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TAB. REFERENCE

Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (EXCEIPL) ciecerreccecnccncncrsncanasssanracasssrsannrrans sesansa

May 26, 1982, Letter from Director of Planning
Calvin S. Hamilton to John A. Dyer urging

"immediate deletion of the Crenshaw Station” ....cciveriviiciiciicanns e

May 28, 1982, Letter from Councilman
John Ferraro to Michael Lewis opposing a
Metro Rail Station at Crenshaw .......cccceeevennennn Mt eemeteaas e esnaaaaaa .

July 22, 1982, Letter from John A. Dyer to
Diane E. Watson and other elected officials
-summarizing the Major Issues regarding the
MetTo Rail Project .veeeeeeeeeriescnssanannnans eeesarrrae et esscccacanana

July 29, 1982, Letter from Kenneth Hahn to
John A. Dyer strongly supporting a station at :
Crenshaw ....iceernvessecescnnanes e eiiicascassssnssatrear ettt astatane

August 26, 1982, Lettér from John A. Dyer to
Kenneth Hahn responding to.Supervisor Hahn's
July 29, 1982 ‘1etter ..vevecercccracacnasasssssssanns esesecscdiecrraannans

Augiist 12, 1982, Letter from John A. Dyer to

Mayor Bradley and the Los Angeles City Council

responding to the August 15, 1982, Los Angeles

Times Article by Bill Boyarsky ..cceeeveusionneas Cerraiescannua hearsssaarans

Adgust 16, 1982, Letter from Diane E. Watson

and other elected officials to Mike Lewis urging

the RTD Board of Directors to designate Crenshaw

and Wilshire Boulevards as a Metro Rail Station .......... wrerearean e

August 18, 1982, Letter from Councilman
Dave Cunningham to John A. Dyer supportlng a
station at Crenshaw .....ceeecccesne resseenae atresr e st naaann e Perevesanns

August 18, 1982, Letter from Senior City Planner

Peter Broy to Bill Boyarsky of the Los Angeles

Times responding to an August 15, 1982, Los

Angeles Times Article c..eveniiriicnnnrrensars PPN

August 20, 1982, Memorandum to Marvin L. Holen

from John A. Dyer on the options and constraints

tegarding a Crenshaw Station for the Metro Rail
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TAB REFERENCE

Issue papers regarding a Metro Station at
Crenshaw. Included are:

1. Patronage Implications of a Station at
Crenshaw

2. Future (phased) construction of Crenshaw
Station (that is adding a station after
the system has been built and is in operation)

3. Impact on Subsystems by addition of Crenshaw
Station

4. Discussion on the "Point of No Return” ....

City Plans which govern the location of a

Metro Station at Wilshire and Crenshaw Boulevards ..... PP PO

1. Park Mile Specific Plan 3. Concept Los Angeles
2. Wilshire District Plan 4. Citywide Plan (portion)
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REGULATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTING THE PROCEDURAL
PROVISIONS OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

A condition of federal funding for construction of the Metro Rail

system is the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement which

is well imderwdy at the present time. The RTD prepares the draft
Environmental Impact Statement which then must be reviewed and approved
by the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. The EIS is governed by
regulations published by UMITA for implementing the procedural provisions
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and 1970 as amended.
Pursuant to Article 1502.16, Environmental Consequences, the Urban Mass
Transportation Admlnlstratlon mist use as one of several criteria for
making itsefunding decisions on the Metro Rail Project the conmsideration
of "possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of
Federal, regional, State, and local land use plans, policies and controls
for the area concerned.' The Regulations require that where there exists
an 1ncon51stency between the proposed action and the approved local plan,
the manner in which such inconsistency would be reconciled must be described
in great detail.

Attached are the excerpts from the Procedures which pertain to the Crenshaw
Station issue.
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50 that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative merits.

(c) Include reasonable alternatives
not within the jurisdiction of the
lead agency.

(d) Inclide the alternative of no
action.

(e) Identify the agency's preferred
alternative or alternatives, if one or
more ekists, in the draft statement
and identify such alternative in t,he
final statement unless another law
prohibits the expression of such a
preference.

({) Include appropriate mitigation
measures not already included in the
proposed action or alternatives.

§1502.15 Affected environment.

The environmental impact state-
ment shall succinctly describe the
environment of the area(s) to be af-
fected or created by the alternatives
under consideration. The descrip-
tions shall be no longer than is nec-
essary to understand the effects of
the alternatives. Data and analyses
in a statement shall be commensu-
rate with the fmportance of the
impact, with less important material
summarized, consolidated, or simply
referenced. Agencies shall avold use-
less bulk in .statements and shall
concentrate ef{ort and attention on
jmportant fissues. Verbose descrip-
tions of the affected environment
are themselves no measure of the
adequacy of. an environmental
impact statement.

§15062.16 Environmentsal c'onseqneﬁces

This sectlon forms the sclentific
and anajytic basis for the compari-
sons under § 1502.14. It shall consoll
date the discussions of those ele-
ments required by secs. 102(2XC) (),
(1), (Iv), and (v) of NEPA which are
within the scope of the statement
and as much of sec. 102(2XC)(iil) as
is necessary to support the compari.
sons. The discussion will include the
environmental impacts of the alter-
natives Including the proposed
action, any adverse environmental
effects which c¢annot be avolded
should the proposal be implemented,
the re}a.t.ionshib between short-term
uses of man’s environment and the
meaintenance and enhancement of
long-term productivity, and any irre-

versible or f{rretrievable commit-
ments of resources which would be
involved in the proposal should it be
implemented. This section should
not duplicate discussions  in
§1502.14. It shall include discussions
of:

(a) Direct effects and their signifi.
cance (§ 1508.8).

(b) Indirect effects and their sig-
nificance (§ 1508.8).

(c) Possible conliicts between the
proposed action and the objectives
of Federal, regional, State, and local
(and in the case of a reservation,

Indian tribe) land use plans, policies _

and controls for the area concerned.
(See § 1506.2(d).)

"{(d) The envircnmental effects of
alternatives including the proposed
action. The comparisons under
$.1502.14 will be based on this discus.
sion.

(e) Energy requirements and con-
servation potential of various alter-
natives and mitigation mesasures.

(f) Natural or depletable resource
requirements and conservation po-
tential of various alternatives and
mitigation measures.

() Urban quality, historic and cul-
tural resources, and the design of
the built environment, including the
reuse and conservation potential of
various alternatives and mitigation
measures.

(h) Means to mitigate adverse envi-
ronmenta.l impacts (if not fully cov-
ered under §1502.14(1)),

$1502.17 List of preparers.

The environmental impact state.
ment shall list the names, together
with their qualifications (experiise,
experience, professional disciplines),
of the persons who were primarily
responsible for preparing the envi-
ronmental impact statement or sig-
nificant background papers, includ.
ing basic components of the state
ment (§§1502.6 and 1502.8). Where
possible the persons who are respon-
sible for a particular analysis, includ-
ing analyses In background papers,
shall be identified. Normally the list
will not exceed two pages.

§1502.18 Appendix.

If an agency prepares an appendix
to an environmentsal impact state-
ment the appendix shall:
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minimal e€xpenditures not affecting
the environment (e.g. long leadtime
equipment and purchase options)
made by non-governmental entities
seeking loan guarantees from the
Administration.

§1506.2 Elimination of duplication with
State and Jocal procedures.

(a) Agencies authorized by law to
cooperate with State agencies of
statewide jurisdiction pursuant to
section 102(2XD) of the Act may do
5O.

(b) Agencies shall cooperate with
State and local agencies to the ful-
lest extent possible to reduce dupli-
cation between NEPA and State and
local requirements, unless the agen-
cles are specifically barred from
doing so by some other law. Except
for cases covered by paragraph (a) of
this section, such cooperation shall
to the fullest extent possible include:

(1) Joint planning processes.

(2) Joint environmental research
and studies.

(3) Joint public hearings (except
where otherwise provided by stat-
ute).

(4) Joint environmental assess-
ments.

(c) Agencies shall cooperate with
State and local agencies to the ful-
lest extent possible to reduce dupli-
cation between NEPA and compara-
ble State and local requirements,
unless the agencies are specifically
barred from doing so by some other
law. Except for cases covered by
paragraph (a) of this section, such
cooperation shall to the fullest
extent possible include joint environ-
mental impact statements. In such
cases one Or more Federal agencies
and one or more State or local agen-
cles shall be joint lead sagencies.
Where State laws or local ordinances
have environmental impact state-
ment requirements in addition to
but not in conflict with those in

NEPA, Federal agencies shall coop-

erate in fulfilling these requirements
as well as those of Federal laws so
that one document will comply with
all applicable laws.

(d) To better integrate environ-
mental impact statements into State
or local planning processes, state-
ments shall discuss any inconsisten-

[P -

cy of a proposed action with any ap-

proved State or local plan and laws
{whether or not federa.lly sanc-
tioned). Where an inconsistency
exlsts, the statement should describe
the extent to which the agency
would reconcile its proposed action
with the plan or law.

§1506.3 Adoption.

(a) An agency may adopt a Federal
draft or final environmental impact
statement or portion thereof pro-
vided that the statement or portion

thereof meets the standards for an .

adequate statement under these reg-
ulations.

(b) If the actions covered by the
original environmental {mpact state-
ment and the proposed action are
substantially the same, the agency
adopting another agency’s statement
fs not required to recxrculate it
except as a final statement. Other-
wise the adopting agency shall treat
the statement as a draft and recircu-
late it (except as provided in para-
graph (c) of this section).

