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MINUTES
July

The Commissioners
Schabarum
at 2:00

were
p.m.

The regular
Commission
Schabarum
at 3:15 p.m.
Members

in attendance

9, 1980

called into an Executive
Session
to discuss personnel
matters.
meeting

was

called

to

order

by

by

Chairman

were:

Supervisor
Peter Schabarum
Councilman
Russell Rubley
Councilman
John Zimmerman
Mayor Edmond J. Russ
Wendell Cox
Ray Remy, alternate
to Mayor Bradley
Robert Reeves, alternate
to Supervisor
Hahn
Eleanor
Killeen,
alternate
to Supervisor
Ward
Barna Szabo, alternate
to Supervisor
Burke
Robert Geoghegan,
alternate
to Supervisor
Edelman
Heinz Heckeroth,
Ex-Officio,
representing
State of

Staff

members

Chairman

California

present:

Rick Richmond,
Acting Executive
Director
Ronald Schneider,
Principal
Deputy County Counsel
Kathy Torigoe,
Secretary
to Executive
Director
Elyse Nagafuchi,
Secretary

Approval

of Minutes

A motion was made by Commissioner
Cox, seconded
by Commissioner
Reeves,
to approve
the minutes
of June 25, 1980. Hearing
no objections, the motion was unanimously
approved.
Chairman’s

Remarks

Chairman

Schabarum

had

nothing

to report

at this

time.
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Minutes

Briefing

by SCRTD

Staff

on Status

July

of Wilshire

Starter

9, 1980

Line

Mr. Dick Gallagher,
Chief Engineer
and Project
Manager
of the
SCRTD Rapid Transit
Department,
briefly
reported
on the status of
the Wilshire
Starter Line and some recent decisions
made by the
SCRTD Board of Directors.
Copies of the proposed
organization
chart
for Rapid Transit
were distributed
to the Commissioners.
Approval

tion

of SB 620

Allocation

Resolution

for

the

The Acting Executive
Director
recommended
of $405,000
to the Gardena Municipal
Bus

City.

of Gardena

approval
Lines.

of alloca-

A motion was made by Mr. Rubley,
seconded
by Mr. Reeves,
to
approve
allocation
of $405,000
to the Gardena
Municipal
Bus Lines.
Hearing no objections,
the motion was unanimously
approved.
Committee

Reports

Intergovernmental

from

Relations

Committee

Commissioner
Remy reported
on the
the IRC meeting
of July 9, 1980:

status

of the

following

bills

SB 1630 (Mills):
The Commission
is currently
neutral
on this
bill. It was recommended
that a change be made in the position
of SB 1630 to support
this bill. ACA 74 will probably
be placed
on the November
1982 ballot;
therefore,
SB 1630 is the only
bill in the Legislature
which potentially
provides
additional
funds for transportation
in the short term.
SB 512 (Briggs):
This bill creates
a separate
transportation
district
in Orange
County.
SB 512 passed
the Assembly
Ways and
Means on July 8, 1980. IRC recommends
continued
strong
opposition
to this bill. Further,
the IRC recommends
that the Commission
urge members of the State Assembly
and Senate to not vote for
this measure.
Mr. Remy noted the letter from Orange County
Transportation
Commission
on this subject
and recommended
that
the Chairman
respond
accordingly.
SB 1755 (Wodda)
: This bill has been amended
to meet the objections of t’h~ Commission.
LACTC, under the amendments,
is now
eligible
to apply for funds for mass transit
guideway
development. IRC recommends
support
of SB 1755.
A motion was made by Mr. Remy, seconded
by Mr. Szabo, to approve
the recommendations
on SB 1630, SB 512, and SB 1755 as indicated.
Hearing no objections,
the motion was unanimously
approved.
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9, 1980

Committee

Commissioner
Rubley reported
that the committee
has not had a
meeting
since June 23, 1980. He acknowledged
receipt
of a letter
from Councilwoman
Gordana
Swanson,
City of Rolling
Hills, commending
the Finance
Review Committee,
and a letter from Gladys Meade, Director
of Air Conservation,
of the American
Lung Association
which recommended
support
of the 1/2% sales tax proposal.
The
scheduled
Service

next
for

meeting
of the
July 21, 1980.

Coordination

Finance

Review

Committee

is tentatively

Committee

Commissioner
Cox reported
on the meeting
of July 3, 1980. He
indicated
that the committee
interviewed
two consulting
firms for
the task of preparing
the Countywide
Transition
Plan required
by the
Section 504 regulations.
The committee
voted unanimously
to recommend
the selection
of
Simpson
& Curtin/Synergy
Consulting
Services
to prepare
a Transition
Plan at a cost not to exceed $48,000.
A motion
the selection
no objections,

was made by Mr. Cox, seconded
by Mr. Reeves,
to approve
of Simpson
& Curtin,
as recommended
by the SCC. Hearing
the motion was unanimously
approved.

