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Meeting

was

Members

in

called

to order

attendance

25,

1979

by Chairman

Russ

at 3:10

p.m.

were:

Mayor Edmond J. Russ
Supervisor
Pete Schabarum
Supervisor
Edmund Edelman
Supervisor
Baxter Ward
Mayor Tom Bradley
Councilman
Russell
Rubley
Councilman
John Zimmerman
Wendell
Cox
Councilwoman
Pat Russell,
alternate
for Councilman
Ferraro
Barna Szabo, alternate
for Supervisor
Burke
Robert Reeves,
alternate
for Supervisor
Hahn
Peter Tweedt,
alternate
for Supervisor
Schabarum
Robert Geoghegan,
alternate
for Supervisor
Edelman
Eleanor
Killeen,
alternate
for Supervisor
Ward
Ray Remy, alternate
for Mayor Bradley
Robert Datel, Ex-Officio
representing
the State of California

Approval

of

Minutes

Minutes

Chairman’s

of

July

ii,

1979

were

approved

by unanimous

consent.

Remarks

Chairman
Russ reported
on the meeting
held on Monday with the
Board of Supervisors
at the Hall of Administration.
Mayors and
Councilpersons
from cities in Los Angeles
County were invited
to
attend
the meeting.
This was the first time such a meeting
has
occurred
and had a very good turnout.
There was an excellent
exchange
of ideas in relation
to the possibility
of assessment
districts
and
rapid transit
construction
in our city and county.
This may be the
beginning
of something
of greater
magnitude
to come in the future.
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As he had stated at Monday’s
meeting,
we recently
observed
the
tenth anniversary
of the first man on the moon, which in turn
was the conclusion
of an intensive
ten year effort.
Perhaps
Los Angeles
should
set a similar
ten year goal for itself.
In
the 1980’s,
we should be able to build and start an operation
of a rapid transit
system in Los Angeles
County.
This can be
accomplished
by our people working
together
and this week may
be the beginning
of that dream coming into reality
for Los Angeles
County.
He thanked
Supervisor
Ward and the other supervisors
for
putting the meeting
together
on Monday.
Presentation

by Shirley

Irwin

Shirley
Irwin, Chairperson
of the Citizens
Advisory
Committee,
spoke on the Voorhees
report.
The Citizens
Advisory
Committee
has
a strong interest
in this report.
A subcommittee
was appointed
to
review
it. Copies
of the CAC subcommittee’s
recommendations
will
be sent to the Commissioners
for their review.
Rapid

Transit

The Executive
Director
made a presentation
consisting
of a
summary
of the responsibilities
the Commission
has in transit
and
transportation
development
in Los Angeles
County,
a short picture
of where Los Angeles
stands right now with our transit
ridership,
comments
on the Wilshire
rapid transit
financing,
the comparative
study of Supervisor
Ward’s Sunset,
Ltd. proposal
and Caltrans’
Freeway
Transit
proposal,
and a brief summary
of Supervisor
Ward’s
proposed
charter
amendment.
A typed report
on the Executive
Director’s
presentation
was distributed
to the Commissioners.
Chairman
Russ commented
that this is an especially
significant
meeting
because
the Board of Supervisors,
the Mayor, and the Council
members
are present
to make important
decisions
on rapid transit
for the next decade.
This is what the Legislature
had anticipated
in forming
this Commission.
He then asked for any questions
directed
to staff on the presentation.
Supervisor
Ward: Mr. Premo, you indicated
some financing
alternatives
for the local match for Wilshire.
It seemed to me
that those alternatives
were one short and the shorted
item was
the proposal
that I’d placed before the Board of Supervisors
and
this Commission.
I think that it merits inclusion
as an alternative and certainly
comment
as one. What kind of funding
it would
use, how positive
it is, how quickly
the match would be developed,
it would allow us to demonstrate
we have our match in hand to
Washington,
D.C., and would it be developed
more quickly
than any
of the other alternatives.
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Executive
Director:
As I understand
the communication
to
the Board of Supervisors,
Wilshire
was to be financed
separate
from the assessment
district,
that is the 80% of financing
was
to be Federal,
the State Prop. 5 funding
was to provide
the
$300 million
and the $i00 million
was going to come from the
other than the assessment
district.
Supervisor
Ward: No, no, the assessment
district
specifically was discussed
in the letter to the Board of Supervisors
and to this Commission
as the source for the funding
for the
local match. It’s very clear that I have always
had intended
that the Sunset Coast Line proposal,
the one-cent
sales tax of
1976 provided
the same immediate
guarantee
and that, I believe,
is one of the reasons that Mayor Bradley
supported
it in 1976,
because
he was confident
that it would provide
the local match
for the Wilshire
subway,
just as this plan would. And I regret
that this presentation
did not include this current
alternative.
Executive
Director:
Certainly,
if the funding
were available,
it would be an immediate
source of funding
and the dollars
collected
annually
would certainly
exceed the ten-year
draw as eited, namely
the $100 million.
If, in fact, the assessment
district
were to
proceed
and funds were to be devoted
during the first four-year
period to Wilshire,
it would be possible
to easily cover the nonFederal,
non-State
match.
Supervisor
Ward: It includes
a $100 million
in the first four
years for Wilshire,
with another
$190 million
besides
that, and I’m
so sorry that in all of the discussions
about the current
assessment
district,
the Wilshire
project
has always been sort of balanced
against
the assessment
district.
It is not an either/or
situation,
it is both. The assessment
district
includes,
by all means, the
local match and would solve that instantly.
So everything
that
the people here had hoped would go forward
indeed could, reinforced
by fact, not by hopes or 1429 or whatever
else.
Mr. Premo, you were kind enough yesterday
at the Board of
Supervisors
to remark
on the prospects
for the future.
Now I was
formerly
a member of this group and it is titled the Los Angeles
County
Transportation
Commission.
It is not titled
the Wilshire
Subway Transportation
Commission.
It is the Los Angeles
County
and I am a Los Angeles
County
Supervisor.
And I have regretted
additionally
that in all of the considerations
for transit
we have
never viewed this countywide.
We have always
felt, not we but some,
that the transit
line must develop
a slow step at a time. Wilshire
subway,
then when that’s all done, then we’ll think about the rest
of the county.
The assessment
district
provides
funding
for the
whole county
at once. But supposing
the assessment
district
did not
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pass, get by the Commission,
get by the Board of Supervisors,
get by the voters,
we’d be left then, if we’re lucky, with
the Wilshire
subway’s
funding
somehow
assembled.
If it were
assembled,
if the local match could be obtained,
would
federal funding
be available
for any other transit
line
until the Wilshire
is completed?
Executive
Director:
Federal
funding
is now guaranteed
for
construction
of bus and carpool
lanes on the Harbor Freeway,
bus
and carpool lanes in the median of the Century Freeway,
and the
extension
of the E1 Monte busway from its current
terminus
into
Union Station.
In addition,
Caltrans
is proposing
to take a
look at bus and carpool
lane additions
on the Santa Ana Freeway.
These would be funded 92% from the Federal
Highway
Trust Fund
and 8% from State gas taxes and would compliment,
countywide,
the
Wilshire
Line and the massive
bus improvement
program
this Commission
in conjunction
with the municipal
bus operators
and RTD
just secured funding for.
Supervisor
Ward:
Has Adriana
Gianturco
for local busways?

Is the State of California
Caltrans?
taken a position
on offering
Caltrans

funding

Executive
Director:
They have proposed
it as part of their
State Transportation
Improvement
Program.
We increased
the
amount of funding
by $5 million
over Caltrans’
proposal
and that
was agreed to in late June as part of the State TIP by the
California
Transportation
Commission.
Supervisor
Ward: The federal
funding
available
to any other part of the county
on Wilshire
and Fairfax.

for rail then is not
except these 18 miles

Executive
Director:
Federal
funding
is ultimately
a negotiation between
a local area and the federal
government.
Secretary
Coleman,
then Secretaty
of Transportation,
in December
of 1976
indicated
that for purposes
of project
development
first
priority
from the federal government
would go to getting
more
information
on Wilshire.
So I believe
that, in dealing
with the
federal
government,
if they are going to fund rail transit
here
from the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration,
that they
would look at this point in time certainly
to the Wilshire
corridor
as a principal
candidate.

very
rail
your

Supervisor
Ward: In fact, yesterday
you answered
that question
simply and directly
that the rest of the area would get no
That was
funding until the Wilshire
line had been built.
response
yesterday
at the Board of Supervisors.
Executive

Director:

I feel

comfortable.

