing autos and buses gain a new importance in
how the City functions. Line haul subways will
continue1444444444444444444444444 their purpose with providing access for
suburban commuters. However there may be a very big new demand for small,
efficient autos on a system appropriately designed lending itself to an
environment where many short trips are accommodated with an overall reduction
of VMT and most assuredly less use of energy. The elevated pedestrian
circulation system that is removed from the vehicular environment becomes a
very desirable addition to an urban fabric and the experience of the pedestrian.

So the combination of a FB and a subway in a major corridor has many
reasons to occur. Being able to accommodate the full range of length of trips,
the capacity to accept them, and to evolve with the changing requirements that
transportation will make are three major reasons for it to occur.

You may not be familiar with the proposals Shai Agasie is promoting now
regarding total electric vehicle “Transportation Islands”. The strongest candidate
so far is all of Denmark. With its wind mills there is almost a perfect match where
the night time wind mill operation would recharge the distributed storage batteries
of plug-in electric cars. A video is on TED.com under Agasie's name. With the
legislation now on the books to demand such transformations (AB 32, SB 375,
etc.) and companies bringing electric auto products to market, it's a matter of
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time so it would seem. It is clear that with anti-sprawl legislation and necessary
conservation of resources that expanding transportation networks and further
suburban sprawl is a misallocation of resources. High capacity transportation
serving high density corridors connecting to employment centers seems like the
way to go. A subway and FB combined in a corridor fits the criteria.

So the comments to date are comprised of the written and verbal scoping
meeting comments at the five scoping meetings mentioned above including the
1973 Wilshire Flow Boulevard Plan (27 inches by 46 inches) that was submitted
at the Wilshire District scoping meeting Wednesday April 22nd, this written
comment and the referrals to the Flow Boulevard website referred to in this
written comment and those segments of the Flow Boulevard website
(www.FlowBlvd.com or www.FlowBoulevardPlan.com) referred to in the various
texts.

| will start to wrap by saying that | hope that some of the critical comments
that were made in the scoping meeting regarding specific traffic and land use
conflicts can now be seen from an overall perspective. - That overall perspective
accepts the subway extension with conditions that in the opinion of the writer
need to take place for good comprehensive planning. From the stand point of a
LA Basin resident, congestion should be resolved by its elimination in the Basin.
But this is also in effect an objective of state law now, that GHG emissions will be
essentially reduced by almost 90% by the year 2050. To me it means an all
electric flowing transportation system or some kind of equivalent eventually.

And finally | am recognizing and believing that there is a synergistic
advantage to combining a FB in a subway corridor. Maybe if | learn more about
how ridership is counted that the mutual benefits can be expressed more clearly.
I think that the high density residential development of the corridor east of West
Hollywood, the Sepulveda center destination, with further connections north-
south and the self generating transit ridership that would occur by a Basin transit
loop helps justify the Alt #11 choice for a Westside subway extension. Possibly
a greater understanding of how dense and full of transit ridership a combined FB
and subway corridor would be is a starting point to further establish the combined
concept. There is more time in the study to do this and | will work to help support
the idea now that the basics of a good corridor can be established.

Sincerely,

Phil Brown
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From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

David Mieger;

Phillip Brown [pjbarch@dslextreme.com]
Thursday, May 07, 2009 8:04 PM
Westside Extension
pibarch@dslextreme.com

Westside Subway Comments

doc 1.doc

There is a question that | have now. My work shows a great deal of travel demand that needs to be
accommodated by transportation improvement. | do not understand why a subway line in the right
corridor where that travel demand occurs can't be easily justified.

Well there is more work to be done and as you will see by my comments | am willing to work towards
seeing that an Alt #11, with a small adjustment, can be justified as a subway extension corridor.