(c) A cooperating agency may
adopt without recirculating the envi-
ronmental impact statement of a

lead agericy when, after an inde-

pendent review of the statement, the
cooperating agency concludes that
its comments and suggestions have
been satisfied.

(d) When an agency adopts a state-
ment which is not final \mthin the
agency that prepared it, or when the
action it assesses is the subject of a
referral under part 1504, or when
the statement’s adequacy Is the sub-
Ject of a judicial action which is not
final, the agency shall so specify.

§1506.4 Combining documents.

Any environmental document in
compliance with NEFPA may be com-
bined with any other agency docu-
ment to reduce duplication and pa-
perwork.

§1506.5 Agency responsibility,

(a) Information. If an agency re-
quires an applicant to submit envi-
ronmental information for possible
use by the agency in preparing an
environmental impact statement,
then the agency should assist the
applicant by outlining the types of

21
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Kay 26, 1982

Kr. John Dyer s .
Gente al HKanager .
Southern California Rapld Transit District T
425 Spouth Haln Street S e N

DELETION OF CRENSHAW STATIONR

As ycu are aware, | am strongly opposed to a Crenshaw
station on the proposed Ketro Rall line. Hy reascns
for cpposing thls station are as follows:

Since | became Director of Flanning the Clty has been
prerarlng and has adopted a2 long ranpge Kaster Plan to

guide growth and development. The cornerstone of -this .
plar Is the Centers Concept which envislons concentrated N
centefs of urban development along with lower density
resldential areas between the centers. By so doing, a
number of a2lternative 11fe styles can be protected and

made avallable to the City's reslidents.

In suppert of this planning effort,; the Clty hzs adopted

a Centers Concept, a Cltywide Plan and various Community
and Public Facility Plans. The Clty has also recently
adopted the Park Hile Specific Plan te ensure the desired
level of development In the Wilshire Boulevard Crenshaw
area. All of these adopted Clity plans show the Wilshire
Crenshaw area not as a center, but rather as a low denslity
area. None of these adopted Clty plans show a rapld transit
station at Crenshaw and Wilshire Boulevard. The closest
centers designated In the Clty’s Haster Plan are located
on Wilshire Boulevard at Western Avenue and at La Brea

Avenue,

- . moe— -

CITY FLANNKING
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Kr. John Dyer -2- May 26, 1982

The citizens of the Park Mile area are on record as
being vigorously opposed to any excessive growth and
the Impacts of said growth In this area. They support
only the limited development as regulated by the Park
Mile Specific Plan. They do not support & metro rall
statlon at thls location, nor would they look favorably
upon its concomltant impacts of nolse and traffic con-
gestion. in fact, the residents of the Park Mile area
have worked long and hard to develop the Park Mile Plan
to implement these goals.

For these reasons, | urge the immediate deletion of the

Crenshaw statlon from consideration so that we may devote

our collective energles to the remaining stations which

are genuinely needed.
7

S /;,az/acﬁ’h

CALVIN S. HANILTON

Director of Planning

CSH:lo

tC: HMayor Tom Bradley
Counclliwoman Peggy Stevenson
Counclliwoman Pat Russell
Councilman John Ferraro
City Planning Commission
president, Dan Garcla






CiTYy COUNCIL OF THE CiTY OF LOS ANGELES

. . . .
JOHN FERRARO : - 30, CITY. HALL
COUNCILMAN 4TH DISTRICT ‘ : . ' LOS ANGELES, CA 50012

(213) a85-3337

May 28; 1982

Mr. Michael Lewis, Chairman
Board of Directors
Southern California Rapid

Transit District :
425 ‘South Main Streot . .
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Lewis:

My concern for the well-being of the Park Mile community

and the Wilshire Corridor has prompted me to convey once again
my thoughts to yoeu on the specifics of the proposed Metro-Rail
project. :

In response, no doubt, to SCRTD's c¢onducting public hearings
in the Fourth Council District on the various milestones of

. the Metro Rail Project, my office has received considerable
constituent input. The main foc¢us of interest, as you may
well have guessed, is the proposed Crenshaw Station.

In a leltter dated June 5, 1980, and on several occasions
since, 1 have made known to you my concern for what effects
the inclusion of the station mlght have on the future of the
surrounding nelghborhoods.

. The 1nclu51on of a subway stop at Wilshire and Crenshaw, or
fcr that malter anywhere within the Park Mile Specific Plan
is opposed by all homeowner groups 1n the area, including the
Boulevard Heights Homeowners Association, Fremont Place
Association, Hancock Park Home Owners Associlation, Oxford

- Stqquare Association, Ridgewood-Wilton Neighborhood Associa-
tion, Scuth. Brockside Homeowners Association, Windsor Square
Association, and collertlvely under the parent organization, the
Wilshire Homcowners' Alliance. It is the topic of a major law
suit currently on [ile in Federal court which threatens construc-
Lion ol the enbire rail transitb system,

I have been, and continue to be in agreement with much of
the rakionale offered by these groups, and join them in their
determined oppositioen to a Crenshaw Statlon.
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Mr. Michael Lewis;iChairman-- =2- May 28, 1982

For a variety of reasons, many of which are familiar to you, a
-subway stop at this location is not only undesirable but infeasible
and impractical as well. Development within the Park Mile Plan is
specifically limited to residential and commercial projects of a
non~retail nature. Consequently, a station in this wvicinity cannot
be supported or justified on economic. grounds. Also, to proceed
with such a stop with the plan to rezone the area at a later ‘date
to allow for the kind of devclopment needed to economically justify
this stop is simply not in the best interests of the community and
would be vigorously opposed by me.

- The Park Mile communit} is by design a primarily low-rise, low

denglty residential neighborhood. Hence there 1s no trlp
ttraction for the overwhelming body  of commuters save for that
created by the RTD's own bus routing system. A Crenshaw Station

would be no more than a bus terminal. The neighborhood would
inherit as a result parking complications, congestion and other
disruptions. 5 more economic and Simpler solution would involve

re-routing of buses up Western Avenue and/or La Brea Avenue. This
would support the burgeoning commercial centers which would easily
accommondate, even welcome, the increase activity. Any Park Mile
area stop thus offers little to eithér the communter or consumer.

FFinally, a subway station located within the Park Mile Specific
Plan will only detract from the efficient performance of the

Metro Raill projecct as it is currently conceptualized. Longer
trip-times, variable headways and general passenger inconvenience
arce but a few of the resultant difficulties subway commuters would
~have to endure.

I have set forth, then some of the major factors which have
contributed to my resolve to oppose a Park Mile Station. The
concept has been repeatedly rejected by the Department of City
Planning, your nwn transportation consultants and planners, and
the community at large. Given this compelling criteria, a
Metro Rail Station situated at Wilshire/Crenshaw must be
considered altogether detrimental to Los Angeles' planning
prioritiecs, transporeation needs, commercial development,

and community interest. I therefore urge you to delte plans
for the proposed station.

Thank vou for your attention to this very pressing subject.
Fieace foel Free Lo contact my office regarding any and all

Pt Linent malters,

,Sinaercly,

AL /L’\‘.J
J;kiéh@{ﬁ%l o

Councilman, 4th District

,;%T:jrg
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July 22, 1982

The Honorable Diane Watson
Senate - 30th District
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA. 95814

Dear Senator Watson:

in carrying out the preliminary engineeting of the Metro Rail
Project therg are 12 major decision points which we call
:ilestones, For the past several months we have been meeting
with the community, your constituents, and various other groups

o0 get input into the planning and decision-making process of the
Metro Rail Project. In total, there have been more than 30
..eetings on the subjects of route alignment and station locations
which are ihe major decision points identified as Milestones 3
‘nd 4.

Oon July 29, 1982, the RTD Board of Directors will be conducting a
nblic hearing and receiving community input on two of the most
important decision points in this project--where to locate the
-apid transit line and where to locate the transit stations.

To insure that you fully are awarc of the issues prior to the
searing on July 29, 1982, I am enclosing a copy of two reports
thich were transmitted today to the Board of Directors. 1In
-ummary, there appear to be five major issues of interest to the
community as we go forward with the milestone decision-making
rrocess. Tney are briefly described below:

1. Los Angeles CBD Alignment and Station Locations.

We originally proposed going along Broadway but, based
orn additional community input and analysis from the
City, the County, the downtown business community, and
various otner public agencies, we are now formally
reccommending going under Hill Street which is one block
west of Broadway. There appears to be general community
support for the Hill Street azlignment alternative and
the station locations at First and Hill, Fifth and Hill
and Seventh and Flower Street.

2. Witmer and Crenshaw Stations.

We exXamined these as possible additional stations to the
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baseline system. 1In regard to Witmer, there has been no
community support or opposition despite our significant
efforts to involve the citizens to find out what the
local interest is in a station site at Witmer. Based
upon analyses from various public agencies, our
conclusion is that a station should not be recommended
at Witmer because it would be in conflict with the
current and ongoing CBD revitalization efforts to the
east.

The Crenshaw Station is a different matter. wWe have
received strong community input on both sides of this
issue. The local homeowners associations are opposed to
the Crenshaw Station because of the potential negative
impact on the Park-Mile Community Plan which calls for
retaining lower density residential development in the
area. Representatives of the Crenshaw Community to the
south want the station for improved access to Metro Rail
for residents of their community who use Crenshaw
Boulevard bus lines. We believe that putting a station
at Crenshaw would be in conflict with the adopted
community plan of the City, and would be extremely hard,
if not impossible, to justify under the guidelines of
the Environmental Impact Statement process, and for
these reasons we recommend not adding the station at
Crenshaw. We can anticipate continued concern, both pro
and con, from the Crenshaw Community. However, given
the conflicts with the land use plan, I believe we have
little choice in the matter unless the City formally
amends the adopted Park-Mile Community Plan.