Yes,

that’s

correct.
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today?

Yes.

Supervisor
Ward:
All right.
So that means that all the rest
of the county, the people in Torrance,
Councilman
Rubley who
represents
Long Beach, two legs of the transit line serve Long
Beach and yet if we go with Wilshire,
he has foreclosed
his
people,
his senior citizens
from expanding
their transit
horizons
much beyond
the Queen Mary and Signal
Hill. They just
won’t get up to Pasadena
or Santa Monica or much of any place
else.
Councilman

Rubley:

Would

you

repeat

that

plug

for

the

Queen

Mary?
Supervisor
Ward: Oh, sure, sure. At any rate, I think
each of us here has an enormous
stake in the future of the whole
county and I am hopeful
that the members
of the Commission
will
see this not as an either/or
proposition.
In fact, if you
are opposed
to the assessment
principle,
fine and dandy. I think
that could be stated.
All I’m asking
today is that it be acknowledged by the Commission
that this is an immediate
means, if
the voters approve,
of guaranteeing
the local match and also its
an immediate
means of starting
rail transit
countywide.
The
Commission
has been loathe,
I think, to acknowledge
a real
distinction
between
rail and bus. Mr. Holen,
President
of the RTD,
spoke Monday before the Board of Supervisors
and, in an impassioned
plea for the Wilshire
consideration,
he noted that it is so finely
tuned and so remarkable
as a rail project
that it will save a
billion
dollars
because
of the operating
efficiencies.
Imagine
saving
a billion
dollars
on an 18-mile
stretch.
If he is correct,
think of the savings
on a 206-mile
additional
stretch.
Not to the
same degree,
of course,
but think of the savings.
Think of
the speed, think of the people who were asked to make their
contributions
from Long Beach, from Lomita,
Torrance,
all over
the place, for just the Wilshire
subway.
We say that’s not enough and I think, Mr. Premo, that your advice
to us failed
to include
a basic
factor.
The 5% figure.
Now, can
the Commission
vote today as to its intention
on allocating
the
funds that it controls
for the 5% local match?
Can this be
done or could I ask Mrs. Killeen
if she would consider
introducing
at the next meeting
of the Commission
a motion or resolution
that
would say this Commission
supports
the Wilshire
subway and is
prepared
to allocate
$100 million.
Would that be in order?
Executive
Supervisor
Executive

Director:
Ward:

And

Director:

Yes.
it
Yes.

could

be

done?
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Executive
Director:
I think quite minimal.
The Commission
will be in the next decade,
based on the funds that I feel very
comfortable
estimating,
committing
at least $2.6 billion
in transit
assistance.
The $i00 million
represents
less than
4% of that whole.
That 4% percent
commitment
will overtime
save this community
lots of money while, I think, providing
good service.
Namely,
once we get Wilshire
operating,
the
subsidy
levels will be reduced because
we’ll be carrying
many
more people per dollar.
Supervisor

Ward:

What

is

that

Yes,

sir.

caused

by,

the

fact

that

it

is

rail?
Executive
Supervisor
Councilman
Chairman?

Director:
Ward:

All

Zimmerman:

right.
May

I ask

a question

at this

point,

Mr.

Chairman
Russ: Well, I don’t want to interrupt
the Supervisor
if he is not finished.
I think each Commissioner
should
have
the floor until they are finished
with the floor, so unless you
wish to yield it.
Councilman
Zimmerman:
of the day on the Wilshire
Chairman
Zimmerman.

Russ:

All

Unless
we want to use
corridor,
and I don’t.
right.

You’ve

got

the

the

floor,

rest

Commissioner

Councilman
Zimmerman:
I just wanted to ask the question,
why we have to consider
Wilshire
Boulevard
apart and separate
from the entire transportation
system for the County of Los
Angeles?
Chairman
Russ: I don’t think we have to, I think we’re only
discussing
different
alternatives
and certainly
that is what
Supervisor
Ward is doing is discussing
different
alternatives
and asking what we can do and I don’t think this Commission
has
assumed any one position
or the other at this point.
Councilman
Zimmerman:
It sounded
like maybe we’re talking
about allocating
the set amount of funds for Wilshire
Boulevard
before we considered
our whole system and I would be adverse
to that.
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Chairman
Russ: One thing I want to make clear,
I think,
that
Mr. Premo made clear too, is that if you were to do this and
followed
the proposal
which is just on out for consideration,
you would still have a rapid transit
system,
not the rapid
transit
system Supervisor
Ward would like as number one, but you’d
have a rapid transit
system that goes out the Harbor Freeway
and
goes out the new Century
Freeway
which could be converted
in
the future to a rail rapid transit
system,
which would connect
with the rapid transit
system that already
goes out to the San
Bernardino
direction.
Mayor Bradley:
Mr. Chairman
and fellow
Commissioners,
at noon
today I had an occasion
to speak with one member of this
Commission
who is not able to be here because
of a prior commitment. I speak of Supervisor
Kenny Hahn and he made a very
interesting
comment
to me. He said, "I’ve been in public
office
for 32 years and I’ve been talking
to the people and promising
them for 32 years that we were going to build a mass rapid transit
system in Los Angeles."
And he said, "When I run for reelection
next year, I don’t want to have to tell the people I’m going
to promise
to do it in the future.
I’d like to be able to say,
It has been done. We have taken the initial
step. We are on our
way." And I submit
to you that’s
precisely
the opportunity
which is before us today.
I don’t believe
that it is either/or,
Baxter,
I quite agree with you. To take action
on this first
recommendation
which was presented
to us by Jerry Premo, does not
preclude
us from taking action on the other elements
of the series
of recommendations
or anything
else dealing
with transportation.
But I think that if we fail to act, we’d do a disservice
to the
people of this county.
They have been turned
down for, I suppose,
for a variety
of reasons,
but primarily
because
the people
at that point in time said we did not want to tax themselves
any
further
in order to build the system even though they were in favor
of them.
Immediately
after that issue failed in 1974, we began a process
of
trying to find a more limited
program
that we could present
to the people,
one that not only was salable,
but one that could
be constructed
without
going to the people
for another
tax. And
we went to Washington
and we asked them for help and they acted
in December
1976, to provide
us with an opportunity
to come up
with a 4-part program,
one of which is this 18-mile
starter
line out the Wilshire
corridor.
We’ve come a long way. All of the agony,
all of the planning,
all
of the effort that has gone into it should not be undercut
by timidity
or failure
to act today.
It should not be destroyed
by our failure
to seize this opportunity.
It is not a matter
of
taking
money away from somebody
else. Four percent
of all the
funds available
to this Commission
certainly
does not represent
a
threat to somebody
else’s funding,
somebody
else’s program,
some other aspect of transportation
or road system or the transportation
system
in this county.
But it would provide
us with
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an opportunity
to move quickly
to say to the Congress
and to
the Administration,
"We’ve
made our commitment.
Here is
our local matching
money. Now deliver
to the third largest
city
in this country
federal
funds that would permit the construction
of a long overdue
and much needed rapid transit
system."
I think
that we can sell them. I think we can get that federal
support,
but we will never get it if they are told in October
or November
or later this year, "Well, we have hopes of doing it because
we’ve
got it on the ballot.
And it’s a part of a total package.
It’s
part of an assessment
act program."
I want to be able to say to
them next week, "This Commission
has acted.
Our $i00 million
is
guaranteed.
We have put up, now you match us." That’s
all we’re
saying by this action.
Nobody can say that I or any member of the Los Angeles
elected
officials
wish to take money for a Wilshire
line as opposed
to
what we might do to some other community.
As you well know, I
supported
your proposal
as it was on the ballot as I’ve supported
others.
When we talk about the Century
Freeway,
you had no stronger
supporter
than Tom Bradley
in support
of that measure.
Even when
there was talk by Governor
that we ought to transfer
those funds
and put them on the Wilshire
corridor,
I was the first to speak
up and say, "Governor,
if you propose
that, I’ll be the first one
on the stump to oppose
you." I spoke with Secretary
Adams and
The people,
the elected
told him the very same thing.
officials
along that corridor
had given of their resources,
their
time and energy far too long for us to talk about transfering
those
monies now to Wilshire
corridor
or anywhere
else.
I’m committed
to a fair allocation
of our resources
to help the
transportation
programs
in this entire county and that’s precisely
what this proposal
would do. It would simply
guarantee
modest
amount,
4% of the money that’s going to be available,
for this
much needed
system.
When we come to the point of discussing
another
element,
another
program,
whether
it’s the assessment
act
or something
else, I’m quite prepared
to join in that kind of
discussion.
And when the facts are presented
that are persuasive,
you can be sure that I’ll be right there with the rest of you
supporting
it.
This matter of the Wilshire
corridor
is before
us today.
All of
the facts are in. There is no reasonable
argument
about or
doubt about whether
or not it is justified.
It is the most dense
area in this entire
county.
It contains
43% of the jobs.
It
contains
the elements
that would insure the success
of this Starter
line. That’s
the reason
it was selected
by the federal
government
as their target and they said they could not fund any other rail
rapid transit
system,
but we will look favorably
upon this one.
That’s the reason,
members
of this Commission,
that I think that
the time has come when we simply must act and it is my hope that
we will not delay a day longer.
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If nobody else is prepared
to make that motion that Mr. Premo’s
recommendation
that the $i00 million
be committed
to the Wilshire
corridor,
I shall do so. I make that motion,
Mr. Chairman.
Commissioner
Chairman