Route

Beach

7 (Long

Freeway)

Route

Selection

CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Each of the members
of the Commission
has been
given copies of a staff report,
and recommendations
of Majority
and
Minority
Reports
of the Route 7 Hearing
Board.
The City of South
Pasadena
has asked that correspondence
with the signature
of the
mayor be distributed,
which is certainly
in order. By way of background,
the subject
of this Commission
is to exercise
any responsibility that has been placed upon the Commission
dealing
with local
transportation
matters,
which has prompted
for some months,
if not
years,
the subject
of the Route 7 route adoption.
Mayor Ed Russ in
his stewardship
of this Commission
asked Mr. Zimmerman
to be involved
by way of an Ad-Hoc Committee.
Accordingly,
Mr. Zimmerman
has spent
many hours and a lot of time, as have others,
in examining
the pros
and cons on the subject.
In recent
months,
a so-called
hearing
panel
was created,
including
Mr. Zina%erman,
Mr. Rubley, Mr. Szabo, Mr. Cox,
and myself,
which on one hand, provided
the occasion
for a public
hearing
wherein
representatives
from the federal,
state, local
agencies,
and the public at large, provided
input over a lengthy
period of time during the course of the day, both verbal and written,
followed
over subsequent
weeks by additional
written
material
provided
by interested
parties
and/or agencies.
The members
of the hearing
panel likewise,
individually
or collectively,
on at least a couple
of occasions,
have toured the various
sites; a couple of them also
via helicopter.
The tours included
representatives
of the City of
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1980

South Pasadena,
Caltrans,
members
of my staff, and members
of this
Commission.
The sum and substance
of all that brought
about a gettogether
as a hearing
panel, three of us last week, for the purpose
of reviewing
a draft report that Linda Pendlebury
of our staff
had drafted into form.
Discussion
was held, a majority
report was developed
and reviewed,
and subsequently
circulated
to members
of the hearing
panel. I think
it is accurate
to state that four members
of the five of the hearing
panel concur in the substance
of that majority
report.
Mr. Zimmerman
has filed a letter in the form of a minority
report which has also
been made available
to you.
In sum, that is the history
leading
to the recommendations
that
are before
you, and before
this Commission
this afternoon.
The
majority
position
is that the members
of that hearing
panel recommend
to the full Commission,
that we encourage
in essence,
the continuance
of the Meridian
Route as the route to be considered
for the extension
of the Route 7 Freeway.
We further
list the reasons
therefore.
We
further
end and importantly
emphasize
and ask with strong comments,
I would say, to Caltrans
to proceed
to follow on with the development of the environmental
documents
that are necessary
for ultimate
pursuit
of that route becoming
a reality.
As importantly,
as a part
of the development
of those documents
there would be several
significant considerations
to be dealt with. Again,
listed in the report,
attention
to be given to the alternative
modes that should be analyzed
beyond the freeway
itself in terms of moving people through
that
corridor.
Secondly,
that there be given substantial
review
to the
alternative
means of phasing
of the various
segments
of the construction along the overall
route.
Beyond that, that’s a very brief
summary.
I know Wendell
would care to add some other thoughts
and
comments
that pertain
to the majority
point of view. I’ll invite
any other member of the hearing
panel to make a comment
or, in turn,
respond
any questions.
Wendell...
COMMISSIONER
COX: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think one thing that
is very clear to all of us about the majority
and minority
is that
this decision
is a very difficult
one, a very emotional
decision.
I think that should
be addressed
right up front. There is one thing
that is not in this report that I just wanted to indicate
and that
is concern,
especially
as we move forward
with the possibility
of
establishing
the one-half
cent sales tax through
the election
process.
We do not, at this point, have any commitment
to the mode, that
is rail or bus, that we will want to use in any of the corridors.
According
to the information
that I have, however,
the Westerly
Route,
if it were adopted
as opposed
to the Meridian
Route which is the one
that we are recommending,
contains
grades that would not permit the
operation
of rail at all, which would therefore
require
that if we
went ahead with the building
of the rapid transit
system,
we would in
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fact be building
in a busway alternative
to the Pasadena/South
Pasadena
line that would connect
with the E1 Monte Busway.
I think
that is a consideration
that should be looked at in addition
to
that which is in the majority
report.
Chairman
remarks.