The Allgnment from the CBD to the Fairfax and Santa

Monica Station.

Our analysis concludes that there is sufficient
information to fix the alignment and station locations
from the CBD to the Fairfax and Santa Monica S5tation for
the purposes of continued preliminary engineering.
Beyond this point there remain sufficient tincertainties
te warrant carrying one or more alternatives through
Milestone 10. Notwithstanding the concerns previously
mentioned above regarding the Crenshaw Station, I
believe this recommendation is absolutely necessary to
lead to a conclusion of the preliminary engineering
program on time and within budget.

Hollywood Alignment and Station Locations.

This is one of the two issues which generated an excep-
tionally large amount of community input and interest.
The original "locally preferred alternative" involves
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"bending”™ the line to the east along Fountain Avenue be-
ginning at Fairfex and Santas Monica in order to provide
direct service to the western portion of Hollywood.
Stations were to be located at Hollywood and Cahuenga
and at the Hollywood Bowl. 1In the preliminary engi-
neering analysis, it became clear that this alignment
would not only give very limited service to the western
portion of Hollywood, it might a2lso detract some of the
interest to stimulate generzl redevelopment throughout
the Hollywood Community. It also would do nothing to
serve the major hospital and college centers further to
the east towards Vermont Avenue. We believe that
Hollywood is5 a major center and warrants more than one
or even two stations. For this reason, we recommend an
auxiliary fixed guideway line serving HKollywood from the
Fairfax and Santa Monica stetion to Sunset and Gower,
with the potential for extension to Sunset and Vermont
on the east and southerly to the Vermont Station on
Wilshire. We further believe that with the auxiliary
fixed guideway system, the "heavy rail” subway alignment
should continue north on Fairfax and through the Santa
Monica Mountains. This intermediate capacity transit
system (ICTS) would consist of an aerial guideway with
approximately six stations to the east of the Santa
Mcnica and Fairfax Station.

At issue 1s whether or not the Fazirfax extended alterna-
tive would enhance or detract from the Hollywood Commun-
ity. Some are concerned about the environmental impacts
of an aerial guideway, and also there is concern about
its overall transportation and economic benefits. Due
to the sStrong community interest at this time, I am
recommending that we continue to study three alterna-
tives with a final decision to be made at the end of
Milestone 10 in approximately February of 1983. The
alternatives to be studied would be:

{1 The continuation north along Fairfax with the ICTS
auxiliary fixed guideway line east to the vicinity
of Gower Street;

(2) The alternative which would place the line north of
Fairfakx and Santa Monica aiong Sunset to the east
with & station at La Brea and a second station at
Cahuenga and Hollywood with the deletion of the
Hollywood Bowl Station; and

(3) An alternative which would be from Fairfax east on

Sunset to La Brea with & station &t La Brea and
directly north thifough the mountains.
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North Hollywood Alignment.

We all know the Metro Rail Project is viewed as a
"starter line" 6f a regional rail rapid transit system
which may extend to as many as 160 miles, and may in-
clude as many as 50 or more miles of heavy rail with
other types of guideway systems included in the approx-
imately 110 remaining miles of repid transit. Recog-
nizing that the system must be built in a cost-effective
way, we have established criteria to guide our design
approach. These criteria require that as much as possi-
ble of the region's Metro Rail system be constructed at
ground level or above ground, as is the case in Atlanta
and wWashington, D.C. where about two-thirds of these
entire systems are either at surface or in elevated con-
figurations. These criteria will reduce the cost signi-
ficantly and allow many more miles of system to be con-
structed for the same dollar amounts.. These criteria
also allow for construction of less costly at-or-above-
~the-ground stations which enhance joint development and
value capture opportunities. Furthermore, many national
studies have shown people prefer to ride above the

ground in aerial or surface configuration as opposed to
subway.

Dve to the high density of development in the Central
Business District and along Wilshire Boulevard, an
on-the-ground or above-the-ground transit line is not
practical. However, we believe that a2 combination of
an aerial and at-grade guideway system is not only
feasible but preferable in the San Fernando Valley.
One reason 1s the exceptionally wide right-of-way,
namely along Vineland Avenue and/or Lankershim.
Another reason is the lower density of the development
in North Hollywood relative to along other portions of
the line.

The notion of an aerial guideway is new to many of the
residents of North Hollywood who attended the community
mestings. Comments from members of the North Hollywood
Homeowners Association and others at the meeting indi-
cate they were, and remain, concerned that we are
proposing a Chicago or New York-type elevated transit

system. These systems were built between 50 and 100

years ago and clearly do not represent current
structural techhology any more than automobiles of 50 or
75 years ago represent current automobile technology.
Clearly, our intent 1s to build modern structures which
exemplify state-of-the-art construction and gquality as
well as aesthetics. Nevertheless, there remains a
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strong suspicion, and I believe & lack of understanding,
regarding what the impacts of an aerial guideway are, as
well as how it would perform. For these reasons I am
recommending that we continue to study both the aeriel
and the subway configurations as options in North
Hollywood on both Vineland and Lankershim. 'The study
should be continued through Milestone 10 with final
decisions made at that point. This is a sound planning
and engineering approach.

These are the main _issues in my judgment that surround the Metro
:ail Preliminary Engineering program at this time. In summary,
1 an recommending that we fix the alignment and station locations
“rom the CBD to the Fairfax and Santa Monics station, ancd that we
continue to evaluate the alternatives previously described in
c.:1lywood and North Hollywood. We will make a special effort to
seek broad based community input into the evaluation of these al-
ernatives and plan to bring the matter to the RTD Board of
Lirectors for action around February, 1983.

w2 anticipate that a Board decision on these recommendations will
'@ made in mid-Avugust. I am most anxious to hear your views. I

. +11 kéep you informéd from time to time a5 progress is made on

the project.

SinCerely,‘

ohn A. Dyer
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B8GE HALL OF ADMINISTRATION

974-z2z22
Lo Connty of Los Angeles
- MEMBLRS OF THE BDARD
. L : LBoard of Supervisors
N . » PEYER F.SCHABARUM
fos Angeles, Californin gooig KENNETH HAHN
T EOMUND D. EDELMAN
KENNETH HAHN ’ DEANE DaNA

SUSIRVIGECA, 6ECOND METRITT July 29, 1982

MICHAEL O. ANTONOVICH

RECEIVED

Mr. John Dyer, General Manager

Southern California Rapid Transit District
425 South Main Street

Los Angeles 90013

Dear Mr. Dyers

I am strongly in support of a station at Crenshaw and WilsHi¥e
Boulevards for the proposed Metro line. I believe the needs of
the community which provides heavy ridership on the R.T.D. should
be given the highest consideration in this decision.

Tom Newsom, my representative on the R.T.D. Board, assures me that
the design of the Crenshaw Station will not bring in additional
traffic to the Hancock Park residential area.

Crenzhaw Boulevard is a major street that flows from Wilshire

‘ Boulevard to Palos Verdes, so there are not only City of Los Angeles
residents and business people who use Crenshaw Boulevard, but also

cities such as Inglewood, Hawthorne, Gardena, and Torrance are

involved with portions of Crenshaw Boulevard.

There are large shopping centers such as Santa Barbara and Crenshaw,
Imperial Highway and Crenshaw, as well as small business and large
corporations that have potential users of the bus on Crenshaw that
would feed into the station at Crenshaw and Wilshire. Such large
institutions as El Camino College and Northrop Corporation have
facilities on Crenshaw Boulevard.

There is already an existing patronage on Crenshaw by residents
and this station is fully .justified.

Sincerely yours,

Y

KENNETH HAHN
Supervisor, Second District
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The Honorable kenneth Hahn
Supervisor, Second District
County of Los Angeles

Hall of Administration, Room 866
Los Angeles, California 950012

Dear Supervisor Hahn:

Thank you for®your recent letters in support of a station at Crenshaw and
Wilshire Béulevards for the Metro Rail line. . Understanding the strong
commmity interest in this matter, the KTD Board has scheduled a dinner
meeting for September 8, 1982, with local officials to discuss this important
issue. You will be receiving an invitation to this meeting as. soon as the
specific time and location have been set. Meanwhile, let me take this oppor-
tunity to respond to the concerns raised in vour letter of July 29 and your
. letter of Aucust 1€ which was cosigned by several other elected officials.

1t is ciear {rom the testimony received at the recent RTD public hearing, and
the numerous discussions in the community, that strong interest continues re-
garding the issue of a Metro station at Wilshire and Crenshaw. There are
concerns that a station at Crenshaw will adversely impact the surrounding
residential commmity in the form of parking complications, additional con-
gestion and other disruptions. On the other side, there is concern that the
absence of a statior will restrict access to the Metro Rail line for residents
and business people who use Crenshaw Boulevard. There mav be other reasons on
both sides of this issue as well.

As you know, a major portion @f fumding for the Metro Rail Project is to come
from the Federal Government. ,Federal regulations specify the criteria which

the Urban Mass Transportation Administration must use in making its funding
decisions. One of these criteria is consideration.of "possible conflicts
between the proposed action and the objectives of federal, regional, state

and local land use plans, policies and controls for the area concerned.“ The
regulations require that where there exists an inconsistency between the pro-
posed action and the ‘approved local plan, the manner in which such inconsistency
would be reconciled must be described in great detail.