Cox:

Russ

I second

opened

for

it.

discussion

on the

motion.

Supervisor
Ward: I think even Mayor Bradley
has missed
the
point. And that is that there is compatibility
between
the Wilshire
project,
as you outlined
it and as I, and the assessment
district.
The assessment
district,
Tom, would simply augment
for the whole
county
what you want for Wilshire.
Now I understand
your aspirations regarding
Wilshire
and respected
them over the years. We’ve
talked
about them privately,
argued
about them publicly.
The fact
remains,
you make the remark a moment ago, that after the failure
of 1976, you wondered
if a limited
proposal
could be presented
to
the people.
The Wilshire
subway
proposal
was submitted
to the
people
in November
of last year as part of Proposition
I. And it
failed,
failed terribly.
Councilman
Rubley
remarked
on how many
people didn’t vote on that particular
issue but I would imagine
as many people voted on that as vote for the average
elected
official
at this table.
At any rate, the Wilshire
proposal
got
just barely
20% of the votes of the people in the county.
It
barely
got a majority
in the Wilshire
district
itself.
It was
opposed
heavily
along the coast, heavily
in Mr. Schabarum’s
district
and opposed
heavily
elsewhere.
And yet, the Commission
funding
which is discussed
today would come from all those areas that
opposed
Wilshire.
I’m not opposing
Wilshire,
in its proper place,
but I do feel it should not be allowed
to claim all of this available funding,
all of the federal
available
funding.
Now, the
Mayor has made a motion which I heard seconded,
I guess, from
Wendell
and may I ask Chairman
Russ of Mr. Premo just how this
funding,
then, for the Commissioner’s
benefit,
will be extracted?
Executive
Director:
The Commission
would pledge
that priority
use in future funding
allocations
of the Commission
would go to
rapid transit
local share for the Wilshire
project,
each year
from the combined
pot of money that’s available
to us.
Supervisor

Ward:

It

presently

goes

for

what?

Buses

or

what?

Executive
Director:
The present
amount
of money,
prior to
the bill the Governor
just signed,
goes to support
our bus program
countywide,
goes to buy new buses and to help subsidize
operations.
A key here is that we have as a Commission
$18 million
more per
year in current
dollars
that will escalate
overtime
than we had
one month ago. And effectively,
what would be occurring
is
that in escalated
dollars
we would have more than $225 million
from this source
in this next decade.
What would be occurring
countywide
is that we would be expanding
bus service
with $125
million
of those new dollars
and moving
ahead with rapid transit
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with $100 million.
So in a way, we can, through
this new source
of money, both improve
bus service
and provide
1/20th of the cost
of the Wilshire
project
locally
and see this project
move ahead.
Supervisor
Ward: The assessment
district
provided
$25 million
a year for extra bus funding
which, to me, seemed a minimum
for
countywide
buses plus the rail element
support.
Has any paperwork
been submitted
to the Commission?
Is there a staff report
that
discusses
this miracle?
Executive
Director:
The blue binder is an effort
by staff to
address
these issues.
If I may, Supervisor,
on your question
earlier
about financing
options
for Wilshire,
the Commission
asked
me to take a look at existing
dollars,
currently
available
dollars,
and I apologize
but I should have mentioned
that was the reason
I didn’t reference
the ballot measure as a financing
option.
Those were things that could be done with currently
available
dollars.
Supervisor
Ward: Pardon
me, your list includes
all kinds of
tentative,
questionable
things.
Far more distant,
some occurring
next summer,
than a possible
vote in November.
Executive
Director:
These relate
to local dollars,
local for
the $100 million.
All of those are currently
on the books.
What I
did indicate
is that I presume
that the federal
government
will
continue
with its transit
program,
the 1/4¢ sales tax will continue
as well as the recently
enacted SB 620.
Chairman
question.

Russ:

Now,

Supervisor

Edelman

has

a comment

or

Supervisor
Edelman:
Thank you. I know how hard my colleague,
Baxter
Ward, has worked
on rapid transit.
I’ve served with him
on the Board of Supervisors
and I can say there’s
no one who has
worked harder developing
his own plans on rapid transit
than my
colleague,
Baxter
Ward. I want to salute
him. In the past, I
have supported
him in all his efforts
and Baxter
knows that. I
do have some difficulty
in supporting
him now on his assessment
district
and I have indicated
that to Baxter at some of our
meetings.
He’s right in wanting
to find out how we’re going to bring the
local match into existence.
He’s very much right in that degree.
Where are we going to get the $i00 million
to get the federal
dollars,
hopefully,
that will come to Los Angeles.
And he’s been
pushing
to smoke out the funding
sources,
and I’m very pleased
with the staff coming up with the way by which we can reach that
$100 million
without taking away any road funds of Prop. 5 money,
although
I’m willing
to do it, maybe some other members
of the
Board, I know that Baxter was. But today as I understand,
Jerry,
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what you’re saying,
and this is a significant
statement
which
Mayor Bradley
has picked
up on, we now have a way to fund locally
the $100 million
from new state funds that will become available,
without
hurting
our bus system,
without
hurting
any area in this
county,
without
even taking our road funds which, I think, this is
a significant
achievement.
So I think to the degree that Baxter
has kept raising
this issue, is the city going to come up with
Prop. 5 funds, is the county going to come up with Prop. 5 funds?
Who’s going to come up with these funds? The RTD said maybe they
could come up with the funds on some kind of trust certificates
and the rolling
stock. I think this is a more direct way and I
like it. I think it makes sense.
Now let me say, I was a supporter
of a area-wide
rapid transit system,
except it was voted down.
It was voted down everytime
that it was submitted
to the voters.
Everytime
it’s been submitted,
whether
it would be a sales tax,
whether
it would be any kind of tax, it has been voted down. I
think we have to start in a way that would not impose a new tax on
people and I’m one who has stood on the Board of Supervisors
imposing
taxes, taking the heat because
I think you’ve got to do
it. With Prop. 13, you’ve got to figure out ways to achieve
the
necessary
public welfare
without,
I think, abdicating
your responsibility
as elected
officials.
But I can tell you, Baxter,
if you
submit your assessment
district
proposal
on the ballot,
I think
the chances
of it being passed is very unlikely,
no matter what
kind of campaign
you have for it, no matter how diligent,
because
we’ve done this before.
I say that we have to start on rapid
transit
without
an overall
one system that will serve the whole
county.
We can’t afford
to pay for it in this county.
I don’t
think the people in this county tax themselves
for rapid transit
even now with the energy crisis.
They’re
having
difficulty
as
it is with assessment
districts
and that’s not even saying what
this might do to the business
industry
in this county.
What might
it do, we don’t have any concept
of this. We have no study of
that, what this could mean.
I understand
what Baxter
is attempting
to do. I think that he is
trying to say, let’s go with one system and let’s finance it.
Let’s make sure that we have the money so we can have a system
everywhere.
As it turns out, the only area that has been studied,
as I understand
it, Jerry, correct
me if I’m wrong, that shows
the patronage
that would pay through
the farebox
for its operation,
is the Wilshire
corridor.
Am I correct
on that or not? Is this
a proven fact by the studies
that have been made that the Wilshire
corridor
is the only area that will have the patronage
that will
justify
the amount of money that we’re putting
in. Is that correct?
And that’s why in the other areas we’re going on additional
bus
lanes, on your Harbor Freeway,
on your Century
Freeway,
and on these
other freeways
until such time as you have the necessary
patronage.
Then you can convert
those into rail lines.
Am I correct?
Is
that the thrust?
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Executive
Director:
The uncertainty
that exists,
and Supervisor Ward consistently
points out, the unknown
of energy availability
and the capacity
that his proposal
would have. Certainly
the detailed
studies
that have been carried
out emphasize
that
Wilshire
is the prime corridor,
that in other corridors
ridership
is less, depends
on what fare you charge and what level of
frequency
of service you have, you can always break even if the
fare goes high enough.
But Supervisor
Ward’s proposal
does indicate
the opportunity
for break-even
operations
countywide.
It presumes
signficant
ridership
based on the need for individuals
to use
rapid transit in an energy-scarce
environment.
Supervisor
Edelman:
But the Wilshire
with patronage
and adjusted
for out of the
Is that correct?