Schabarum

asked

Commissioner

Zimmerman

to offer

his

COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
First,
may I preface
my remarks
by asking
that there be no demonstrations
by the audience,
pro or con, on my
remarks.
I realize
that my remarks
will be highly
approved
by some,
and just as strongly
opposed
by others.
My remarks
are not designed
to be for or against
the stated positions
of Los Angeles
or South
Pasadena.
I have not felt as strongly
on any one issue that has
faced this Commission
as I do on this one. I feel that I would be
negligent
in my duty to the League of California
Cities if I did
not defend the right of a small city to protect
their rights.
Still,
that is not where I am coming
from. I am fighting
for what I feel
is a most likely opportunity
to completing
Route 7. The elections
in the City of South Pasadena,
over the past ten or fifteen
years,
have proven that the chances of having a majority
on that Council,
who will put their political
necks in line by approving
a Meridian
Route, are next to none.
I am weighing
that against
the possibility
of a fifteen-member
City Council
being able to find a trade-off
that they can offer one
of their members
for overruling
the so-called
gentleman’s
agreement
that exists today.
My decision
is based purely
on the political
possibilities
of getting
a favorable
decision
from the City Council
of the City of Los Angeles
versus getting
the favorable
decision
from South Pasadena.
The majority
report is based on the superior
attributes
of the
Meridian
Route,
as I read it. I’ll have to admit that after the
meeting
last Thursday,
I took off for Calgary,
Canada;
and I saw
the report and what I see here today isn’t exactly
like that. Being
folksy,
I might as well admit that while I was up there, I saw their
new light rail development
from one end to the other; they hope to
have it in operation
by next May. Two items of major importance
to me are: i) a light rail system,
they are accommodating
six
percent
grades;
and 2) we’d like something
in knowing
how to finance
our systems.
I feel that what the majority
committee
has given you is an
arbitrary
decision
on which they have asked staff to come up with
the rationale
to justify
their decision.
I feel very positively
that if you were to make a decision
on their recommendations,
you
are entitled
to more facts and figures
than you have in this report
before
you. The only way to prove that, I think what I am arguing
with on their report,
is to go through
it page by page and pick at
the pieces.
The first is that the Los Angeles
County Transportation
Commission
should reconfirm
support
for the completion
of the
Route 7. This statement,
I think,
has the support
of all those in
favor of motherhood.
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Next is the relevant
findings.
The Board finds that the
difference
between
the routes in the following
areas of consideration are not of a sufficient
magnitude
to be a determining
factor
in the selection
of the Meridian
or the Westerly
Route. This to me
is a very important
decision,
if they agree to it. This says that
the evidence
we have includes
that either route is feasible
engineeringly
and financially.
On Item A--the amount of right-of-way
already
acquired
for
each route--it
is pointed
up there in the fact that they already
purchased
some of the right-of-way
that will not be used if the
Westerly
Route is used. This rationalizes
that we should
give up
all hope of ever completing
the freeway
in order to avoid disappointment to anyone who thought
that purchase
of certain
property
would
dictate
the location
of the route.
In other words,
to me, a higher
value is being placed on the expectations
of the few than is being
placed on the benefit
of the completion
of the freeway.
We have already
been bowing down with the design features;
we
have already
agreed that either route is engineeringly
and financially feasible.
The cost of cut-and-cover
and these advantages
have already
been included
in previous
arguments.
Unless
someone
challenges
me, I don’t feel that belongs
in their argument
for the
Meridian Route.
They say that the Meridian
Route better serves the community
of
South Pasadena
with regards
to auto and transit
usage in the corridor
due to a central
location.
This is an arbitrary
decision
arrived
at by two members
of the Ad-Hoc Committee,
and apparently
concurred
in by two other members,
after a short van ride and a shorter
helicopter
ride, and maybe two or three hours of study.
It goes on
to say and then gives the benefits
of the Meridian
Route over the
Westerly,
and it mentions
local street
impact.
Which streets
and
where is the impaction?
If you accept this committee’s
report,
you
ought to have more details
than are included
there.
Visual impact,
no, I have no comment.
Opportunity
for cut-and-cover
construction
in the South Pasadena
segment
will reduce negative
impacts
on that city and will provide
the opportunity
for compatible
development
of decked-over
sections.
This may be so, but the people affected
and the people of South
Pasadena
have consistently
voted in democratically-conducted
elections that they would prefer Route 7 traverse
the westerly
portion
of their city. That has been in the election
after election
after
election
and another
election
just last month.
Let’s weigh the
wishes of the people of South Pasadena
and Alhambra
and Pasadena
itself,
and in general,
the people
of the County of Los Angeles.
Everyone wants the freeway
completed.
The recommendation
being placed
before you today, in my opinion,
effectively
puts to rest any hope
that it will ever be completed.
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In conclusion,
I feel that we, as a Commission,
have not asked
the Los Angeles
City Council
for their help in solving
this sticky
situation.
I cannot
feel that we have exhausted
our most likely
opportunities
until we do so. On the basis of this, I would urge a
"no" vote on the recommendation
before you, at least until we have
had an opportunity
as a Commission
to sit down with the City Council
of the City of Los Angeles
and see if there is any way, any solution
we can work out with them and, failing
in that, sitting
down with
South Pasadena
and seeing if we can come to an agreeable
solution
with them.
I feel that the course which is recommended
here today ends any
possibility
that we have of completing
the freeway,
and it puts us
right back to where we were ten years ago.
CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Thank you, John. Before
we pursue
anything
further
on this, note for the record and include
in the record,
two
letters
received;
one from Mr. Remy, indicating
the potentiality
of
conflict
of interest
where he cannot participate
in this particular
matter in view of a family business
interest
in South Pasadena;
and
further,
a letter from Mayor Bradley,
for that reason he is naming
Julie Sgarzi as his appointee
to the Commission
on this matter.
We have then, in general
terms, the majority
position
and also
Mr. Zimmerman’s
comments
as just stated.
Is thre any discussion
or
questions
from the members
of the Commission?
I might supplement
my
thoughts
by emphasizing
one thing.
That is, in my judgment
and
I think in the judgment
of most of the members of the Commission,
this particular
question
is the kind of question
that we have a
responsibility
to deal with. A responsibility
that is perhaps
somewhat overdue
in terms of exercising
and one in failing
to do so is
going to, I think, subvert
the idea for which this Commission
and
Commissions
throughout
the State were created
in the first place.
A failure
to take action,
make some touch decisions,
is simply going
to be the basis for a justifiable
legislative
argument
that important
decisions
should
fall at the State level.
I, for one, am not about
to encourage
that kind of conversation
or thinking
on the part of
the Legislature.
We have a recommendation
before us that has been, as far as I’m
concerned,
thoughtfully
considered.
It is not a new issue,
Lord
knows the whole debate has been going on for fifteen
years or more.
It is one in which Mr. Zimmerman
accurately
described
as one that
has been of substantial
controversy,
substantial
personal
involvement by many people,
the subject
of long standing
concern
certainly
in the City of South Pasadena
as well as in certain
parts of the
City of Los Angeles
and one in which there are some overriding
transportation,
i.e., the moving of people needs, that have got to
be addressed.
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Being distributed
to you is a letter from Mr. Montgomery,
the
Mayor of South Pasadena.
It should
be noted that, yes indeed,
the
particular
regulations
that are referred
to are and had been noted
because
he gave them to me earlier
some days, if not weeks ago. The
point that he makes is noted. Whether
over a period of time it proves
to be valid is anybody’s
guess.
The question
of arriving
at a viable
project
that will fly and that meets a requirement
of universal
support,
in order to get something
done, may or may not be in the final analysis,
an absolute
requisite.
Again,
I think part of the process
that Caltrans
must, by necessity,
now proceed,
with the development
of the environmental documents
leading
toward some specific
design,
will hopefully
bring some involvement
on the part of all parties
concerned.
Mr.
Reeves...
COMMISSIONER