As you may know, the City of Los Anpcles has adopted a centers concept as part
of its General Plan for shaping future growth and development of Los Angeles.

: - In addition, the City has adopted various specific commmity and public facility
plans vhich detail how growth and development should be shaped and controlled
. within various commmities of the City.

Southern California Rapid Transit District 425 Soutr Man Stree! L os Angeles, Cahlorma 90013 (213) 972-6000
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The dgcision te locate a M=tro Rail station at Crenshaw is governed by the
Citv's Park-Mile Specific Plan. This Plan, as well as the previous plan

show the Wilshire-Crenshaw area not as a center but rather as a low dencltv
area. None of the adopted Citv plans show a rapid transit station at Crenshaw
and Wilshire Boulevards. A recent letter from the City Planning Department
-dated August 1€, 1982, to Bill Boyarsky of the los Angeles Times indicates

why the C:t\ plan= do not call for a station at Crenshau and Wilshire Boulevards.

"There is no Crenshaw station called for in the Wilshire District Plan and
Concept Les Angeles because they provide for connecting the Wilshire Center .
and the Miracle Mile Center with rapid transit. -The area between the two
centers is known as the Park Mile. Admittedly, the plans are not perfect, they
need to be recxamined and revised every few years to reflect new circumstances.
Rut nevertheléss, these plans do not call for such a station at Crenshah
Boulevard."

Your letter indicates that the Crenshaw Stat1on could be designed in such a
way as to not bring in addifional traffic to the Park-Mile residential area.
A Tevicew of rapid transit svstems in other cities demonstrates that certain
types of measures have enabled stations to be successfully designed and con-
structed in residential commmities with the clear intent to protect the
existing Commmity character. In several instances, the transit district
and local government jurisdictions have implemented parking restrictions,
Jand use controls, and tailored station deSJgn< S0 as to protect the charac-
ter of the existing conmmities and to minimize potential disruption.

If the Park-Mile, and rclated plans of the City of Los Angeles provided enough
. ~flexibility for RTD to pive serious consideration to a station in the area,
and i{ the Roard makes a policy decision to locate a station there, several
measures could be inplemented to mitigate and overcome many of the concerns
of residents regarding a Metro station at Crenshaw and Wilshire. To even
consider these measures, however, would require the initial City of los
Angeles determination that a station in that general vicinity does not con-
flict with the existing plans, or in the event that there is a conflict,

that measures will be taken to overcome the conflict.

1 hope this clar1f1e= our position on this important issue. I do look forward
to vour participation in the dinner meeting of September 8; and as I mentioned,
we will notify vou of the specific time and location. In the meantime, if you
need adetJOnal information, please contact me.

Sincerely,

7 //)7/5,// V7
John A. Dyer






John A, Dyer
General Manager
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The Honorable Tom Bradley

Mayor

City of Los Angeles

200 North Spring Street, Room 305
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mayor Bradley:

You may have read in the Los Angeles Times on August 11, 1582 a
report that my position on the Crenshaw-Wilshire Metro Rail

ation has changed from that which I presented earlier to the
Board of Directors. Please be assured that my position today 1s
the same as it was in my July 22, 1982 recommendation to the RTD
Board. I have attached a copy of the Los Angeles Times article
and the recommendations which I presented at the Board's Public
Hearing held on July 29, 1982. Also attached is my letter of
July 22, 1982, which transmitted these recommendstions to you and
to other local officials, pertinent sections of the adopted land
use plans, and a letter from the City's Planning Director
regarding this matter. -

My position, as stated in the azbove referenced documents, was and
remains as follows: . 7

I believe we have little choice in the matter of adding
" a station at Crenshaw unless the City amends the
adopted Park—-Mile Community Plan.

I do not see any way to recommend or Jjustify a station
at Crenshaw and Wilshire. A station at this location
would be in direct conflict with the land use plans
that were developed and approved by the City of Los
2ngeles and the communities surrounding the proposed
site, Only if the City changes such plans within a
period of six months could a station reasonably be
considered and even then, ridership might not justify a
station at that location.
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Let me briefly elaborate on the mat:ter of patronage. The adopted
land use plan is a major determinani of station patronage. Thus,
the issue of station patronage cannct be finally resolved unless
the land use plans are modified to permit a station at Crenshaw.
Patronage analyses completed during the previous planning phase
indicate a slightly higher patronage at Crenshaw than at La Brea.
While these analyses provide a reascnably accurate estimate of
future system-wide ridership, the scecific station volume data
are less reliable, particularly if they are to be used as a basis
for station sizing--an important element of preliminary
engineering.

As part of Milestone 3, we will comzlete and report on revised
patronage analyses for each Metro Rzil station utilizing the most
up-to-date computer modeling procedtres in the U.S. which we know
are more sensitive to station patronage criteria than are system-
wide analyses. Thus, while existing station patronage data pre-
sent a good indicator of projected station usage, it would be im-
proper to use such data as the single factor in deciding on
whether or not to add a station at e particular location.

Clearly, patronage is an important feterminant in selecting Metro
Rail stations. However, the riderstip numbers cannot be used as
the basis for overriding the adopteu land use and development
plans of a general government in deciding whether or not to place
a station at a particular location.

My position remains consistent with that stated previously. The
existing land use plan precludes us from considering a station at
Crenshaw and Wilshire. :

I hope this clears up any confusion which may result from the. Los
Angeles Times article.

Attachments

cc: Board of Directors
Bill Boyarsky, Los Angeles Times

(This letter was also dellvered to members of the Los Angeles
City Council.)
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Subway Stop Racked

RTD Chief Now Offers to Su pport Station
1f Clty Council Agrees ItIs Necessary

By BI'LL BOYARSK‘Y Times Cily- County Bureau Chwf

The general manager of the South-

ern California Rapid Transit District
said Tuesday that the agency will
support a Crenshaw Boulevard sta-
tion on the proposed Wilshire sub-
way line if Mayo'- Tom Bradley and
the Los A.nge'es City Council back
*he stop.

The statement by John Dyer in
an interview constituted a change
‘rom an earlier statement he-rnade

2 the RTD board that there is "not
any way to recor.mend or Jusufy a
-tation at Crensha v and Wilshire.”

“The impressio. is being given
that the RTD is opposed to a station.

;n Crenshaw,” he said “That is not
we case, The fact 18, in my judg-
ment, we are precluded from giving
.« serious consideration at this
point™ because of city planning and
wmng regulations. :

Dlspute lmporlant L
The dlwute over the Crenshaw

tatien is considered important by

city and neighborhood leaders be-

cause the decision will affect the
~velopment of the largely black

"_~enshaw residential area.

Dyer also sounded a conciliatory
.ote i discussing another con-
troversial feature of the big Metro-
rail subway project that will run
f:om downtown Los Angeles un-
derneath Wilshire Boulevard and
through the Santa Monica Moun-
aing to North Hollywood.

That dispute is over whether the
*=.srth Hollywood section should be
dnderground or overhead.

While Dyer and the RTD staff

.d. made' no recommendations,
s.aff members seemed {0 be leaning
toward the overhead line,

But in the interview, Dyer said,

“'We can go either way' -under-

ground or overhead.

B Y

T L

And. he said, an elevated line's
cost compared to a subway would
not be a major factor in the decision.

“In the overall magnitude of things,
a subway is not that much more ex-‘
pensive,” he said. a

It all added up to a move by Dy er

to solidify community groups and

political interests behind him, the .

staff and the RTD board when deci-
sions on the route are made later
this year and eariy next year.

The Crenshaw station has been
opposed by residents of nearhy
Hancock Park, who said it would
encourage development in a largely
residential area and violate the city.
plan ordinance setting aside the
areaas a low development area

Complaints Registered

_But Southwest Los Angeéles res-
idents have complained that failure

to build a Crenshaw-and-Wilshire

station would make it difficult for
them to ise the subway. And Sen-
ate President Pro Tem David A,
Roberti (D-Los Angeles), who rep-
resents a small part of the area, said
he ‘thought that Hancock Park
homeowners did not want predom-

inantly black residents of South--’

west Los Angeles stopping near
their neighborhood.

In discussing the Crenshaw sta-
tion in the interview, Dyer-sounded
a more conci]i‘ato'ry note than was

. evidentin previous RTD reports.

Dyer said the only reason he rec-
ommended against it was that the
city plan called for subway stations
in mid- Wilshire only in locations
“most suitable to serve intensive
development.” The city plan does
not call for such development at
Crenshaw and Wilshire, Dyer not-
ed

11, 1982

3

SUBWAY Station

antinued from Firs{ Page

:If Bradley and the City Council changed the ..
gyar said, the RTD would consider bullding a Cren. -
ation.

! vAs a sign of his changing atttude, Dyer said

,Crcnshaw would provide enough ridership to Justily

stop
i“The Crenshaw ridership (would be) larger tha:.

Brea's,” he said, "By no means is the lowest ridershy,
C‘renshaw."

i
1
D

i
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7 Plense see SU_BV_VAY. Pagel2
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August 16, 1982

Mr. Michael W. lLewis

President

Board of Directors

SOUTHERN CALIF. RAPID TRANSIT
DISTRICT

425 §, Main St.

Los Angeles, CA 90013

. I'ear Mr. Lewis:

Conrde TTICE
Lo, RSDN
HEALTH AND WELF AKE
AND SUBZOMMTTEL
(=1
GENETIC DISEASES
AN
MENTAL HEALT™

CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENTS

BuUSINESS ANL.
PROFESSIONS

EDucATIDN

NATUAAL KREBOURCES
AND WIUDLIFE

We are writing to urge the RTD Board of Directors to designate
Crenshaw and Wilshire Bouleverds as a Metro Rail station loca-

tion.