Phil Brown
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

firstName:
lastName:
organization:
emailAddress:

streetAddress:

city:
state:
zipCode:
Date:
Time:

comments:

Webmaster [RSC_Webmaster@metro.net]

Friday, May 08, 2009 9:23 AM

Westside Extension

I have a question/comment about the Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study

Jane
Wishon

1T I 1T .
3018 McConnell Dr
Los Angeles

CA

90064

Friday, May 08, 2009
09:22:59 AM

I'm looking forward to the extension -- thank you!
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Westside Subway Extension
DEIR/DEIS Public Comment

May 4, 2009

Justin Walker
23301 Sandalwood St.
West Hills, CA 91307
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l. Introduction

As Metro proceeds through environmental work in preparing a Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Westside Subway
Extension project, alternatives identified in the Alternatives Analysis (AA) process will be
further studied and refined. At this time, | urge the follow concepts be considered and
incorporated into the project:

* The proposed Westside Subway Extension should follow the broad definition of AA
Alternative 11: “Metro Purple Line Subway Extension via Wilshire Boulevard to Santa
Monica plus Subway Extension from Metro Red Line Hollywood/Highland Station via
Santa Monica Boulevard.”

* A Wilshire Purple Line extension should be the priority corridor and be built first. Only
when a significant segment of the Purple Line (to the vicinity of the 1-405) is operational
would construction of a West Hollywood segment become beneficial.

* Through-service must be provided between the three regional centers of Downtown
Los Angeles, Santa Monica, and the San Fernando Valley. This would necessitate a
junction in the vicinity of the existing Hollywood/Highland station.

« The Wilshire/La Cienega station, if feasible, should be designed to serve both Purple
Line trains and “Pink Line” (Santa Monica- North Hollywood) trains.

* The project must be built to accommodate future projects. This would include
provisions for a future joint station with the Crenshaw Corridor at Wilshire/Crenshaw or
Wilshire/La Brea and a future joint station with the Sepulveda Pass rail project.

Impacts and benefits of the elements mentioned above are discussed in the following
sections.
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Il. Santa Monica-North Hollywood Through Service
A. Background

As the DEIR process begins, the following proposal has emerged as the preferred

Wilshire/Santa Monica Boulevard Combined HRT (Heavy Rail Transit) Subway Alternative
(AA Altemnative 11):

While much of the alternative routing remains undetermined (through West Hollywood
and the Westwood/Century City areas), one decision that has been made is to connect the
West Hollywood branch of the subway project to the existing Metro Red Line at Hollywood/
Highland. The two lines would have separate platforms and no direct track connection.
Transfers would therefore be required for all passenger movements between the Red Line
and the West Hollywood line.

During Alternatives Analysis, several alternatives were presented regarding the

interface between the West Hollywood line and the Red Line. These alternatives are
presented below:

Santa Monica Only Alternatives Wilshire-Santa Monica Alternatives
Tolldwl.lﬂgslal ‘ - fa 9
| Alternative 4 S — 1 Hollywood/
\\ I Highland
mmL;:ngm l\" .
SUNSET " ' .
g ¢ HOLLYWO(
WEST HO jrp—
- '/"'" \ sant
Alternative 13— Transfer Required
e for Al 6
Aternative 3 — ?
s
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The routing options shown correspond to Santa Monica Blvd. Alternatives 4, 6, 7, 8, 13.
With regard to Hollywood/Highland Red Line connectivity, the following alternatives were
represented:

Junction Connection Santa Wilshire/Santa
Location Direction Monica Only Monica
West of Through-service Alternative 4 Alternative 9
Hollywood/ Highland to/from North
West of Hollywood/ Through-service Alternative 4 Alternative 9
Highland to/from South Alternative 7 Alternative 10
Alternative 13 Alternative 15 |
East of Through-service NOT FORMALLY | NOT FORMALLY
Hollywood/ Highland to/from North CONSIDERED CONSIDERED
East of Through-service Alternative 8 NOT FORMALLY
Hollywood/ Highland to/from South CONSIDERED
No Junction (Transfer | No through-service Alternative 6 Alternative 11
Required) | Alternative 16

Although these various alternatives for connectivity at Hollywood/Highland were
explored extensively, as the above table indicates, no formal alternatives involving a junction
east of Hollywood/Highland allowing for through-service towards North Hollywood were
developed during the AA process.