REEVES:

CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Cox moves.
COMMISSIONER

CHAIRMAN

All

ZIMMERMAN:

CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
on the table.
COMMISSIONER

Are

REEVES:

SCHABARUM:

Of

you

for

right,

for

the

Before

we

vote,

course,

I have
All

asking

one

right,

for

the

other
what’s

a motion
purpose

may

comment

action

now?

of dicussion,

I ask

purpose

your

or

Mr.

a question?

of getting

I was

going

the

matter

to make.

comment?

COMMISSIONER
REEVES:
We asked for this information,
and you
appointed
good representatives.
I think it is very intelligent
about it. Everyone
involved
in this had plenty
of opportunities
to
be there and be heard, make recommendations,
and I suppose
they did.
That’s
why I’m seconding
this motion.
I’m in favor because
I think
it’s a good report,
and I thank the ones involved
in it for presenting it to this Board.
CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Thank
a second.
Therefore,
it’s
have a question
or comment?

you, Mr. Reeves.
We have a motion
and
on the table.
Mrs. Killeen,
did you

COMMISSIONER
KILLEEN:
It’s probable
that in November
we’re going to
go to the County of Los Angeles
and the people therein
and ask them
to support
our ballot
measure.
We are not going to be spelling
out
exactly
what we will be building
for them. In a sense, we’re going
to be saying,
"trust
me." The case we’re dealing
with is a city
that is asking
us not to cut it in pieces.
They have asked it
vociferously
over many years and it is unlikely
that they will change
in their opinion.
I think that a vote for the Westerly
Route will
indicate
our respect
for local municipalities
and their particular
concerns.
I also believe
that it’s the only way to get that freeway
gap closed.
So, I will be noting
against
the motion.
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MAYOR RUSS: Mr. Chairman,
question
and then comment
too. First of
all, while I make the question,
I would like to state that last year
I appointed
John Zimmerman
to chair this Committee,
and it was really
a Committee
that nobody
wanted.
I was very happy that John accepted
a responsibility
so I think a lot of commendation
goes to John for
all the work he’s done on this thing over the year; and, of course,
to the rest of the year now served on the Board because
that’s a
thankless
job to sit and listen to all the testimony
while trying
to make a decision.
Any comments
I make are not critical
of anybody
involved
and I certainly
appreciate
the problem involved.
I would like to ask one question
to sort of amplify
the thought
that was said by Eleanor.
I don’t notice
any place in the report of
any real consideration
being given to what happens
to a city that is
divided
in half. What happens
to the two halves
of that city? Was
there testimony
on that? I didn’t
try to read all the testimony;
I’m sorry about that, but I’m sure you can tell me. What consideration did you take of that problem
that’s going to make this into
two cities rather than just one city?
COMMISSIONER
COX: Mr. Chairman,
we did not include
anything
about
that in the recommendation
to you; however,
there was a discussion
of that at the meeting
that we held last week to formulate
this
recommendation.
The point really
comes down and, I don’t know if
anybody
wants to put up the map and so on. Clearly,
freeway
splitting,
what the freeway
does when it splits a community,
is of concern.
In
fact, Chris Reed called me this morning
to make some comments
about
what it had done in Santa Monica,
and it’s always
a problem.
However,
the fact is anywhere
a freeway
goes, it’s going to split something.
It comes down to a situation,
especially
as you look at South
Pasadena,
the Meridian
Route really doesn’t
split the community
until it gets to Monterey
Road which is two-thirds
of the way through
the community
because
the Meridian
Route is running
up the east side
of the hills that the Westerly
Route would run up.
Essentially,
you have a part of the community
of just a couple
of blocks
that’s
being split.
I would argue that you could argue
that, in fact, the Westerly
Route splits the community
about the same
way. Not only that, if we use the Westerly
Route,
it also splits
E1 Sereno
in a new way. My point would be, Mr. Chairman,
that in
splitting
the community,
one community
is just as sacred as another
community
and you are going to have community
splitting
no matter
which way you build the freeways.
It’s like if you’re
going to make
an omelette,
you’ve got to break some eggs, unfortunately.
COMMISSIONER
an omelette,

ZIMMERMAN:
It’s
I would think.

a little

more

important

than

making
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CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Well, I think at least from my part, another
factor that was relevant
in both the reviewing
of the testimony
and reviewing
of the routes,
the impact of the introduction
of the
freeway insofar
as the dislocation
of surface
movement,
in my opinion,
particularly
with the anticipation
of the restoration
of the service;
i.e., or via the recover aspects
on the Meridian
Route, will result
in less distortion
of the surface movement
upon completion
pursuing
the Meridian
Route than on the Westerly
Route. When I say Westerly
Route, let me emphasize
because
I know there are folks in the audience and, as far as I’m concerned,
the Westerly
Route means the
Reynolds’
B-C Route as well as the so-called
Caltrans’
revised
Westerly
Route reviewed
in the environmental
review.
COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
Question
on the same subject.
Have you
weighed
that now against
the value connected
with relocating
Santa
tracks and the B-C Plan which will eliminate
not only eleven grade
crossings
in South Pasadena,
but I think, nineteen
grade crossings
in the City of Los Angeles for a total of thirty grade crossings,
all of which will be necessary.