At the RTD Board's public hearing on July 29th, several

speakers bzsed their opposition to the Crenshaw station upon

a certain interpretation of the relevant city planning documents.
After reading these documents and meeting with staff irom the
Department of City Planning, we have concluded that none of

these documents substantively prohibits the siting of a Metro

Rail station at Crenshaw and Wilshire:

1. Park Miie Specific Plan {Ordinance No. 154,653):
Contrary to the testimony presented by opponents of the

Crenshaw station, the Park Mile Specific Plan does not speci-
fically prohibit the siting of a subway station at Crenshaw
and Wilshire. There is no reference to a subway station or

to any other transit facility in Section 3, relating to
prohibited uses, nor is such reference contained in any

other section of the Park Mile Specific Plan.

However, this plan does clearly establish the goal of

preserving the low-density, single-family residential character

. of the Park Mile area. To the best of our knowledge, none
of the advocates of the Crenshaw station is proposing any
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change in the development controls promulgated by the Park
Mile Specific Plan. We are merely asking that Crenshaw area
residents not be denied access to the Metro Rail system
when they arrive at the corner of Crenshaw and Wilshire.

2. Wilshire District Plan: This plan does not speci-
fically prohibit the siting of a subway station at Crenshaw
and Wilshire. 1Indeed, the section on "future transportation
needs" (page 3) concedes that the plan

". . .does not provide sufficient circulation
facilities in both the north-south and east-
west directions to meet the projected citywide
transportation needs. . .Further study of
future transportation needs and possible alter-
native solutions is necessary. . ."

In a 1ist of possible transportation alternatives to
serve travel demands through the Wilshire District, the
plan mentions "Public transportation--including both surface
bus and fixed guideway systems."

3. Concept Los Angeles (City of Los Angeles General
Plan): The Concept designates 56 locations in the Los
Angeles metropolitan area as "centers," or focal points of
high-intensity urban, residential, commercial, or cultural
uses. As a general pollcy on rapld transit statlon location,
the Concept states that

"For the most part [our emphasis], stations
will be confined to Centers in order to avoid

delays due to numerous stops. . ." (page 5)

In response to the concern about delays due to numerous
stops, one should observe that the distances between the
Crenshaw-Wilshire station and the La Brea-wWilshire and
Western-kWilshire stations on either side of it are not
significantly greater than the distances separating many
of the other stations along the Metro Rail route.

While Crenshaw-Wilshire is not officially designated as a
center according to the Concept, it certainly is the logical
connection between the Crenshaw shopping center (which the
Concept does designate as an off1C1a1 center) and the Metro

Rail system.

Furthermore, it should be pointed out that at least two of
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of the Metro Rail station locations proposed by the RTD--
Beverly-Fairfax and Santa Monica-Fairfax--are not centers
designated by the Concept. Consequently, inclusion of the
Crenshaw station would not constitute a departure from
existing RTD practice on Metro Rail station location.

To summarize, the Crenshaw station is more than a symbol.
It would provide a key point of access to the Metro Rail
system for many transit-dependent residents of the Crenshaw
- area~-loyal consumers and supporters of public transportation
who are willing to wait theif turn for direct Metro Rail
service to their own neighborhood, but who claim the right
to transfer onto the subway once they reach the north end
of Crenshaw Boulevard.

For these reasons we feel the Crenshaw-Wilsh{re'station
warrants your support.

Sincerely,

O liitie ) ,g 047

DIANE E. WATSON DAVID ROBERTI

State Senator President Pro Tempore -

GWEN MOORE ( %%LIAN DIXON KENNETH HAHN
Assemblywoman Member of Congress L. A. County'Sgpervisor

AL sl L

PAT RUSSELL
L. A. City Councilwoman

cc: John Dyer, General Mgr., RTD
RTD Board Members: Jan Hall, Marvin Holen, Carl Meseck,
Thomas Neusom, Nick Patsouras, Jay Price, Ruth Richter,
Charles Storing, Gordana Swanson, George Takei

. all L. A. City Council members
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Mr. John A. Dyer
SCRTD General Manager
SCRTD

425 8. Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90013

" Dear Mr. ﬁ&er:
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L.ABOR RELATIONS

VICE CHAIRMAN
GOVERNMENTAL CPERATIONS

MEMBER
GRANTS, HOUSING AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

MEMBER
BOARD OF REFERRED POWERS

485.3323
DISTRICT OFFICE
4758 WEST Pico BLvD

#37-7915

I am writing to you to reiterate and emphasize the critical need for a
Metro Rail Station at Crenshaw and Wilshire.

I believe Metro Rail must serve a far greater population than that

within a narrow radius of each stop.

proposed route,

acknowledge the

funded C.A.,R.E. project

There remains, under the current
a significant population which will be ignored if a
Crenshaw station is not added to the route.
recently
southerly on Crenshaw.

It is also important to
located more

The revitalization of this community will be
greatly hindered without community access to mass transit.

Certain elements who advocate the low-density population philosophy of
urban planning are citing the Park Mile Specific Plan as a legal
document which would prohibit a station. Although the Park Mile
Specific Plan was instituted to regulate density along that portion of
the Wilshire Corridor, no where in the Park Mile Plan is it stated that
a station of this nature would be inappropriate.

In closing, I urge that you include a Crenshaw-Wilshire station in the
Metro Rail Plan,

Sincerely,

Councilman, Tenth 6g€{rict

DC/DWC: img
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August 18, 1982

Mr. Bill Boyarsky

Los Angeles Times
Times Mirror Square
Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBWAY ARTICLE AND THE LOS ANGELES TIMES EDITION OF AUGUST 15, 1982

Your article on the Metro Rail for Los Angeles, published on

- August 15, 1982, misled and misinformed the readers of the Los
Angeles Times. It was evident to me that you did not perform

. adeguate research for that article. The readers of the Los
Angeles Times can expect a more professzonal reporting job than

you exhibited in that article, especially since you are the Chief

of The Times City-Couity Bureau.

One major point made in your article was that the Mayor and the
Council have nct been very involved in planning for the Metro Rail
Subway. That is absolutely not true. You did not mention in your
article that the Los Angeles City Planning Department, the City
Planning Commission, the Mayor and the City Council have developed
a comprehensive lahd use and transportation plan for the City of
Los Angeles over the past 15 years. Concept Los Angeles, features
a number of high density residential/commercial centers connected
with a grade separated rapid transit system. It was prepared and
adopted only after extensive input from the people who live and
work in the City of Los Angeles as well as the Mayor and Council.
More specifically Concept Los Angeles, the basic element of the
General Plan for the City of Los Angeles was adopted by the Mayor
and Council in final form in 1974. -

Using Concept Los Angeles as a basis the City Planning Department
has developed and the City Council has adopted 34 detailed Com-
munity or District Plans. Only one of 35 community plans for the
City remains to be completed. Each and every one of these plans
have likewise been prepared with extensive citizen input and careful
. review by the Planning Commission, the Mayor and City Council.

MTA LIBRARY
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In the regional core, which Metro Rail will serve, each of the six
community plans calls for grade separated rapid transit, just as
is being proposed for the Metro Rail subway. Thus, to their great
credit, the Mayor and the Council, City Planning Commission and
indeed,the City Planning staff have in fact paved the way for the
current preliminary engineering studies for Metro Rail.

These preliminary engineering efforts are the second phase of work
which was begun in the summer of 1977. 1In August 1977, the City
Planning Department and two other City Departments were retained

by the SCRTD to assist with an Alternative Analysis as required by

the federal government. This Alternative Analysis studied thirteen
basic transportation alternatives within the "Wilshire-La Brea
Corridor®. During that two to three year period we had extensive
public informational meetings, community meetings and legal public
hearings to evaluate these 13 proposed alternatives. Every community
group that we could contact was informed of our work and asked for
input. There is a log in Appendix IV of the Alternative Analysis/
Environmental Impact Report which documents these many, many puhllc

meetings.

Of course, this alternative analysis followed from the study which
examined 66 transit corridors throughcut the Southern California
Region during the period 1974-1976. By faillng to mention these
most relevant planning efforts yoi do an lnjustlce to the detailed
planning work that has been under way for years in Los Angeles City.

In your article you also discuss the proposed Crenshaw Boulevard
Station and the racial implications of that station. In this you

_also do a great disservice to the people of LosS Angeles by not ex-

plaining the City' s plans and why they do not call for such a
station.

There is no Crenshaw station called for in the Wilshire District
Plan and Concept I.o0s Angeles because they provide for connecting

the Wilshire Center and the Miracle Mile Center with rapid transit.
The area between the two centers is known as the Park Mile.
Admittedly, the plans are not perfect, they need to be reexamined
and revised every few years to reflect new circumstances. But
nevertheless, these plans do not call for such a station at Crenshaw
Boulevard.

What was prepdared, as called for in the Wilshire District Plan,

was a Specific Plan for the Park Mile Area. The City, working

very closely with a Citizen Advisory group appointed by the
Councilman of the District, developed one of the most restrictive
land use and commercial plans in the City for that area. We
restrict development to three stories or less and what commercial
development that is permitted must cover no more than 50% of any lot.