It is particularly surprising that such an option did not arise in this AA process, given
that a similar alignment was once considered the BEST routing for an HRT subway line from
Wilshire Blvd. through Hollywood to the San Fernando Valley. The 1983 Metro Rail EIR/EIS
identified a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) with an alignment approaching Hollywood from
the west along Sunset Blvd, curving northward through Hollywood on Cahuenga Blvd., and
finally exiting Hollywood in a westerly direction with a final stop on Highland Ave. (at the
Hollywood Bowl) before heading toward the San Fernando Valley. An alternate routing only
became necessary with the 1986 enactment of federal law barring the use of federal funds for
subway projects in the methane risk zone along Wilshire Blvd.



1983 Metro Rail Locally Preferred Alternative

N

B. An HRT System
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|, therefore, recommend that the following “overlooked” alternative be properly studied
and incorporated in a plan for the Westside Subway Extension project:

My Operatlons Plan for a Future Los Angeles HRT Network
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In this paper, the principal issue is rail connectivity at Hollywood/ Highland. Routing
depicted above through West Hollywood and the Westwood/Century City areas is irrelevant to
this section and is depicted in the above map only in the context of Hollywood/Highland and
the entire HRT system.

The alternative presented here calls for through-service between three major regions of
the core of Los Angeles county: 1) Downtown Los Angeles, 2) Santa Monica/West Los
Angeles, and 3) the San Fernando Valley. In order for the above service plan to be possible,
the West Hollywood branch of the Westside Subway Extension must therefore have a junction
with the existing Red Line within the vicinity of Hollywood. Further, to facilitate easy travel
within the core the system, transfer stations must be available as close to the center of the
core as possible. (For example, transfers must be possible between the Red and “Pink” lines
at Hollywood/Highland, rather than wasting time traveling to and from Universal City to
transfer. Similarly transfers must be possible between the Purple and Pink lines at
Wilshire/La Cienega, rather than wasting time traveling to and from Wilshire/Beverly.)

C. Passenger Benefits
A true HRT system as described here would provide many benefits to system riders. A
critically important factor to providing good service to passengers is minimizing transfers. The
system proposed here would guarantee:

+ One-seat travel between the branches of the system (e.g. between Universal City and
Westwood or North Hollywood and Civic Center)

« A maximum of one-transfer between stations in the core of the system (e.g. between
Wilshire/Fairfax and Santa Monica/lLa Brea or between Vermont/Beverly and Century
City)

The AA study recommends a transfer station at Hollywood/Highland to provide for
connecting passengers between the West Hollywood branch line and the existing Red Line.
Unfortunately, regardless of how well a transfer station is designed, transfers add significant
travel time to passenger trips and discourage travel due to passenger distaste for waiting for
their ride rather than actually moving towards their destination. During off-peak hours, the
Red Line operates with 20-minute headways and the West Hollywood line would also operate
with 20-minute off-peak headways. Transfers at Hollywood/Highland would therefore add up
to 20 minutes to trips involving both the West Hollywood branch line and the Metro Red Line
towards Universal City and North Hollywood. An added 20 minutes suddenly makes a trip
that would otherwise be under 30 minutes significantly less appealing.

Transfers would still be necessary for passengers wishing to travel between West
Hollywood branch trains and to Red Line stations along Hollywood Blvd. and Vermont Ave.
This would be true for both AA Alternative 11 and the HRT “wye” system proposal here. Yet,
even these transfers would be improved at Hollywood/Highland as cross-platform transfers
would be provided. Passengers would not have to travel between different platforms on
different levels as proposed in the AA Alternative.