Fe

CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Well, I think because
we discussed
it, John
as you know, the focus of our request
on that point is toward Caltrans
and their environmental
review as well as subsequent
design considerations that would evolve as a part of that process.
COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
But then you would never know whether
would be possible
to offset this until Caltrans
gets done with
design.
CHAIRMAN

SCHABARUM:

That’s

possible

or

probable.

COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
In reference
to Wendell’s
remarks
dividing the city,
(garbled)
pass the situation that
(garbled)
only a very short difference
that they would
the difference
in the route in the City of Los Angeles,
and
the route going through
South Pasadena
and goes through
an
or scarcely
populated
territory.
CHAIRMAN

SCHABARUM:

COMMISSIONER

You’re

ZIMMERMAN:

talking

that
their

about

the

Westerly

regarding
the
affect
then
unpopulated

Route.

Yes.

CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Well, I’m sure that depending
on the eyes of the
beholder,
and presumes
in part the degree of excavation,
i.e., cut,
and what the scope of that cut would be in terms of horizontal
width,
on one hand, and the base of the fill that would be required
and where
that would be.
COM~~ISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
I think I didn’t
make myself
clear. I’m
speaking
of the multitude
of people that would be upset on the Westerly
Route.
It goes through
a populated
area and then goes through
in
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a relatively
uninhabited
hills and isn’t for the most part, disturbing
any population
density.
You’re
speaking
now of the amount of field
dirt that would have to be moved in making the cuts up through
the
hills, I guess, as compared
to the Meridian
Route, are you not?
CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
I think we both concur that the impact
in terms
of displacing
people,
analyzing
the variable
alternatives
for all
practical
purposes,
is fairly closely
to the same. Is that right?
COMMISSIONER
CHAIRMAN
in that,

ZIMMERMAN:

Yes.

SCHABARUM:
So, I don’t
I don’t understand
your

understand
point.

the

point.

If

we

concur

COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
Maybe I misunderstood
Wendell’s
point, too,
but I picked up on his point that he was not in knowledge
and that
we’re going through
that this is Pasadena
and South Pasadena’s
choice
of where they would like to put it. They are in this instance,
making
a decision
on which part of their city they would agree to have cut
off from the rest of it. Now, maybe I misunderstood
Wendell.
CHAIRMAN

SCHABARUM:

Wendell...

COMMISSIONER
COX: I may have misunderstood
myself,
too. A couple
of comments,
and to try to deal a little bit with that community
splitting
issue which is, of course,
very important
and should not in
any way be minimized.
Nonetheless,
I think it is important
that what
I was trying to say, really, was that, in terms of community
splitting,
the community
of South Pasadena
is split for about a distance
of four
blocks at the most by the Meridian
Route because
of the geography
of
the area. All the streets
that come up to the Meridian
Route basically
are dead-end
into the hills.
My point was that the community
of
E1 Sereno,
on the other hand, will be split if not four blocks;
in
fact, a bit more than that has already
been split by route acquisition and so on that has already
taken place along the Meridian
Route.
You’ve had a closure
of streets
in the area and that kind of thing.
A couple of other comments
though,
if I might, with respect
to
Commissioner
Zimmerman’s
minority
report.
I know there were a number
on the Commission
that were hopeful
that there might be some ray of
light and that the City of Los Angeles
might change its position.
I think that we should take note of the fact that the City Council
very recently,
not more than two or three weeks ago, voted 15-0 to
continue
to support
the former position
which was the Meridian
Route.
I think we’ve got a situation
where there really isn’t a ray of hope
in terms of the City of Los Angeles’
position.
Secondly,
with respect
to the grades on the route and what it
means in terms of the future of public transit
in the area, I’m
rather surprised
to hear that light rail can make six percent.
Even
if it can, the point is that we have elected
in this community
to
build heavy rail along Wilshire.
Supervisor
Ward and others
have
suggested
the continuation
of such heavy rail out to the E1 Monte
Busway.
If that is to be done, it would make a great deal of sense
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to have the connecting
line that would be along the Long Beach Freeway
up to Pasadena
also be heavy rail. That won’t be available
to us if
we select
the Westerly
Route.
Another
thing to be considered
that
hasn’t been really mentioned
and it’s something
that just struck me
a couple of days ago, and that is, the grades on the Westerly
Route
are significantly
different
than the grades on the Meridian
Route.
The Meridian
Route grade hits about four percent
for around a thousand
feet. That’s a significant
grade,
but not nearly as significant
as
the nearly half-mile,
five percent
grade that is along the Westerly
Route and it occurs twice.
The effect of a five percent
grade for
that distance
is going to cause real serious
congestion,
especially
from truck traffic.
You’re
only building
a six-lane
freeway
to
begin with. In this community,
we find that over most of our grades
we’ve had to widen at least a climbing
side of the freeway
up to
five lanes.
We’re only talking
about building
three lanes with a
2,600 feet, five percent grade; and the Meridian
Route with a 1,000
feet, four percent
grade.
I think you’re going to see a significant
difference
in the congestion
on that freeway
as well, just by virtue
of the fact that we’re not building
the freeway
for the capacity
that
we built over Sepulveda
Pass, Cahuenga
Pass, or whatever.
COMMISSIONER
RUSS: I think of this issue that I have to vote the way
that I think the League of California
Cities would want me to vote,
representing
the League.
I certainly
listened
to the argument
given
by Wendell;
I think it is very convincing.
My problem
is that I
think the rest of the facts seem to say that they are balanced.
It
could go either
way. It’s not going to be much more of a problem
accepting
the fact that there’s
been some right-of-ways
acquired
and
the environmental
impact
report
will take shorter.
But if we get
involved
in litigation,
the length of time for the environmental
impact
report might be equal to that of the Century Freeway.
I really
feel it’s a major point here. I saw it happen
in
Torrance.
Torrance
killed
the whole 91 Freeway
because
they didn’t
want their city split in half. Chris Reed called
and talked
to me
about the problem
in Santa Monica--it’s
made into two cities and
they are just overcoming
that problem
after ten years.
I have to
look at this map and not agree with Wendell
and say, that going on
the Westerly
Route, you really circle the city and you don’t separate
much of anything.
Where, if you go right down the middle of that
city, divided
it in two, I think you create a terrible
problem.
But I see we’ll still never agree to it so what we’re going to end
up with is a lot of litigation,
a lot of environmental
impact
litigation,
and a lot of opposition
by those people.
I think you
have a better chance of getting
it done, as John says, by going near
the routes.
I would support
John’s
position.
COMMISSIONER
GEOGHEGAN:
I just might ask a couple
of questions.
The
question
of, first of all, segmentation
between
parts--I
think it’s
a fundamental
one. Yet, we’re talking
about cutting
and covering
on
this freeway
and that’s quite different
than most freeways
normally
have. How much of the freeway
is going to be cut-and-covered
and
how much of the city is really going to be segmented?
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CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
It depends
Linda, can you or Heinz respond
LINDA
would