'/ Mr. Bill Boyarsky -3~ August 18, 1982

One of the most :important reasons why rapid transit stations are
proposed for centers is to take advantage of joint development/

value capture opportunities. It is reasonable to expect growth

around transit stations. It is also reasonable to expect that

any new growth will contribute f£inancially toward the construction’

of the station, or possibly toward the continued operation and
maintenance of rapid transit system itself. Thus, it is logical

and rational to place stations where future growth is anticipated,

and is welcomed. A feeder bus system and secondary transit systems
will be provided to assist in bringing riders to and from the stationms.

You imply that by omitting a station at Crenshaw Boulevard that
nelghbo:hoods in the south-western Los Angeles area would be doomed

light. As a City Planner I would disagree with such an impli~
cation. With adequate feeder bus systems the people of this area
will indeed have easy access to the stations at Western Avenue and
La Brea Avenue. Additionally, there exists a proposal for a Transit
System that would far better serve the residents of southwestern Los
Angeles. That proposal would be to push for an "Intermediate
Capacity Transit System” along the rail line that exists in the
middle of Exposition Boulevard. This route has been designated by
the County Transportation Commission as one of the original ®"early

. action corridors”" for a light rail systerm.

During the present Preliminary Engineering/Second Tier EIS efforts,
the City Planning Department has been retained by SCRTD to help
develop more detailed specific plans around each and every station.
In these current efforts, we expect Citizen Advisory Committes to
be appointed for six sectors, that is six groups of stations. We
have been working very closely with the SCRTD and the Mayor and
Council offices on this aspect. We have performed a background
research to date and again are in the preliminary stages of
developing ideas for regulating growth around the proposed transit
stations. The Citizen Advisory Comrittees that are in the process
of being appointed will have representatives appointed by the
Council offices as well as the Mayor. Thus, in your article by
not mentioning these current efforts again you shortchange the
readers of the lLos Angeles Times.

The Los Angeles Times usually does a far better job in providing
accurate information to his readers. I bring to your attention
the article in the May 16, 1982 Los Angeles Times detailing some
of the background and historical studies in Rapid Transit Planning.
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I would be pleased to share with you more detailed information on
city planning and rapid transit planning in Los Angeles. I feel
that the Los Angeles Times could provide a most valuable service

in bringing, in a timely fashion, the complete story of Metro Rail
Planning to the attention of your readers.

;zely.

PETER BROY
Senior City Planner
PB:ic
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John A. Dyer
General Manager

August 20, 1982

TO: Marvin L. Holen
FROM: John A. Dyer

SUBJECT: The Options and Constraints Regarding a Crenshaw Station
for the Metro Rail System

It is clear from the testimony recewed at the recent RTD pubhc hearing
tinues regarding the issue of a Metro station at Wilshire and Crenshaw.
Those who do not want a station at Crenshaw appear to be concerned that
a station might adversely impact the surrounding residential community in
the form of parking complicatiohs, additional congestion, and other dis-
ruptions. There may be other reasons as well.

O As you know, a condition of federal funding for construction of the Metro
Rail system is the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement which
iz well underway at the present time. The RTD prepares the draft Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement which then must be reviewed and approved by
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. The EIS is governed by
regulations published by UMTA for implementing the procedural provisions
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and 1970 as amended. Pur-
suant to Article 1502.16, Environmental Consequences, the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration must use as one of several criteria for
making its funding decisions on the Metro Rail Project the consideration
of "possible conflicts between the proposed action and the objectives of
Federal, regional, State and local land use plans, policies and controls
for the area concerned.” The Regulations require that where their exists
an inconsistency between the proposed action and the approved local plan,
the manne¥ in which such inconsistency would be reconciled must be de-
scribed in great detail.

A review of rapid transit systems in other cities demonstrate that certain
types of measures have enabled stations to be successfully designed and
constructed in residential communities with the clear intent to protect the
existing community character. For example, Atlanta, Washington, D.C.,
and Toronto are cities where rapid transit stations have been located in
residential communities. In Atlanta on the MARTA system, there are two
stations, Inman Park and East Lake which are located in residential areas.
In Washington, D. C. on the WMATA system, there are several stations
. on the new Carrolton Line, East Market, Potomac Avenue and Capito! South
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that are located in residential areas. The East Market Station is in a
historic district established to preserve the character of the residential
community. The Tacoma Station, on the Glenmont line, is located in a
single family residential neighborhood. To minimize potential disruption
to the surrounding communities WMATA and the local governmental juris=-
dictions implemented parking restrictions, land use controls, and tailored
the station designs so as to protect the character of the existing commun-
ities.

In the case of Los Angeles, several measures could be employed to mitigate
and overcome concerns of the residents regarding a Metro station at
Crenshaw and Wilshire, if the Park-Mile and related plans of the City
provided enough flexibility for RTD to give serious consideration to a
station in ‘the area and if the Board makes a policy decision to locate a
station in the area. For example, off-street parking could be excluded

by the nature of the design of the station. An off-street bus loading and
unloading area could be located adjacent to the station entrance, and auto-
passenger drop-off areas could be provided off-street. These facilities
would mihimize traffic impacts on surrounding streets and on the residential
neighborhood. Also, it would be of critical importance that land use con-
trols be established to maintain the land use in its current form. Finally,
the station facilities at the surface could be designed in a way to blend in
harmoniously with the architecture and urban design of the surrounding
community. In short, there are, in my judgment, a number of measures
that could be taken to design and construct a station at Crenshaw and
Wilshire that would comply with the EIS and at the same time protect the
residential character of the neighborhood. To even consider these measures,
however, requires the initial City determination that a station in that gen-
eral vicinity does not conflict with the existing plans, or in the event there
is a conflict, that measures be taken to overcome the conflict.

If you need additional information, please contact me.

espectfully,

cc: Board of Directors







PATRONAGE IMPLICATIONS OF A STATION AT CRENSHAW
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This memorandum describes the volumes of patrons that would use the
Crenshaw Station if it was constructed. The demand values presented are
based on the 1995 SCAG forecasts and incliudes significant growth in terms
of both population and employment in the regional core. Patronage totals
for La Brea and Western Avenue Stations are presented for comparison.

Location

The Crenshaw Station would be located at or near the intersection of
Crenshaw and Wilshire Boulevards. On the Metrorail line, the station
would be approximately 5.5 miles from Union Station. It would be located
0.6 mile west of the Western Avenue Station and 1.4 miles east of the La
Brea Station. Without the Crenshaw Station, a distance of 2 miles would
have to be traversed by the system. This limitation on access will cause
substantial loss in patronage in that walk access and park 'n' ride access
(P/R) will be constrained, i

Patronage

The patronage work conducted by the District over the past two to three
years indicates that a planned Crenshaw Station would in fact be a viable
location. Exhibit 1 displays total daily patrons at the station site
after parking constraints have been applied. According to the City
Planning department, there is an excess of on and off street parking in
the area which could absorb some park and ride trips. A conservative
estimate of 250 spaces at each of the three affected stations (Western,
Crenshaw and La Brea) was assumed.

As shown in eéxhibit 1, there is a significant amount of short and long
term parking indicating a turnover of approximately four for each space
provided. Under the constrained assignment, 322 trips are estimated to be
lqst because of lack of parking and an inability to shift to another mode
(Note, the report is based on arriving passengers to Crenshaw Station).

If Crenshaw Station is not constructed more significant impacts occur,

In a previous report it was estimated that all users of the Crenshaw
Station could be diverted to either the La Brea or Western Avenue Stations
on a 56%/44% basis respectively. This total diversion is acceptable for
direct access trips such as bus, and a portion of kiss 'n' ride trips
since no vehicle change is required. Additional travel time, however, is
required. For kiss 'n' ride trips the additional travel time to the new
station has to be added to both directions of the trip in order to
estimate the impact. Kiss 'n' ride are trips where the passenger is
dropped off at a station by a family member or friend. Park 'n' ride are
trips where a person drives and parks at the station before boarding.

In term8 of auto trips, it must be assumed that portions of driver alone
trips and auto passenger trips will divert first to available spaces at
other stations and next to bus travel. It is unknown if any of these
trips could divert to kiss 'n' ride access. Hence, diversion of these
trips to kiss 'n' ride mode is assumed to be at 50% of the kiss 'n' ride

-1-



trips as a proportion of all trips arriving at the Crenshaw Station. Walk
trips are assumed to be diverted to both bus and kiss 'n' ride access.
Ridership deflection to bus is assimed to equal the same percentage share
of the total trips originally projectéd to terminate at Crenshaw Station.
This factoring is to account for the additional travel time for the driver
to get to and from the new station site, and a portion of walk trips that
may be able to shift to & kiss 'n' ride access mode. The redistribution
of trips is shown in Exhibit #2.