In addition, there is currently very poor transportation infrastructure linking the San
Fernando Valley, Burbank, Glendale, and Hollywood with the Westside, especially given the
large number of traffic-generating activity centers. Without mass transit options, large
numbers of people making these trips must resort to freeway trips. Unfortunately for these
motorists, no freeway directly links the East San Fernando Valley, Burbank, and Glendale with
Hollywood and no freeway directly links Hollywood with the Westside. (There are currently no
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connector ramps between the CA-134 Ventura Freeway and the US-101 Hollywood Freeway.)
As a result, motorists wishing to complete these trips must drive on the congested US-101
Ventura Freeway and 1-405 San Diego Freeways, worsening the congestion. According to
Caltrans ramp data, trips from the East San Fernando Valley to the Westside account for 17%
of traffic on the 1-405 in the Sepulveda Pass and 15% of traffic on the US-101 in the East San
Fernando Valley.

D. Operational Benefits

Assuming a 5-minute peak headway downtown and a 1:1 service ratio, the current

headways are maintained on the Metro Red/Purple Lines:

Existing Red/Purple Lines (headways in minutes)

“‘Branch" Segments “Core” Segments \

Union Station-Wilshire/Vermont: 5 Wilshire/Vermont-Wilshire/Western: 10
Wilshire/Vermont-North Hollywood: 10

Most of the AA alternatives studied involved West Hollywood branch trains traveling
from Santa Monica, through Hollywood, along the existing Red Line route, and to Union
Station. These alternatives would have produced severe operational difficulties, requiring
splitting of services with the addition of each branch line. Already with the existing subway
arrangement, there is one branch point at Wilshire/Vermont. Assuming a 5-minute peak
headway downtown and a 1:1:1 service ratio, the following headways would be possible:

Early AA Westside Extension Alternatives (headways in minutes)
“Branch” Segments ‘ “Core” Segments

'Union Station-Wilshire/Vermont: 5 Wilshire/Vermont-Hllywd/Highland: 7.5
Wilshire/La Cienega-Santa Monica: 7.5 | Wilshire/Vermont-Wilshire/La Cienega: 15
Hollywood/Highland-North Hollywood: 15_\M|shire!La Cienega-Hllywd/Highland: 15

Clearly, the above headways offer sharp inequities in levels of service among
comparable segments of the system. The Wilshire/Vermont-Wilshire/La Cienega, Hollywood/
Highland-North Hollywood, and Wilshire/Vermont-Wilshire/La Cienega segments would have
headways three times as long as headways in Downtown Los Angeles.

The current Wilshire/Santa Monica Blvd. Alternative (AA Alternative 11) would
fortunately provide significantly better headways that are roughly equal across the system:

Westside Extension Alternative (AA Alternative 11) (headways in minutes)
‘Branch” Segments “‘Core” Segments

Union Station-Wilshire/Vermont: 5 Wilshire/Vermont-Hollywood/Highland: 10
Wilshire/LLa Cienega-Santa Monica: 5 Wilshire/Vermont-Wilshire/La Cienega: 10
| Hollywood/Highland-North Hollywood: 10 | Wilshire/La Cienega-HIlywd/Highland: 10
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The alternative proposed here, however, would provide additional service between
Hollywood/Highland and North Hollywood without impacting service on any of the other legs
of the system.

HRT “Wye”System Proposal (headways in minutes)

“Branch” Segments “Core” Segments

'Union Station-Wilshire/\Vermont: 5 Wilshire/Vermont-Hollywood/Highland: 10
Wilshire/La Cienega-Santa Monica: 5 Wilshire/Vermont-Wilshire/La Cienega: 10

Hollywood/Highland-North Hollywood: 5 |Wilshire/La Cienega-Hllywd/Highland: 10
(improved from AA Alternative 11)

By routing West Hollywood branch trains toward North Hollywood, this alternative
would not result in greater headways on the “extremities” of the system as in the early AA
alternatives, but would rather equalize headways on all three branch segments and on all
three core segments of the HRT systems. A 1:1 ratio would exist on all three branches of the
HRT system. Not only would this alternative allow one-seat rides for “Pink Line” passengers,
but it would prevent crowding on Red Line trains between Hollywood and North Hollywood.
The Metro Red Line Segment 3 from Hollywood/Vine to North Hollywood cost $1.4 billion and
we must not waste capacity that has been “paid for.” This alternative makes the most out of a
significant investment linking the Hollywood area with the San Fernando Valley.