PENDLEBURY:
I don’t
be cut-and-covered.

on where
to that?

you

draw

have the exact mileage
Maybe Heinz can answer

the

limits.

or blocks
that.

that

COMMISSIONER
HECKEROTH:
The environmental
impact
report that was
prepared
showed about three or four blocks in the city center
cut-and-covered,
as well as the area adjacent
to the South Pasadena
High School.
COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
To add that to your
around $25 million for the cut-and-cover.

cost

figures

are

COMMISSIONER
GEOGHEGAN:
Another
question,
it seems to me that’s
going to be fundamental
here, is the one that’s risen by Mayor
Montgomery.
For if, in fact, we need unanimous
consensus
of all
parties
concerned
in order to do anything
rather than going toward
the segmented
approach,
then we’re faced with the obvious
thing
that we have one City Council
that’s for it and one City Council
that’s against
it. If a unanimous
decision
is going to be required
and if this letter is correct,
then nothing
it seems to me, regardless
of whatever route we choose to going to get built at this point at least,
looks like it’s going to be constructed.
Staff did mention
that on
Page 23, and I called
you about it. Do we have any reason
to believe
that, in fact, we can begin to progressively
adopt a route?
LINDA PENDLEBURY:
The FHWA, of course,
is against
segmentation
but
a lot of freeways
are built in stages.
You don’t build a whole
freeway
all at once, but in order for that to happen,
FHWA would like
to see an ultimate
plan. Any phasing
would be part of an ultimate
plan that’s
feasible
and reasonable.
In the Route 7 case, according
to FHWA’s staff, if the major parties
involved
were to agree on a
set of alternatives
to be studied
on the route with the understanding
that one of those solutions
would be chosen,
then they would go
ahead and start phasing
the project.
Of course,
it’s kind of tricky
as to what they mean by agreement
on alternatives
to be studied.
Technically,
they could go ahead and start phasing
at the north and
the south end, only if they had assurance
that there would be some
solution
in the middle.
It may be that the middle part never gets
done, but they want assurance
that there is a well thought-out
plan.
COMMISSIONER
GEOGHEGAN:
Mr. Chairman,
I admire
John Zimmerman
for
the tremendous
amount of work that he put into this whole project,
his thoughtfulness,
his deliberations,
and his pragmatic
approach
towards
coming up with a solution.
But it seems to me that each
of these City Councils
are in a position
where they are not going
to budge unless
we are willing
to do some nudging.
If we simply
go to one and say, "We’re going to your Council
because
we think
that you have the best chance of reversing
yourself,"
then they
are going to take a hard line, whichever
Council
that would be.
That being the case, it seems to me that ultimately
we’re going to
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have to find out from FHWA whether,
in fact, they are going to go
along with some staged approach
towards the freeway
construction
because,
if they don’t go along with it, I don’t see any one of
the Councils
moving
in one direction
or another.
Facing the fact
that we’re going to have to go and we’re going to have to deal
with one group that isn’t going to agree, I think then your
question
has to be discussed
solely on the merits of the one proposal versus the other as opposed
to what the probabilities
are
of the various
City Councils.
I don’t think that we can make that
determination.
I’m sensitive
to the segmentation
problem
that a community
can
face with a freeway.
Supervisor
Edelman
represents
East Los Angeles
and East Los Angeles
is literally
carved to pieces by five separate
freeways
that go through
it, not two communities,
but a myriad of
them that they have. Supervisor
Edelman
also opposed
the Beverly
Hills Freeway because
of its impact on Beverly
Hills and the communities,
that it would have bisected,
because
he was concerned.
Yet, in the
case of Route 7, they are actually,
at least for part of it, going to
attempt
to put a freeway
on the ground to meet some of the objections
about segmentation.
I think that’s
a significant
victory
for any
community
that gains that type of concession.
In other areas,
things
break out. It seems to be fairly close to the same with the exception
that there is a shorter driving
distance,
it is a straighter
route,
and some of the things that Wendell
mentioned
and the fact that the
process
would take longer were we to go to the Westerly
Route rather
than the Meridian
Route.
Given a tremendous
rate of inflation
that
we’re facing on construction,
that time will be several
years or
more can be very significant.
For those reasons,
I personally
feel that the Meridian
Route
is the best one on the merits.
I can see the case, I can see John’s
argument,
it may turn out to be true, but I think unless we’re
willing
to go ahead and pick one route and let FHWA make the determination
and then go back to the Councils
and say, "We need you to
work it out," I don’t think anything
will be done. As much as I
appreciate
John’s argument,
I think it’s almost the same reasons
that the other route is the one to go with.
COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
I guess I have to ask .... There is the
possibility,
I think, of segmentation
somehow
or another
and that
segmentation
pointing
towards the Meridian
Route and ruling out
any Westerly
Route. However,
I’ve wondered
if the completion
of
the freeway
depends
upon the agreement
of the City Council
of
South Pasadena.
Are we willing
to settle
for the freeway
ending
at Huntington
Drive?
CHAIRMAN