subway has been studied
farebox
the operation.

Executive
Director:
Yes. The subsidies
currently
are about
$17 million
or so on the Wilshire
corridor
which RTD indicates
will be about eliminated
with the rail line.
Supervisor
Edelman:
One last point,
then I’ll conclude.
Baxter
made reference
to this advisory
referendum.
It was on the ballot.
That indicated
that the people favored,
I believe,
some route
to the airport
rather
than the Wilshire
subway.
I opposed
Baxter placing
that issue on the ballot and I that for this
reason,
that I think the judgment
of where rapid transit
should
go is a technical
judgment.
It’s based upon the efforts
of people
who have the technical
skill to determine
where the ridership
is,
not on just a plebisite
of the people.
I think where you put rapid
transit
should
be a technical
issue. You know everyone
has these
ideas and that’s
fine. We need ideas and we have a democracy
where
we open up our process
to those ideas, but there comes a point when
you have to call in the experts.
And the experts,
as I understand
it, have said that the Wilshire
subway system is where the ridership would be, and that is where I think it should go.
Now the people vote on different
issues,
and they’re
not always
right.
They’re
not always
right.
Maybe
they’re
wrong.
Maybe
when
they elected
me, they were wrong.
I don’t claim that they were
right but there are issues that I think are peculiarly
subject
to
the expertise
of the experts,
not to a plebisite,
not to a popularity
contest
and so on. You don’t invest
millions
of dollars
in
some system just because
you have a very slick campaign
or
people
understand
something
in a certain
way. I think you do
it based upon your expert
judgment.
So I’m willing
to rely upon
our experts
if the experts
tell us that the Wilshire
subway is
the best place to start rapid transit.
That doesn’t
mean that
Baxter’s
idea of financing
a system countywide
should be discarded.
I say that is a possibility
later on, but I say that there’s
no need to use that financing
method now where you have a no
increase
in tax method
available.
I’d say the people who’d say we’re
foolish
to have an increase
in taxes and assessments
when you have
a $i00 million
that can come our way without any increase
in taxes.
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Wendell
Cox: Jerry,
if I might ask a question.
If the money
that is likely to come to us from the federal
government
for
the Wilshire
subway,
were not to be allocated
to the Wilshire
subway, where would it likely be allocated?
Executive
Director:
Probably
in subway
modernization
in New
York or some other city other than Los Angeles,
unless we were able
to successfully
go through
what I think most people would agree
is a rather torturous
process
of negotiations
with the federal
government through
alternative
analysis,
environmental
impact statements
and a variety of other things.
Commissioner
Killeen:
I would argue against
separating
out
the Wilshire
corridor
now from a political
point of view. If we
guarantee
that system and provide
the riders in that area with
virtually
a gift of transit,
it is very likely that they will go
to the polls in November
and vote not to be part of a transit
district
that would tax them to provide
transit
for everybody
else.
I see no reason why we can’t leave the package
as presented
by
Supervisor
Ward intact,
go to the polls in November.
If the people
do turn it down, which I’m convinced
they will not, this is a
brand new world we’re living
in, a very energy short world.
If
they do perhaps
turn it down, we still have the option of going
back to the Wilshire
corridor.
And I don’t see why we all don’t
wrap ourselves
up about this Baxter Ward proposal
today and vote
it in because
it’s so absolutely
essential.
Commissioner
Reeves:
I’m sure that the honorable
Supervisor
that I represent
here today would be the first one to say that
this isn’t a political
meeting
today, we’re all here to try
to decide something
that we’ve needed
for a long time. And
it’s something
that the people expect to have in the near future.
But I agree with one that spoke here today that I don’t believe
it would be possible
to pass on the ballot what would be recommended
to them and I don’t think, when it comes to a vote this afternoon,
that anybody
will be voting against
either one, Mr. Premo’s
recommendation
or the Honorable
Supervisor
Ward’s
recommendation.
I
think we’re here to vote for the best program,
the fastest program,
and the most efficient
program
that we can adopt and recommend
today.
And I think that it’s our responsibility,
and I think we
should move on it.
Chairman
Russ: I would like to make a few comments
while I’m
waiting
for other people.
To me, being in politics
not as long
as some of you but for quite a long period of time, this is the
first time I’ve ever seen a case where you could have your cake
and eat it too. SB 620 gives us a 19.5% increase
in money
available
for transportation.
And with this plan, we would have
13.6% still available
to increase
transportation
and still have
the Wilshire
Starter
Line besides.
So we have an increase
in
transportation
and a rapid transit
start at the same time. Now,
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the other thing is we keep emphasizing
the fact, and I certainly
represent
people in the southern
portion
of the county,
that I
don’t see the bus rapid transit
as not being rapid transit
because
I see it as an excellent
method of getting
people from
Los Angeles
clear down to the Palos Verdes Peninsula
to Long
Beach, to other areas because
they can get on the bus, cruise in
a rapid fashion
down the divided
corridor
or on the freeway
and
then it can leave that and go to the specific
areas we need to
reach outside
the freeways
themselves.
Also, as the Voorhees
report showed, it’s a beginning
that can be converted
into
fixed rail later, so it is a beginning.
And to me, I can’t see
how we can have everything
at one time. We’ve got to start somewhere.
I’d like to see the subway go to my town, but I don’t
think that’s
where it can start. I think we have to start where
the most people are.
But on the other side of the coin, I want to say this: I think
as I said Monday,
the proposition
of an assessment
district
has merit;
it should
be pursued
and we should
go for it. But we
should be very careful.
Now I salute
the City of Los Angeles
in the way they’ve
handled
the People Mover.
They’ve
gotten
the
business
community
behind
an assessment
district.
That, to me,
is the way to handle this. Now, to force it down business’
throat by putting
it on the November
ballot,
to me, is going to
backfire.
It’s going to have all businesses
fighting
us. Whereas
if we follow the method that Los Angeles
followed
in getting the
People
Mover,
we can get businesses
behind
us. We try to form
the assessment
districts
with the support
of business
to help
us fight the campaign,
put assessment
districts
on to support
our system so we develop our system in the future,
extend it,
make it rapid transit,
make it rail rapid transit
and use the
assessment
district.
Also, take advantage
of the offers of the
Supervisors
who have Proposition
5 money, they can possibly
put
into the fund to extend the fixed rail system.
The City of Los
Angeles
may find, when they get this extra money from SB 620,
that they can use some of that money in helping
us extend our
rapid transit
system.
Maybe we can’t have a lot of faith in
government
anymore.
I think we should
have and I’m still an
optimist.
I still believe
we’re going to accomplish
this. I
think if we show we can start something,
governments
like Los
Angeles
and Los Angeles
County will take some of that money
and put it into extending
the rapid transit
system into other
parts of the county.
But if we’re not big enough
with this Commission,
and the people we represent,
to say we can’t have
everything
at one time, let’s start somewhere,
I think we’re
making a mistake
and I think we’re not doing what the legislature
wants us to do on this Commission.
I’m a little worried
about if
we don’t want the business
community
with us on this assessment
district,
then we’re going to have litigation
forever,
because
an assessment
district
is supposed
to be like forming
a street
or sewer or something
of that nature.
People
are going to fight
it unless they support
it. We’ve got to get their support
first,
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so I’m with Supervisor
Ward to do it, but do it more expeditiously,
do it a little more sensibly,
get support
before you move into
the assessment
district.
But let’s move now, like Mayor Bradley
says, while we are here. We’ve got the people who make the
decision
and let’s make the decision
as far as I can see and
allocate
those monies and let’s get something
done so we can
show Washington
we’re working
together
and we’re going to
accomplish
something.
We’re going to get a rapid transit
system.
Councilman
Zimmerman:
May I speak to the motion,
Mr. Russ?
I’m sure in sympathy
with your position
that we need to get
something
going and we each need to give and take a little bit
in order to get things going, but I’m still not convinced
that
we need to spend the extra money that is necessary
to build the
Wilshire
subway.
We’ll be spending
as much money on that as it
would take to build a complete
transportation
system for the whole
County of Los Angeles
if we would look at all the technology
that is available
to us. Now we may not be able to get the Feds
to do it but California
is a big boy now and if we can do it
with our funds, that will be all the better.
I have proposed
a catenary
system that wouldn’t
cost any more for
the whole County of Los Angeles
than this $1,600,000,000
and that
seems to me that’s an awful sacrifice
to ask the rest of the
people in the County of Los Angeles
to pay for a very small
18-mile
strip of the territory.
In our figures
over here, we
have on the map there the density
as far as the employees
are
concerned
but we see nothing
about the density
as far as
residential
and those residents
have to have transportation
back
and forth too. So purely and simply,
I am saying
I think we
ought to investigate
all of the technology
that is available
before we make a decision
in any one area.
Supervisor
Ward: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
SB 620 is cited
the source of $i00 million
as I understand
it or the local
match.
May I ask our Counsel.
Mr. Schneider,
have you examined
Senate Bill 620?
Mr.