EXHIBIT 1
PROJECTED 1995

Daily Patronage To Three Wilshire Stations
Constrained Demand

Existing Parking Space As

Station Estimated by LA City/DOT Assumed 1995 Parking
Western 521 spaces 250 spaces
CRENSHAW 787 spaces 250 spaces
La Brea 217 spaces 250 Spaces

Daily Patronage by Mode of Access

STATION WALK BUS P/R K/R AUTO PASS TOTAL

Western 2,644 10,397 7776 4,704 78 18,599

CRENSHAW 2,065 5,392 709 3,314 619 11,549

La Brea 597 5,777 649 3,189 90 10,276
P/R = Park 'n' Ride

K/R Kiss "n' Ride

Auto Pass = Auto Passenger

As shown in Exhibit 2, the loss of Crenshaw Station allows for diversion of
9,347 trips to the other two stations via alternatives modes and a loss of
2,208 trips to the rail system, presumably to the auto mode. This loss is
approximately 19% of the originally estimated travel to the Crenshaw Station.
Further work has to be done concerning short and long term parking spaces and
associated fees applied to these spaces near the alternative stations. In any
event the loss of parking capacity has a significant impact on patronage.
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EXHIBIT 2

ANALYSIS OF CRENSHAW TRIPS DIVERSION TO OTHER.STATIONS

o Walk Trips 2,065

950

o Diversion to Bus 463 * 2,065 =
o Diversion to K/R (2,065 - 950)% 293 * 50% = 162
Total Diverted = 1,111
Total Lost Trips = 954
o Bus Trips 5,392
o 100% Divert to other stations = 5,392
o Park-Ride and Auto Passenger Trips = 778

o Other Station Lots at Capacity No Diversion Possible

o Diversion to Bus 46% * 778 358

o Diversiion to K/R (778 - 358)% 29%
® 50% = 61
Total Diverted = 419
Total Lost Trips = 359

o Kiss 'n' Ride Trips 3,314

o 50% Diverted to Kiss 'n'Ride = 1,657
o Trips Diverted to Bus 1,657 * 46% = 762
Total Diverted = 2,419
Total Lost Trips s 895

Summary: Initial Trips 11,549
Diverted Trips .9,341
Lost Trips 2,208

Impacts. .on Station Facilities

In order to determine the impacts on bus facility and other station
requirements a similar diversion analysis was conducted for the AM Peak
1=hour. Exhibit 3 documents the results of that effort. Total AM peak hour
trips lost because of the elimination of the Crenshaw Station total 294 trips,
or 22% of the initial assignment., Exhibit 4 presents the results of the mode
of access reassignments for the AM peak 1-hour. Exhibit 5 multiplies the bus,
Kiss "n' ride and park 'n' ride access trips by 1.5 to determine peak demand
for sizing of bus and other facility requirements for access to the station.



EXHIBIT 3

DIVERSION OF TRIPS Iﬂ PEAg gn 1-300&

o Walk Trips - 144 Trips

o Diversion to Bus 144 X .46 _ = 66
o Diversion to K/R (144-66) x .50 x .29 = 11
Total Diverted = 77
Total Lost = 67
o Bus Trips - 407 Trips
o No Diversion = 4o7
Total Diverted = 407
Total Lost = 0
o Kiss 'n' Ride Trips - 657 Trips
o Diversion to K/R = 657 x .5 = 328
o Diversion to Bus = 329 x .46 = 151
Total Diverted = 479
Total Lost = 178
o Park 'n' Ride - Auto Passenger Trips - 105
o Diversion to Auto - Pkg. Lots at
Capacity _ s 0
o Diversion to Bus 105* x .46 =z 48
o Diversion to K/R (105-48) x .29 x .50 = 8
Total Diverted = 56
Total Lost = 49
Total Diverted Trips = 1,019
Total Lost Trips = 294
Total Initial Trips = 1,313
% Loss = 22
EXHIBIT 4
AM PEAK 1-HOUR TOTALS AT LA BREA,.
WESTERN, AND CRENSHAW AFTER REDISTRIBUTION QF TRIPS
STATION WALK BUS K/R P/R AUTO PASS TOTAL
Western 18 1,153 1,126 87 7 2,391
CRENSHAW 0 0 0 0 0 0
La Brea 6 698 801 76 8 1,589



'EXHIBIT ¢5

ADJUSTED AM PEAK 1-HOUR TRIPS
FOR SIZING OF FACILITIES

STATION WALK BUS  K/R P/R  AUTO PASS  TOTAL

Western 27 1,730 1,689 131 n 3,588
CRENSHAW 0 0 0 0 0 0
La Brea 9 1,047 1,201 114 12 2,383

(A1l Exhibit 4 items multiplied by 1.5)

Using the results of Exhibit #5, the off-street station facility requirements
at the redistributed stations is as follows:

OFF-STREET

BUS BAYS: Max. 8 buses/hour/bay = 7.5
60 passengers/bus * 7.5
450 passenger/bay/hour

HENCE: BUS BAYS AT WESTERN:
1,730/450 = 3.8 or 4

BUS BAYS AT LA BREA
1,201/450 = 2.6 or 3

In order to develop these bus facilities significant station space will be
required. On-street facilities would be impacted further because of
imbalanced passenger loads by direction, disruption to surface traffic flow,
and increased bus travel on adjacent secondary streets.

If trips were not redistributed the bus requirements at each of the three
stations for the AM Peak 1-hour would be:;

BUS. BAYS
Western 2.5 0r 3
CRENSHAW 1.3 0or 2
La Brea 1.3 or 2

In terms of park 'n' ride spaces adjacent parking could not accommodate the
AM Peak 1-hour demand. It is uncertain if additional private investment
will provide overflow parking spaces at Western and La Brea Stations. 1In
the case of kiss '"n' ride the problem is determining how long someone may
wait to either pick up or drop off patrons. If it is assumed that a kiss
'n' ride trip stays in a space for a maximum of 3 minutes (including station
entry, exit, and circulation), then each space can handle 20 cars per hour.
The following requirements then would result in both before and after
redistribution. (This situation could be grossly compounded in the PM peak
if kiss 'n' ride autos are permitted to wait for outbound passengers).




KIS$ 'N' RIDE SPACES

BEFORE AFTER
REDISTRIBUTION REDISTRIBUTION
Western 58 84
CRENSHAW 49 0
La Brea 49 60

The table indicates sizeable numbers of drop off spaces if they were all
accommodated in the zone at each station. However, it should be emphasized
that elimination of Crenshaw Station will require devotion of more station
space for buses at both La Brea and Western Aves. Stations. Further
studies of the facilities for buses and automobiles will be necessary.

Conclusion

The location of a station at Crenshaw Blvd. has been opposed by the City of
Los Angeles because of (1) inadequate development potential, (2)
neighborhood opposition and (3) non-conformance with the City's adopted
master plan., Eliminating Crenshaw Station from the plan will caduse a
significant loss of trips to the rail system. Kiss 'n' ride space
requirements will be substantial under either case. Bus Bay requirements
at stations will not be excessive because of redistribution, but will
require more space. Overall, from a patronage standpoint, the Crenshaw
Stdation appears to be a viable location.



SCRTD METRO RAIL PROJECT
MEMO

To: Data:  Aygust 26, 1982
From: WBS ¢: 1,RAB
Subject:
This will respond to your request to determine the impact on system design,
schedule, .gnd cost of adding a station at Crenshaw Boulevard.
We have concluded that a transit station could be constricted at some
future date while maintaining a reduced level of operation on the rest of
the system.
A conceptual, step-by-step construction procedure and illustrations are
attached. This construction procedure would add approximately 30 percernt
. to the cost of the station.

‘ JEC:mo

Atrtachment
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. Tunnel Lines are Providing Train Service.

Procedures for Construction of Crenshaw Boulevard Station in the Future When

1.

10.

-

Along the outside limits of the station structure drill holes at 6" on
centers and install soldier piles for a conventional soldier - pile and
timber lagging support of excavation sheeting system. Fill holes with
lean concrete. . —_—

Along the interior of the station structure and within a few feet of the
tunnel rings, drill two rows of holes at 12' on centers and install sol-
dier piles. Fill bottom of holes up to subgrade with structural concrete,

Excavate at street surface sufficient distance to install deck beams and
decking for traffic maintenance and contractor's working platform and to
uncover utilities and support them by the deck beams.

Excavate transverse trenches alternately, five feet wide at 12' on cen-
ters, and install cross-lot bracing from soldier pile to soldier pile and
connecting with interior bearing piles. Excavate and brace in 10' lifts.

When trenches reach level of tunnel, provide diagonal and horizontal
braces to exposed tunnel rings. .

When every third tunnel ring (3 x 4' = 12') has been sécurely braced to
soldier piles and bearing piles, complete the interior excavation for the
station down to the subgrade. Provide wales to brace each intermediate
soldier pile by connections to previously installed cross-lot struts.

Set reinforcement and pour concrete for the station base slab. Base slab
pours will be for full transverse width and for normal lengths of 35' to
50'. Base slab will be of thickness to satisfy station design require-
ments and of height sufficient to engage lower portions of tunnel lining
up to level of bottom of running rails.

Set reinforcement and pour station exterior walls up to mezzanine level.
Pour mezzanine slab.

During non-operating hours dismantle tuunel segments above base slab and
load on flat cars. Remove tunnel exterior bracing only during the dis-
mantling of rings.

Completioﬁ of station above mezzanine level can continue during same
period that tunnel linings are dismantled.

8/24/82 . 1
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11. After tunnel linings are completely removed the platform installation can
take place, preferably during non-operating hours.

12. Stairs and escalator may be installed dt anytime after platforms have
been poured.

13. Construction of ventilation shafts and ancilliary rooms may proceed prior
to, during and after lining removal dependent upon sensitivity to train
operation in much the same sequence described for the station corer -

8/24/82 2
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9. Dismantle tunnel segments above tracks at night,

10. Complete station structure,
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'9 Richaxrd Gallagher Date: August 24, 1982

From: ywilliam Rhlneé(/ %MM : WBS #:14C

Subject; 1lmpact on Subsystems by Addition of Crenshaw Station

In reply to your request, the Systems Design staff has reviewed
the impact of adding a passenger station at Crenshaw.¢n the
design of subsystems. Each subsystem primary and support task
is listed.

PRIMARY TASKS

Passenger Vehicles

No impact.

Train Control

No impact.