SCHABARUM:

COMMISSIONER

Well,

ZIMMERMAN:

is
Yes.

that

a question?

I think

it’s

a question

of

anybody.
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CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
I don’t think that is a question
at this juncture
that I or the Commission
is able to answer.
It is essentially
that
which would evolve out of the future environmental
and/or alternatives
review that we’re encouragingly
being pursued
by Caltrans.
I would
point out, however,
that it does not necessarily
follow that phasing
ends up as the only alternative
pointing
down to the Meridian
Route.
That has been demonstrated
as not necessarily
a conclusion.
COMMISSIONER

ZIMMERMAN:

I wasn’t

born

yesterday

along

with

money.

CHAIRMAN
SCHABARUM:
Well, I was only born a few years later.
Let
me add just another
fill-up
on top of your observations,
Bob, that
is beyond the status quo positions
that both two cities have had
for many a year. I assume
the Commission
or all Commissions
are
aware of the fact that Caltrans
currently
is not supportive
of a
freeway
connection
between
the two current
terminuses.
That happens
to be a small impediment
in the entire chronology
of events that have
to come to pass. But beyond all that, it is clear that there is a
well defined
transportation
corridor
that begins at the end of the
Pasadena
Freeway
coming to its terminus
coming south, and likewise,
at the other end coming
north from roughly
Cal-State
L.A. And as
far as I’m concerned,
it is the responsibility
of this Commission
to
provide some leadership
and some direction
as to how that corridor
ought to be dealt with. Perhaps
this Commission
can, through
some
fashion,
provide
the catalyst
to make the interested
parties
come
together
on something.
First of all, it’s in my judgment
in coming
upon us to recommend
action that is inherent
in this majority
report.
Thus, I am part of that majority.
COMMISSIONER
SZABO:
Mr. Chairman,
I think given the importance
of
the subject,
all of us should indicate
our positions
as to why we
arrived
at them. I, for one, like every other member
of the Committee,
has agonized
over the decision.
My dilemma
was this: I
felt that, as a Committee,
during our hearing
and our studies
of
the material
given to us, essentially
we were asked to make a decision
based essentially
on technical
factors
that were given to us. The
problem
rises from the fact that we also have a parallel
decision
to
make and there’s
a political
decision.
I think John points that out
very clearly
that maybe while we are weighing
costs, grades,
length
of freeway,
and time of completion,
the other factors
that we have
to weigh are the political
factors
that result in various
litigations
and so forth.
The reason that I have gone with the majority
report is because
I view that essentially
as a technical
report which weighted
two
meritorious
proposals
and they had to be meritorious
because
there
had been numerous
other proposals.
They had all been eliminated,
and
it came down essentially
to these two proposals,
and they both have
a lot of positive
factors
except perhaps
the Meridian
proposal
is
slightly
more positive
than the Westerly
Route.
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Under technical
merits,
therefore,
I came down in favor of the
majority.
Now if we as a Commission
view that there are other
tangible
factors
which must be counted
which are more in a political
and legal arena, perhaps
a different
decision
is warranted.
I think
that’s a decision
we have to make, and frankly,
I may be willing
to
change
my position.
But I think we have to decide
whether
our
options
are better
for completion
since ultimately
that’s
what
we hope to do; or better if we go heavier
on the technical
factors
and go ahead on that or perhaps
on the basis of making a political
decision
and to some extent disregard
comparative
cost evaluations
or comparative
grade evaluations
although
they might come down more
in the negative
in the case of the Westerly
Route. Politically,
that’s a more feasible
route and, perhaps,
maybe that’s the way
we’re going to go. But as for my decision
on the Committee,
that
was strictly
on the basis of a technical
data that was presented
to
US.