E. Engineering/Construction

With the construction of a West Hollywood branch line linking to the existing
Hollywood/Highland station, significant construction will be necessary in the immediate vicinity
of the Hollywood/Highland station. AA Alternative 11 proposes that a station box be
constructed on Highland Ave., roughly perpendicular to the existing Hollywood/Highland
station box. This alternative would pose significant traffic impacts to traffic on Highland Ave.
for the full duration of station construction and interface work with the existing
Hollywood/Highland station (approximately two years). Further, Red Line service would
encounter significant delays during the lengthy modification work at the Hollywood/Highland
station.

An HRT System “wye” project, however, would involve the construction of a junction
with the existing Red Line tunnels along Hollywood Blvd. While the planning of such a project
would be subject to extensive engineering analysis, the feasibility of such a project can be
briefly explored here. Just as exists at the Wilshire/Vermont station, a highly-trafficked
junction should provide grade separation of conflicting movements through the junction. As at
the existing pocket tracks near the Westlake/Macarthur Park station and near the North
Hollywood station, a cut-and-cover box structure could be dug below the street and a third
track could be placed between the two existing subway tunnels.
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East of the Hollywood/Highland station a track would diverge from the AR track (and
as an optional measure, from the AL track as well) at the west end of the junction box. Unlike
the existing pocket track structures, the center track would then descend eastward below the
grade of the existing subway tunnels and eventually turn southward and pass under the AL
tunnel. From the junction box, two deep-bore tunnels would then curve toward on a
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southwestern path toward the Santa Monica/La Brea station area.

A cut-and-cover junction box would involve significantly less construction work than a
station box on Highland Ave., given the lack of need for most of the communications, utilities,
systems, and aesthetic work that stations require. Street traffic would be disrupted for far less
than the two years associated with cut-and-cover station construction. As done with the
Hollywood/Highland station, temporary street decking could be used to further mitigate street
impacts. Red Line service impacts could also be mitigated by single-tracking service during
construction between crossovers south of Universal City and east of Hollywood/Vine.
Headways of 11-12 minutes could be maintained, nearly as short as existing peak headways
(10 minutes). If necessary, trains could be platooned through the single-track segment to
offset the two-minute headway loss.

The current Red/Purple Line subway lines feature maximum gradients of 4% and
minimum curvature of 1000 feet. Applying such attributes to this project, the junction box
could be minimized to as small as 60 feet wide and approximately 930 feet long.
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CHARLES EDELSOHN P.E.

CaLiFORNIA BOARD OF REGISTRATION FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS F 7224 CS 3599

10334 WILKINS AVE. LOS ANGELES, CA 90024

May 7. 2009

Mr. David Mieger, AICP

Project Director and Deputy Exccutive Officer
Metro, 1 Gateway Plaza, MS 99/2/5

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Meiger:

[ write to you to comment on the latest Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study. Although I am
a Director of the Comstock Hills Homeowners Association and a former Director of the Westwood
Homeowners Association, my comments are my own and do not necessarily represent the position
of either Association.

In general I fully support the concept to build the Westside Extension to the Wilshire Subway. My
concern centers on the effect all but one of the detailed alternatives for the route from the Century
City Station to the Westwood Station. While ill-defined at this time, most of the alternatives show
routes under single family residences between these two stations. This creates a significant risk
cither for a noise and vibration impact to expensive homes, or a need for noise-reduction techniques
to be incorporated into both the rail system and subway cars.