Schneider:

A little

as

bit.

Supervisor
Ward: You and I spoke some weeks ago about this
and I asked you about one of the provisions
of SB 620. Although
it appeared
to provide
magical
amounts
of money, did it contain
a qualifying
element within it?

can’t

Mr. Schneider:
I think that
recall just what it was.

I said

that

it

did

but

I

Supervisor
Ward: Let me take just one second,
Mr. Chairman,
I might.
I’m supposed
to have a copy of the analysis
of 620 but
I’ve lost it. Here, I’ve found it. And I think if I could

if
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refresh Mr. Schneider’s
recollection,
620 calls for a certain
contribution
to be made by the local area beyond the offering
620. It calls for a 5% local match above whatever
comes from
620. Has Mr. Premo’s
discussion
of the money available
today
indicated
that we are prepared
to go above the 620 money?

of

Executive
Director:
The reference
to 5% match in 620 does not
relate to the source of money that I’ve identified
as available
for this purpose.
The 5% refers to an as yet unfunded
fixed guideway program
that is going to require
individual
proposals
by the
Governor
and individual
action by the Legislature
in future years.
There are several provisions
of 620 but the source of money
I’m referring
to is from the local transportation
fund, $150
million statewide
in the next 3 years~ of which $55.2 million
comes to this Commission.
Supervisor
Ward:
please, what section?
Executive
analysis,
Item
funded.
Supervisor

And

what

Director:
At the
G, urban guideway

Ward:

What

does

part

of

Ward:

And

where

discussion

is that,

bottom
of page 2 of the
program is established
but

that

is

not

mean?

Executive
Director:
It means they
haven’t put any money into the kitty.
Supervisor

the

your

are

setting

money

coming

it up,

but

from?

Executive
Director:
My money is coming from page i, Item 4 "one-half
of the remaining
funds, $150 million,
will be allocated
by the Business
and Transportation
Secretary
to...County
Transportation
Commissions."
Supervisor
Ward: "One-half
of the remaining
money will
be allocated
by the Business
and Transportation
Secretary
for 3 years to regional
transportation
planning
agencies,
county
transportation
commissions
and the San Diego Transit
District
for capital
and operating
purposes."
And then it discusses
a
number of conditions
and among the conditions
is condition
C.
As a condition
for receipt
of the money, the funds may be used
for operating
costs only if the operator
is not prevented
from
employing
part-time
drivers
and so on. The legislative
intent is to
give priority
to offset unanticipated
increases
in the cost of
fuel. Unencumbered
funds revert
to the account.
Fifty percent
of the basis on the ratio of the county’s
population
the total
state population
and so on. Now what in there says that this
Commission
has received
the $i00 million
that Mayor Bradley
and
you have just discussed.
I see a fund here in part 4 that uses
the figure
$150 million
as remaining
funds.
Then it says one-half
of that $150 or $75 million
will be allocated
by the Secretary
statewide.
And I would assume that on the statewide
allocation,
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one half of 75, since we’re one-third
of the state, would amount
to roughly
$25 million.
I don’t see how that runs up to $100
million as a guaranteed
local match.
Executive
Director:
What these formulas
split.
How we reach $55 million
over 3 years
formulas, we get $37 million ....

relate
to is
is by one of

a
these

Supervisor
Ward: Mr. Chairman,
Mr. Premo was talking
about
subsection
4 and that has $150 million
divided
by 1/2, which is $75
million
for the whole state.
Now, if this is the source
of his
money, I would appreciate
it if he’d be requested
to outline
how
that works in section 4.
Executive
Director:
Fifty percent
of the money would be
allocated
on the basis of our ratio with the county’s
population
to the state population.

the
our

Supervisor
Ward: So we still have $75 million
in the
state.
And then we are entitled
to share in the state
population
which would give us how much of a share?

pot
pot

for
on

Executive
Director:
It would give us $25 million.
And then
50% on the basis of the urbanized
area’s population
to the urban
population
of the state.
That gives us the difference
between
$25 million
and $55 million
or an additional
$30 million.
Supervisor

would
about

$75

Ward:

I don’t

understand

Executive
Director:
I can go
provide
us with $25 million;
$30 million.

Supervisor
Ward:
million guaranteed
Executive

You mean
to us?

Director:

We

we

have

that.

through
page by page. "A"
"B" would provide
us with

have

$150

$55

million

million

of the

state’s

available.

After further
discussion
on the amount available
to the
Commussion
under SB 620, Chairman
Russ inquired
whether
Mayor
Bradley
would be willing
to condition
his motion to be based on
verification
of the funding
estimate
provided
in the staff
analysis.
Mayor
There
funding.