Q Communi_cations_

Significant impact would be in Central Control.
Additional apparatus in the displays and alarm panels would be
required for the additional station along with appropriate computer
software changes. Additional rack space in the electrical equipment
room would also be required for operation and control of the
additional features. Impact in the station area would be the
extension of the cable transmission service from the cable_passing
through the station to the future equipment room in conduits
".installed during initial construction.

Traction. Power

Preliminary studies indicate that a traction power sub-
station will be necessary in the vicinity of Crenshaw and Wilshire
whether a passenger station is built or not. Therefore, some

. economics in construction could be realized if both are located
together.

Wayside traction power facilities would not be affected
materially one way or the other.

®
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Auxiliary Power

1f a passenger station is built, power will need to be’
prOV1ded for it, which gould have a minor effect on the traction
power station which would not be required otherwise. Practically
all of the auxiliary power work would be passenger station related.

Fare Collection (Design)

Fare collection equipment designs will be standarized, so,
except for the additional quantity, no special design work would
be required.

Auxiliary Vehicles

No impact.

Mechanical/Electrical

No special design work would be required for a Crenshaw
station; only additional units as required.

SUPPORT TASKS

Elevators/Escalators

No special design work for equipment would be requlred
only additional wunits. -

Yards and Shops

A Crenshaw station would have no impact on Yard and’ Shop
design.

Ventilation

No impact, under the assumption that the station shell will
be built during initial construction and the required ventilation
shafts would be a part of this construction; but, no fans would be
installed before the station is completed.



DISCUSSION ON "POINT OF NO RETURN" FOR CRENSHAW STATION

August 26, 1982

Metro Rail is planned to begin operation in mid-1990. While it is
preferable to include all system development activities on a single
integrated schedule, it is possible to postpone certain decisions and
then, through change orders, make additive changes to the schedule as
time goes on.

If the Board would want to mazintain the option to have a station at
Crenshaw at the time the system begins operation in mid-1990, but

would prefer or need to postpone the "final' decision until the "point
of no return," then the following dates become key final decision points.
First, by mid-1987, construction of the station would have to commence
or it could not be opened with the ¢pening of the rest of the system.
Second, design of the system would have to commence by mid-1986. Third,
funding would have to be approved for the station's design and construc-
tion prior to mid-1986.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Metro Rail is planned
for adoption in June, 1983. If the Board desires, the FEIS can be
structured to include a discussion of impacts with and without a Crenshaw
Station. This decision would have to be made now and would leave the option
open for a final decision to construct the station after the FEIS has been
adopted. If the station is not included in the FEIS, then the FEIS would
have to be amended to enable its funding at a subsequent time.

Along with the Board's decision to include the station in the FEIS, the
City of Los Angeles would have to make a determination that a station

in the general vicinity does not conflict with existing plans, or that
measures will be taken to overcome conflicts that do exist. This determina-
‘tion would have to be made prior to February, 1982, when we publish the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The grant application for final design and construction of Metro Rail is
planned to be filed and under review by UMTA in mid-1983. If the Crenshaw
Station is not included in the project at that time, a grant amendment
would have to be filed with UMIA. This would have to be filed and approved
by UMTA prior to mid-1986 or the station could not be opened with the rest
of the system.

In summary, the Board must decide now if it wants to continue consideration
of a Crenshaw Station in the EIS, or the EIS will have to be amended later,
The City will have to make its determination by February, 1982, or the EIS
will have to be amended. The Board must decide to include the Crenshaw
Station in the grant application for final design and construction by
mid-1983 or the grant will have to be amended. Finally, the EIS process
mist be clear and funds must be secured for the Crenshaw Station prior to
mid-1986 or the station could not be opened with the rest of the system.
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SUBJECT:

DEPARTMENTAL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

425 SOUTH MAIN STREET
LOS ANGELES

DO NGOT INCLUDE MORE THAN ONE
SUBJECT IN THIS COMMUNICATION

pate: August 25, 1982
Al Perdon

Lou Collieréf%’f?%?

City Planning Documents Affecting
the Proposed RTD Metro Rail Station

The City Planning documents which govern the placement of a transit
station in the Wilshire/Crenshaw area are as follows:
1. Park Mile Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 154,653)

2. Wilshire District Plan (Part of the General Plan for the City
of Los Angeles)

3. Concept Los Angeles (Part of the General Plan for the City of
Los Angeles)

4. Citywide Plan (Portion of the General Plan of the City of Los
Angeles)
The applicable elements of these Plans to the proposed Metro Rail

Station location at Crenshaw and Wilshire are as follows:

PARK MILE SPECIFIC PLAN

1. oOrdinance No. 154,653

The purpose of the Park Mile Specific Plan is to pro-
tect the low density, single~family residential nature of the area

and to promote only that development which is compatible with adjoin-
ing residential neighborhoods by reinforcing the characteristic pat-
tern which provides the Park Mile area with an image, a sense of
community and orientation;

2. Section 3. CR(PkM) Zone Regulations

Notwithstanding any provisions of Section 12.12.2 of the Municipal
Code to the contrary, within the Park Mile Specific Plan Area, every
lot classified in the "CR" Zone shall conform to the following require-
ments:

A. Use. No buildings, structure or land shall be used and no
building or structure shall be erected, structurally altered or

enlarged, except for the following uses: .;: e .'::;: fvi'
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City Planning Documents -2~ August 25, 1982

. 1. Any uses permitted in the "CR" Limited Commercial Zone.
(Except those expressly prohibited, as listed in the Plan.)
Transit stations are not included in the list of permitted uses
defined by "CR" Limited Commercial Zone, Municipal Code 12.12.2

WILSHIRE DISTRICT PLAN

1. Policies

The Plan encourages the preservation of low density single-
family residential areas, the conservation of open space lands, and
concentration of commercial and residential development into two
Centers (Miracle Mile and Wilshire) connected to other major Centers
of the City by existing and eventually improved transit routes and
systems.

2, Public Transportation

Improvemeént of the public transportation system to meet future
increase in trip demand through and within the Wilshire District and
to reduce adverse environmental impacts due to use of the private
automobile should be considered. Both peak hour commuter and local

. commnunity service could be improved.

The two Centers in the Wilshire District should be connected to
each other and to other Centers by means of a transit system. The
residential, commercial and office areas within the Centers should be
linked to each other and to the transit system by means of secondary
transit facility.

Long Range: Improved transit routes and systems should be encour-
aged, but only after a full study of the alternatives, their impacts,
and their social, economic and environmental costs and benefits.
Participation of both citizens and governmental officials is essential
prior to final decisions.

Future Transportation Needs: The Plan does not provide suffi-
cient circulation facilities in both the north-south and east-west
directions to meet the projected citywide transportation needs. Addi-
tional studies are required to determine and achieve a balance between
circulation demands and facilities; taking into account the mini-
mization of air pollution, noise, and community disruption.

Further study of future transportation needs and possible alter-
native solutions is necessary. These studies should be conducted

with participation from the local community, elected officials, and
city, County, regional and State agencies.

. CONCEPT LOS ANGELES

1. Map Designating Centers MT A LlBR ARY
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. (See map and package enclosure as reference.)
NOTE: Designated Centers on Metro Rail Alignment are as follows:

Civic Center

- Dowvntown
Westlake
Wilshire
Miracle Mile
Hollywood
Universal/Studio City
North Hollywood

NOTE: The only areas not included in designated centers are as
follows:

A. Lafayette Park area between Dovntown and Westlake Center
'-B. Harbor Freeway

C. Park Mile (Wilton Place to Highland Avenue)

D: Miracle Mile North to Hollywood

E. Between Hollywood and Universal City
F. Between Universal City and the Ventura Freeway in North
Hollywood
‘ 2. Circulation
Policies

It is the City's policy that:

A tapid transit system is essential to the achievement of the
General Plan. Such system is to Interconnect Centers throughout
the City and include auxiliary local systems in the larger Centers.

Other transportation system modes, including truck, rail, harbor
and air, be developed as an iIntegral part of the circulation system.

Land not be developed to such intensities that the traffic
generated will exceed the capacity of the circulation system or be
otherwise detrimental to the environment.

Features

The rapid transit system will be in the form of a network
connecting the Centers. It will operate in its own grade-sepatrated
right of way, either above or below ground depending upon local con=
ditions, It will utilize the most advanced equipment and propilsion
methods available. For the most part, stations will be confined to
Centers in order to avoid delays due to numerous stops. Several

Q "park and ride" stations will serve commuters from outlying ares.

An integral part of the rapid transit system will be auxiliary
local systems connecting stations in Centers with their nodes. The
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auxiliary systems also operate on their own rights of way and
provide frequent service on a 24-hour basis. Alternative modes
of transportation will enable people to travel conveniently
betwaen Centers and their adjacent nodes and suburbs. The core
of the Center will become a hub of the transportation system.
The pedestrian circulation system in Centers will be grade-
separated from streets, and will provide access to the rapid-
transit system or to parking garages located on the periphery
of the Center. This will allow easy transfer from one type of
vehicle to another.

CITYWIDE PLAN

Rapid Transit

9. An immediate system of bus routes connecting Centers and pro-
viding access to Centers from suburban areas be provided, parts
of which may be replaced by the rapid transit system.

10. The rapid transit system be in the form of a network connect-
ing Centers with other Centers. It is to operate on its own grade
separated right of way, either above or below ground depending upon
local conditions. '"Park-and-ride" stations are to be located out~
side of Centers and include facilities for the parking of auto-
mobiles and bicycles and facilities for transfer between local and
rapid transit.
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