The trade off will be difficult. Noise and vibration will decrease the value of some of the most
expensive real estate existing anywhere. Atthe same time the demographics of this region show one
of the highest populations of lawyers anywhere. Significant personal loss to significant numbers
of lawyers poses a risk for lawsuits and monetary loss to the County. On the other hand. reducing
the noise and vibration to an acceptable level will require deeper tunnels and more noise reduction
technology. Either choice leads to higher system costs.

By comparison, selection of the Santa Monica Boulevard/Westwood Boulevard alignment removes
the noisec and vibration risk from these prime real estate arcas and places them along public rights
of way with mostly commercial property adjacent. I recommend you follow this route.

I am generally opposed to the Bus Rapid Transit System and specifically opposed to the proposed
segments on Wilshire Boulevard and Santa Monica Boulevards in the Westwood arca. The previous
Metro study showed that no benefits accrued to the performance of the BRT buses along Wilshire
Boulevard by including bus only lanes between Selby and Comstock Avenues. This finding was
included in the Environmental Impact Report. Overriding the findings of the previous EIR will
trigger a requirement for a new full EIR. Significant cut through traffic would be generated by the
double reduction of the number of lanes for cast bound traffic at Comstock Boulevard as Wilshire
passes the Los Angeles Country Club where no right of way exists to add lanes. Major impacts to
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access to condominiums along the Wilshire corridor will also result from the Wilshire BRT
proposals.

Addition of bus only lanes along Santa Monica Boulevard in the area between Century City and the
405 freeway would negate the partial relief afforded by the recent joint County/City project, the
Santa Monica Transit Parkway. Even with this recent improvement, service levels at intersections
is once more very bad. Reduction ofavailable lanes for automobile traffic by conversion to bus only
lanes will cause grid lock throughout this major artery. When traffic from the approved and planned
developments in and around Century City are added to the existing traffic load, chaos will result.

Therefore I strongly recommend against dedicated bus lanes for Bus Rapid Transit along cither
Wilshire or Santa Monica Boulevard in Westwood.

I hope my comments will be of value to you.

Sincerely yours,

Charles Edelsohn
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Kristine Grillo

From: Webmaster [RSC_Webmaster@metro.net]

Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 11:03 PM

To: Westside Extension

Subject: I have a question/comment about the Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study
firstName: Manuel

lastName: Araujo

organization:
emailAddr anu
streetAddress: 5650 fair ave

eily: N Hollywood

state: Ca

zipCode: 91601

Date: Thursday, May 07, 2009
Time: 11:03:17 PM

comments:

The pink line extention along Santa monica should be a one why trip from nort Hollywoed

with a stop at the Hollywood bowl. Since this was not initially done with the red line.

Thousands of people would use the subway to get there instead of the buses and cars. And
it will decrease traffic on highland on concert nights.
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Kristine Grillo

From: Webmaster [RSC_Webmaster@metro.net]

Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 10:30 PM

To: Westside Extension

Subject: I have a question/comment about the Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study
firstName: William

lastName: Bell

organization:
emailAddress: wmbelll@pacbell.net
streetAddress:

citys

state:

zipCode:

Date: Thursday, May 07, 2009
Time: 10:30:14 PM

comments:

I strongly support Alternative 11. The connection from Hollywood to the Westside would
serve many of my travel needs and reduce traffic through my neighborhood caused by people
cutting through the canyon from the Valley to Mid-Wilshire, Beverly Hills and the
Westside. We never drive west of the 405 anymore. 1If we could take a subway to Santa
Monica it would be great.
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Kristine Grillo

From: Webmaster [RSC_Webmaster@metro.net]

Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 5:08 PM

To: Westside Extension

Subject: I have a question/comment about the Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study
firstName: Chris

lastName: Tuason

organization:
emailAddress:
streetAddress:
city:

state:
zipCode:

Date: Thursday, May 07, 2009
Time: 05:08:20 PM

comments:
I live in the city of Norwalk and find it difficult to travel to Santa Monica. If we

truly want to integrate our amazing county of Los Angeles, we need to build a transit
that is safe and useful for all.