Bradley
was

accepted.

further

discussion

on

the

subject

of available
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Supervisor
Schabarum:
Is the motion
now, Mr. Mayor, fashioned
so that the commitment
to make available
$i00 million
is subject
to
its availability
as a result of the adoption
of SB 620.
Mayor

Bradley:

Yes

I
Supervisor
Schabarum:
I am going to support
the motion.
do so because
mass rapid transit
in general,~rail
proposals
in particular,
are not new to me. The latter
category
has failed
3 times to win public support.
The proposal
before us is the same.
I assume that the changed
ingredient
is not the proposal,
although
it is modified
in terms of its funding
mechanism,
but the overlying presumed
new ingredient,
I assume,
is the question
of the
availability
of energy,
or the lack thereof.
I suggest
that for
those who are interested,
it can be identified
in the pros and
cons dealing
with the proposal
of 1976. It can be fairly
readily
identified
that, on the subject
of energy,
the energy consumed
by
the proposed
rail system was more than the energy saved as a
result of people leaving
their vehicles
at home and taking the
proposed
rail system.
I think that needs to be said inasmuch
as
now we have energy as an overriding
issue in many things and,
in particular,
this proposal.
There are other various
features
that for many years have troubled
me as to the merits of a countywide
fixed rail system that I
won’t go into. The Wilshire
corridor
has been long identified
as
that corridor
that has the best chance of success
and by my
definition
of success,
I’m talking
about a minimum
continuing
governmental
impact,
or tax impact,
on the people who pay the
bill. The projected,
and I think it’s as correct
as any, figures
indicate
that there will be smaller
subsidy
of operating
on an
ongoing
basis in the Wilshire
corridor
than in any of the
other spokes in the overall
proposed
system.
That’s because
there
is greater
density along the Wilshire
corridor.
There are any number of things that speak to the whole subject
of
rail as a means of moving
people.
I think its time that we give
rail per se in L.A. a chance to see if it will fly. The Wilshire
corridor
is that route where it has the best chance of flying.
This Commission
as a body, in the first time in the history
of
man, has joined together
in the past in an overall
coordinated
effort to provide
balanced
public transportation
and I think we
ought to continue
down the route that has been pursued
and reached
a point of close to adoption
ever since this Commission
was
created.
I’m on board Mr. Bradley’s
choo-choo.
Councilwoman
Pat Russell:
I’m certainly
glad to support
the motion
that was put out. I think that the funding
proposal
by Mr. Premo shows the kind of innovative
thought
we’ve looked
for from this Commission.
I’ve always like the idea of the
assessment,
Supervisor
Ward, and I think that we should use that
in our county.
We’ve looked
at it for other things and I think
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it’s very important.
I don’t think this is the only decision
we are ever going to be making.
I think it is essential
to make
this one now and I do not see us as making an either/or.
I see
us as moving ahead with something
that we’ve worked on for a
long time together.
But I do think that the assessment
proposal
is important
and I have never heard it put forth as clearly
as
it has been now so I would hope we would continue
to work on
that for the future.
Commissioner
Rubley:
Briefly,
it seems in my ii years that
I’ve been hearing
about rapid transit
in Los Angeles
of all types
of degrees
and we’ve already
discussed
in many different
directions
today and in previous
meetings,
but the bottom line is Long Beach
and that vicinity
has come up many times in support
of the proposals before Mr. Bradley,
Mayor Sam and the rest, in trying to
get moving,
trying to move the transportation
off a dead center.
At least get something
in the books and move it. And I would
hope that today this motion will do that very thing and at least
in our life time, and maybe good wishes to Kenny, I didn’t know
that you were acting as his advance
man, Mr. Mayor.
But this will
do that very thing because
we certainly
have been up many times
to help and I think that’s our role today because when I look at
that map, Long Beach doesn’t
do much of anything
even on the
assessment
district.
I can’t believe
that the people in the southern
part of this
county are going to support
that assessment
district
under any
circumstances,
because we would be so far away from receiving
any
benefit
for the first, I believe
Mr. Ward said, 12 years before
the line would eventually
get down to the Long Beach area.
Supervisor
Ward: You are totally
wrong and I’m sorry you
weren’t
listening
when Jerry laid this thing out. I’ll give you
maps that show the 4-year construction
cycles and I regret that,
Mr. Chairman,
this Commission
is going to sandbag,
I think, a
responsible
proposal
without
even knowing
how it’s developed.
Commissioner
Rubley:
Merely
the fact that we will be the tail
wagging
the dog in the final analysis,
maybe I haven’t
understood
the proposals
that have been presented
over the years but from
what I’ve heard, I don’t really see the southern
part of this
county benefitting
a great deal in the immediate
future,
at least
in the 4-year period you’re talking about.
Supervisor
Ward: Thw Wilshire
Line is going to take up all
the federal
money for the next 10-15 or longer
years. You’re
not
going to get a rail line to Long Beach till that thing is done
plus however
long it takes for you to get a line down. So write
yourself
off for 20-25 years for rail if Wilshire
goes forward.
But the proposal
on the Sunset Coast Line was to get you a line
down from the Harbor and also on what we call the westside
belt
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way which will terminate
in Lakewood
in the matter of the first
cycle, and in the second cycle, serve directly
to the Queen
Mary. And I’m looking
forward
to a meeting
with your City Council
and I hope you will be there to allow me to demonstrate
that to
you. As a matter of fact, you talk about Long Beach being on
the short end, in 1975 Tom Bradley
and I were engaged
in a continuing
dispute
over transit
lines. I wanted
one 52 miles from
Chatsworth
to Long Beach and it failed.
But we had a compromise,
Union Station
to Long Beach,
that I supported.
To indicate
that
I had failed to take recognition
of the needs of the southern
county is extremely
unfortunate.

Long
your

Commissioner
Rubley:
You made the presentation
before
the
Beach City Council
which I recall.
I was there.
I recall
comments
then. I’m referring
to now.

Supervisor
Ward: I look forward
to the meeting
in Long Beach.
Mr. Chairman,
I believe
that the Commission
will be embarassing
itself if it votes today on Mayor Bradley’s
motion,
seconded
by
Mr. Cox, that the Wilshire
subway be adopted
as the sole program
for the County of Los Angeles
for the simple reason that the
local match has not been identified.
Now when any other transit
plan has come forward,
everything
that I’ve ever had, I’ve had to
submit
to analysts.
As you know, the Voorhees
people
went through
the financing,
they went through
the technical,
went through
all
kinds of things.
The RTD, three years ago, assigned
DeLeuw
Cather
and Stanford
Research
to examine
the feasibility
of the Sunset
Coast Line proposal
before
they adopted
it. And they made certain
that the funding
worked
out. And here we have a motion
to adopt
one project
at the expense
of all others as if we knew what we
are doing.
I move, I have an amendment
to Mayor Bradley’s
motion and it is
that we await Mr. Premo’s
qualification
of the absolute
dollars
that he has alleged
are present
in this SB 620 and a certification
from Mr. Schneider
and any other legal counsel,
RTD, who have
indeed confirmed
that the money is there, otherwise,
we have deceived
the public again.
We’ve gone forward
and with a delightful
little
bubble that looks good in the sun, glinting
away, and is going to
burst as soon as this day’s is out of sight.
My substitute
motion
is, please
don’t let this happen
to us. There are ii members.
I
will not vote, Mrs. Killeen
will, but I do hope that we would know
what we are doing.
I have never
seen such a thin support.
Here
we have a testimony
from Supervisor
Pete Schabarum
in which he says
profoundly
and with certainty,
that moving people in a rail car
is more expensive
in terms of energy consumption
than is an
automobile.
Now there are studies
galore,
Mr. Chairman,
that
demonstrate
that’s not the case and for this Commission
to accept
that in Mr. Schabarum’s
endorsement
of Tom Bradley’s
plan is
unfortunate.
I would hope that here again the Commission
will
allow the Voorhees
people and Mr. Premo or the DMJM people,
or
whoever,
to supply statistics
on what the energy use is of rail
versus passenger
automobiles.
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motion?

it.

Supervisor
Ward: My motion
is that Mayor Bradley’s
motion
that the Wilshire
Line be endorsed
on the basis of the Executive
Director’s
assertion
of funding
be delayed
until the funding
can
be proved out. I think I have demonstrated
today,
in the
conversation
with Mr. Premo, that the funding
is not in the bill.
If it is there,
I’d be delighted
to withdraw
my objection.
Not
until then. I move we delay the vote on Mayor Bradley’s
motion
until the local match has been demonstrated
by Mr. Premo.
Barna Szabo:
I think whatever
we do today,
it’s Supervisor
Burke’s
opinion
that perhaps
we should move forward
as fast as
we can. I think we are here facing
two possible
ways of going
and one is to vote in favor of $100 million
spark plug to get
transit moving in the county and the other possibility
is the
$300 million spark plug that still needs the vote of the people.
I think Supervisor
Ward raises some very valid points in that we
must be absolutely
sure regarding
the $100 million.
However,
I
think the Commission
would be remiss if it does not forward
and
commits
to at least getting
the program
on the way.
But the very same argument
applies
the other direction.
I think
the problem
that we have with the alternate
proposal
or the
additional
proposal
is that it must also undergo
the same type of
scrutiny
that we will apply to the $i00 million.
I think we have
a real problem
with some of the specifics
of that proposal
and
frankly,
in polling
many members
of our city councils,
chambers
of
commerce,
the problem
we have found is a total lack of knowledge
about the proposal
and appreciation
of its merits and demerits,
so I think there is definitely
a need to reexamine
the features
of that proposal
and then move forward
in its due time.
But in the meantime,
we are faced with a unique possibility
of
having our cake and eat it too and we should move forward
after
the clarification
is made on the $I00 million
so in that sense,
I would have to support
the original
motion.
Voice vote
action today.

on

the

substitute

Yes
Supervisor
Councilman

motion,

which

is to defer

No
Ward
Zimmerman

Supervisor
Schabarum
Mayor Bradley
Councilwoman
Russell
Robert Reeves
Supervisor
Edelman
Barna Szabo
Councilman
Rubley
Wendell
Cox
Chairman
Russ

any

LACTC

-22-

Minutes

July

25,

1979

Chairman
Russ indicated
that persons
have requested
to speak
on the transit
issue.
Mr. David S. Lawyer gave a brief presentation and passed out copies of his talk.
Mr. Lawyer’s
presentation
will be referred
to the Commission’s
Technical
Advisory
Committee
for further
report
to the Commission.
Mr. Stanley
Hart’s presentation was on the Voorhees
report and he indicated
that he would
make his presentation
at a future meeting.
Commissioner
Cox: One last comment
on the motion
to respond
to some of the comments
Commissioner
Zimmerman
made about the
unfortunate
fact that the map on display
doesn’t
show residential
densities.
Residential
densities
along the Wilshire
corridor
average
between
15~000 and 20,000
people
per square mile. That is more
double
the average
for the area. For instance,
the San Fernando
Valley,
where I live, the average
density
is in the 5,000 to
6,000 per square mile area, as I think it is in your area,
Commissioner
Zimmerman.
The fact is that the Wilshire
corridor
is the most densely
populated
corridor
in the United States that
does not have rapid transit.
Commissioner
Zimmerman:
How many dollars
will be available
in case the assessment
district
doesn’t
get on the ballot for a
fixed guideway
transportation
system in the rest of the county?
Executive
Director:
The Commission
has flexibility
as to
what it wants to direct money to. If you want to slash dramatically
the amount of money going to subsidize
bus service
in this county
and instead devote it to this or other rapid transit projects,
that’s a consideration
that you can make. There are no limitations
that say you must spend all of this money subsidizing
buses.
You
have flexibility.
Commissioner
Zimmerman:
Would it be correct
to say
would have to cut our bus supply in order to furnish
any
kind of rail transportation
in the rest of the county?
Executive

Director:

Yes,

it

would

that we
other

be.

Commissioner
Zimmerman:
I think I’m correct
that we are
building
the Wilshire
subway at the expense
of all the rest of
the people in the county,
particularly
if I am representing
the
cities that are not Long Beach and Los Angeles,
I know in this
group here I take the stand against
motherhood
and for sin. But
I don’t see how I can represent
the cities that I am representing
and vote to spend all their money in Los Angeles.
Chairman
of Cities and

Russ: I am also one of the representives
I think I have to respond to that.

of

League

Executive
Director:
Again,
we aren’t
spending
all of the
money.
It would be commitment
of less than 4% of money. In an
effort to accent what I believe
is countywide
program,
we intend
to commit sizeable
additional
sums of money from ultimately
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the pockets
of taxpayers
of this county for the
in the median strip of the Century
Freeway,
for
connection,
for other portions
of the program.
Commissioner
to be with us for

Zimmerman:
I would
30 years yet.

submit
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freeway
transit
the Harbor busway

that’s

not

going

Chairman
Russ: That’s
the reason
I must respond
as a
representative
of the League
of California
Cities.
I see the
Harbor Freeway
and the Century Freeway
separate
lanes of rapid
transit
being here in less than 30 years so I feel that a part of
the general
plan for the future and also the possibility
of the
Santa Ana Freeway
so there will be other monies available
in the
future to do more but that’s the beginning
and that will be done
in the next 10 years.
Councilman
on the Century

Zimmerman:
Caltrans’
Freeway
won’t realize

schedule
that.

for

construction

Wendell
Cox: Commissioner
Zimmerman,
with respect
to the
point you raise, the fact is, as our Executive
Director
indicates,
that there does not seem to be any likelihood
at all that the 80%
that is going to come from the federal
government,
that wouldn’t
be used in this area if Wilshire
wouldn’t
be built.
There’s
no
guarantee
it’s going to come to this area. We’re probably
going
to see them build a system
somewhere
else. So the question
isn’t
shall we spend the federal
money in Wilshire
or in another
area
of the county or more widely.
The question
is shall we spend
that money or shall we not.

the

Chairman
question.

Russ:

It

has

been

moved

and

seconded

to

call

for

Barna
Szabo:
I’m offering
an amendment
to the amendment.
I
would like follow
up on the arguments
of Mr. Zimmerman.
I think
it’s critical
that there should be an assessment
of the opinions
if
we’re going through
with this motion,
the opinions
of some of those
individuals
or organizations
who will be critically
affected,
one
way or another,
by the allocation
of these monies.
The municipals,
for example,
in our district
will obviously
be affected
by the
redirection
of some of these monies.
I think that it’s important
that their views should be ascertained
as to how they are willing
to contribute
to the $i00 million
spark plug and I’m wondering
if
that could be part of that motion as we clarify
the source of those
monies to be sure that the sources
where it comes from.
Mayor

Bradley:

I would

Chairman
Russ: If you’ve
to entertain
a vote on it.

not

accept

made

that

as

a substitute

a part
motion,

of

my
we

motion.
have
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Szabo:

Supervisor
draining
funds

I would

the

Chairman
Russ: It
is a substituted

is not an
motion.

amendment

Supervisor
Schabarum:
May I ask
Mayor Bradley’s
amended motion?
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amendment.

Ward: I would
second
that.
from the rest of the county.

really

read

amend

July

the

I have said that
Barna is right.
to

the

Executive

motion.

you’re

It

Director

Executive
Director:
Motion
by Mayor Bradley,
as amended,
to pledge the $i00 million
commitment
subject
to verification
of the availability
of funds from SB 620.
Chairman
Russ: The
that funds are available
reconsidered.

amendment
from 620

was that
that this

if you
motion

to

is

do not substantiate
will be

Barna Szabo: My motion
states as we define those sources
that we should ascertain
the feelings
of those organizations
where
these monies
are coming from. There will be an impact on the bus
operators
in terms of allocation
of these monies.
It might be a
negative
feeling
or a positive
feeling.
I’m saying
that there
should be some sort of a review in our reconsideration
of the
$i00 million funds.
Commissioner
Rubley:
Page 8 of the staff’s
analysis
report on rapid transit
indicates
that if LACTC pledges
$100 million
for local share of Wilshire
project,
more than $125 million
above
June 1979 levels will still be available
to support
improved
service
for all bus operators
throughout
Los Angeles
County.
Barna Szabo:
Mr. Chairman,
I think that the assumption
is that
there will be a negative
feeling
among the municipals
and I don’t
necessarily
concur.
All I’m saying
is that we are impacting
one
way or another
on the additional
money that is coming to this
area. And I think we owe it to the municipals,
as well as to RTD,
to get their influence
in terms of their ideas to whether
or not
some part of that money then should be shared within this $i00
million.
I think my hunch is that they will probably
support it.
I think all of us are in a situation
now where we want to move
forward
on the 4-part
program.
And this would make it possible,
but I just think they have not had the chance to participate
in
this particular
debate and this would give them an option two
weeks from now to voice their opinion.
Councilwoman
Russell:
Mr. Chairman,
on the motion,
I think I
undertand
what Mr. Szabo wants to accomplish
but I think the meaning
of the Commission
and its existence
is that the municipals
and
everybody
do participate
and have been part of building
up to this.
If we particularly
solicit,
I think we’re going backwards
to the
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same kind of thing that’s happened
in the past, when anything
has
come up on the ballot,
then everybody
has said, I ain’t getting
mine, and it falls.
That’s what really
killed
transportation
in
the Los Angeles
area in the past. The thing that the Commission
has brought about, I think, has been the participation
of the
different
jurisdictions
and the munis and saying that transportation
is a function
of the whole region.
And that’s
what we have seen
here today and I think fragmenting
that is apt to lose that
sense of the regional
transportation.
Commissioner
Zimmerman:
It’s very true that the people
have
voted:
No, we don’t want spend our money over there because
we’re
not getting
anything,
but now we’re taking that out of the people’s
hands and we are arbitrarily
saying,
No, you aren’t going to
anything,
we’re going to put it all over here. I’ve been told
that for the next i0 years there will be no funds available
for
the rest of the county for rapid transit except by decreasing
our bus service or none at all.

$125

Chairman
Russ: No, they won’t decrease
million will increase
bus service.
Mayor

Bradley:

Move

the

previous

their

bus

service.

question.

Chairman:
Moved and seconded
the previous
question.
It’s not
debatable
and we’ll vote on that. The question
now before
us is
the substituted
motion first and then the question
after that.
Barna Szabo: The substitute
motion
would amend the
original
motion to state:
As we seek the actual
sources
for the
$i00 million,
that we seek and assess the opinions
and response
of those organizations
which are impacted
by the reallocation
of
these monies.
Yes
Barna Szabo
Supervisor
Ward
Councilman
Zimmerman

No
Supervisor
Schabarum
Mayor Bradley
Councilwoman
Russell
Robert Reeves
Supervisor
Edelman
Councilman
Rubley
Wendell
Cox
Chairman
Russ
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Chairman
Moved

Russ:

by Mayor

Is

there

Bradley

a motion

July

and

seconded

for
by

Yes

carried

previous

1979

motion?

Commissioner

Cox.

No

Supervisor
Schabarum
Mayor Bradley
Councilwoman
Russell
Robert Reeves
Supervisor
Edelman
Barna Szabo
Councilman
Rubley
Wendell
Cox
Chairman
Russ
Motion

the

25,

Supervisor
Councilman

Ward
Zimmerman

by 9 to 2.

Chairman
Russ indicated
assessment
district.

that

we should

now

consider

the

Supervisor
Ward requested
that the assessment
vote be
delayed
until the Commission
finds out about the funding.
Also, he
asked for a written
statement
from whomever
on the local match,
on the commitment
for the 15% share so that there will be no question
at all as to what we are doing on the Wilshire
project.

$300

and

Supervisor
Ward
million state’s

asked
share

Mr. Datel responded
suggested
that Legal

Mr. Datel if the state has
to the Wilshire
subway?

committed

the

that there is no letter to that effect
Counsel
look into the effect of AB 1429.

Executive
Director
indicated
that the State Legislature
has
not acted on 1429 so the 15% at the state level is not today
available.
The Commission
is out in front of the State Legislature
in saying
that it’s time to move to rapid transit.
The bill, one
presumes,
upon reconvening
of the State Legislature
will pass
Senate Finance
and go to the floor of the full Senate and
hopefully,
then to the Governor
for signature.
Subsequent
to
that, the California
Transportation
Commission
has to act. But,
those are the steps in the process.
They have to go through
a
bureaucratic
checkoff.
The bill guarantees
the money.
I would
expect that the Governor
should receive
that bill by the end of
August.
Chairman
ment district
two weeks.

Russ indicated
to the Finance

that he would like to refer
Review Committee
for report

the assessback in
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Barna Szabo agreed
with the intent.
He indicated
that we have
paid a lot of compliments
to Mr. Ward’s proposal,
but we need to
do more. One of the problems
faced in his area is that as we
tried to assess opinion
on this subject,
the city councils,
the
chambers
of commerce,
and other organizations
were not familiar
with the proposal
and we need to somehow
indicate
to the public
what is being proposed,
possibly
on the November
ballot.
He thinks that it is important
that we assist Mr. Ward in letting
out the information
in the next couple of weeks.
Commissioner
Tweedt indicated
to Mr. Ward that when Proposition I was placed on the ballot, he didn’t have time for
Commission’s
input, and if action is delayed
on the assessment
district
proposal
today, would it give Ward enough time to go
before the Board after this Commission’s
input.

so

Supervisor
this matter

Ward indicated
can be discussed

that he has until the 24th of August,
at the next Commission
meeting.

Chairman
Russ indicated
that we would suspend
all other
business
to the next Commission
meeting
unless there is something
very urgent that has to be discussed
today.
Commissioner
Cox indicated
that one of the issues that is
being considered
by the Public Utilities
Commission
now is a
proposal
by Supervisor
Ward’s office to ask the Southern
Pacific
Railroad
to run commuter
trains
to the San Fernando
Valley.
The
PUC is holding
hearings
next week and this Commission
has taken
previous
positions
in support
of the general
concept
of commuter
rail on the Caltrans
program.
He moved that this Commission
go on
record
as supporting
and provide
testimony.
Seconded
by
Commissioner
Killeen.
Motion was carried
by unanimous
consent.
State

Transportation

Improvement

Program

Supervisor
Schabarum
indicated
that, at the last Commission
meeting,
the Commission
took an action which appealed
to the
California
Transportation
Commission
four projects.
He asked why
the Commission
limited
its appeal
only to four items. He felt
that the Commission
should have filed an appeal on all of the
items which the CTC took issue with and did not agree with this
Commission’s
point of view.
Supervisor
Schabarum
moved that this Commission
amend its
letter of July 20 and add, by way of appeal,
those items that were
at odds with the California
Transportation
Commission’s
actions.
This motion was seconded
by Coucilman
Rubley for discussion
only.
The Executive
Director
indicated
that this Commission
will have
trouble
getting any appeals
approved,
and explained
why the
July 20 letter was written.
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The motion
states:
To revise
of July ii to appeal all projects
Commission
in the TIP.

our action
of the meeting
not included
by the State

Yes

No

Supervisor
Schabarum
Councilman
Rubley
Wendell
Cox

1979

Ray Remy
Robert Reeves
Robert Geoghegan
Eleanor Killeen
Councilman
Zimmerman
Chairman
Russ

Abstain
Barna

Szabo

Chairman
Russ indicated
that in the Consent
if there is no objections,
it would be approved.

Calendar,

Commissioner
Remy stated that he didn’t want Supervisor
Schabarum
to feel that this Commission
is not supportive
with the
sympathy
of his motion and moved that this Commission
indicate
to the California
Transportation
Commission
our concern
about
their overriding
the local decision
and priorities,
and moved
that Commission
send such a letter to the State Commission
and
reaffirm
our desire to see that the appeals
on those issues
that we have specifically
stated
are pursued.
Seconded
by
Commissioner
Zimmerman.
Vote was made by show of hands - 8 in
favor, 1 opposed
by Commissioner
Reeves and 1 abstained
by
Commissioner
Szabo.
Motion was passed by 8 to i.
Commissioner
Zimmerman
asked the Chairman
regarding
the
Consent
Calendar
item if the Chairman
was referring
to the
application
for funds for the Watts Station.
Commissioner
Zimmerman
would like to cast a negative
vote on this issue until
he has more information.
Chairman
Russ
the next meeting.

asked

if this

matter

could

be

held

over

The Executive
Director
indicated
that staff will work
UMTA. He felt that there is some concern
about timing but
that staff will adequately
communicate
our timetable.
It was decided
that
Finance
Review Committee
at the Commission
office.

this item will be discussed
at the
meeting
on Monday,
August 6, at 12

until

with
said

noon
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Chairman
Russ indicated
that he would like to get all of the
month’s
business
covered
in the first meeting
in August, which is
August 8, so that the second meeting
might be canceled.
The Chairman
appointed
Coordination
Committee.
Meeting

adjourned

Commissioner

at 5:27

Killeen

the

Service

p.m.
Respectfully

c
¯
Executive
JCP:kyt

to

submitted,

PREMO
Director