COMMISSIONER
up my tent?
CHAIRMAN

ZIMMERMAN:

SCHABARUM:

May

I add

one

more

remark

and

then

pull

Sure.

COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
I had hoped that we would make a decision
to try to work with the Los Angeles
City Council
first and the
South Pasadena
Council
if that failed,
without
having revealed
our
hand. I think we’ve talked
long enough now that we’ve showed our
hand and we would have to be going to Los Angeles
City Council
with
our hat in our hand having
already
our positions.
I don’t think
there’s
any point in my part of arguing any further.
COMMISSIONER
RUBLEY:
I’ve heard a lot of comment
about freeways
dividing
cities.
Just to remind
you, Route 7 divides
my district
right in half. I’m on the other end of Route 7, the Long Beach
Freeway.
But the 91 Freeway
splits my district
going the other
direction
right in the middle again, and it’s still not a problem.
It’s great to talk about it if you want to talk about all the
problems
it’s going to create.
If you don’t want to do something,
you can create all kinds of conversation
on the same matter.
But
if you’re looking
purely at something
from a non-technical
standpoint and want to sell it to the public,
just draw a straight
line
down that map, the shortest
distance
between
two points.
I know it’s
an oversimplification,
but that’s primarily
what we’re talking
about
right here. The difference
is $65 million
right out of the starting
blocks based on the staff report.
That’s exactly
what I’m reading,
John. I’m not taking
it any other way; just look at it here. I
will not accept that the freeway
divides
a city because
it does
even divide my district
and I get it both directions.
But it’s
nice to talk that way anyway.
COMMISSIONER
SZABO: Mr. Chairman,
nate motion by any chance,
or did
regarding ....

did Mr. Zimmerman
have an
you decide not to have one

alter-
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COMMISSIONER
ZIMMERMAN:
No, I urged a "no" vote on the
tion. If we had been successful
on the "no" vote, then
submit another motion, but ....
COMMISSIONER

SZABO:

recommendaI would

I see.

MR. RICHMOND:
The motion
is to adopt the majority
report recommending
the adoption
by the Commission
of the Meridian
alignment
for the completion of Route 7, and the other parts of that report.
Roll

call

vote:

Ayes:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Rubley, Mr. Reeves,
Mr. Geoghegan,
Mr. Szabo,
Cox, Ms. Sgarzi (representing
Mayor Bradley),
Schabarum.

Nays:

Mr.

Russ,

Motion

passed

Mr.

Zimmerman,

Mrs.

Killeen.

7 to 3.

Request
from Board of Supervisors
additional
funds to SCRTD

to allocate

$4.4

million

in

The Acting Executive
Director
briefly
summarized
a staff report
indicating
the motion by the County Board of Supervisors’
request
to
the Commission
to allocate
$4.4 million
in subsidy
funds.
Copies of
the staff report were distributed
to the Commissioners.
Mr. Richmond
indicated
that the court order has changed
the
situation
from June ii when the Commission
made its funding
allocations.
A preliminary
hearing
to discuss
the SCRTD’s
proposed
fare
increase
is scheduled
tomorrow
morning.
The basic options
for the Commission
at this point are to approve
the County Board of Supervisors’
request,
which could result (at the
SCRTD Board’s
discretion)
in a deferral
of fare increases,
or retain
the $4.5 million,
for the purpose of providing
funds at a later
date to make up for the revenue
losses that SCRTD is experiencing
now, due to the inability
to raise fares.

this

Mr. Rubley indicated
that an additional
matter to the Finance Review Committee.

option

was

to refer

Mr. Cox indicated
that the Commission
would be best served to
do nothing
at this point on the fare structure
except to wait
and hear what RTD wants to do and wait until this Commission
receives
a request
from RTD about what money they need when. He indicated
that Commission
should turn down their request.

this

A motion was made by Mr. Russ, seconded
by Mr. Szabo, that
matter be referred
to the Finance
Review Committee
with the
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suggestion
that the Committee
contact
the SCRTD to find out when
SCRTD would want the money, and the FRC review the whole matter to
determine
when and if the money should be distributed.
After much discussion,
the motion
exception
of Mr. Cox and Mr. Geoghegan
Acting

Executive

Director’s

was
who

approved
with the
opposed the motion.

Report

A.

Revised
Commission’s
FY 1980-81
Budget:
A revised
copy of the
1980-81
Commission
budget reflecting
the changes
which the
Commission
made at the last meeting
on June 25, 1980 is included
in the agenda packet.

B.

Update on the Status of the Transit
Improvement
Program
and
1/2% Sales Tax Proposal:
Staff distributed
to the Commissioners
a schedule
of hearing
sites with locations
and dates which
reflects
what was discussed
at the last Commission
meeting
with
one exception--the
meeting
at Northridge
has been rescheduled
to July 24 at 7:00 p.m. Staff is in the process
of sending
a
letter to all members
of the Commission,
formally
transmitting
the schedule
of public hearing
sites, explanation
of how
hearings
will be conducted,
and requesting
confirmation
of who
will be able to attend the various
hearings
as hearing
board
members.
With regards
to advertising
of these hearings,
an ad
was published
in the Los Angeles
Times on Sunday,
July 6, and
arrangements
have been made for ads to be published
in the
Los Angeles
Times and all other daily newspapers
before the
first hearing
which is scheduled
for July 22. Arrangements
have also been made to place bus card advertisements
on all of
the buses in the county.
Memorandum
from Peat, Marwick,
Mitchell
& Co.: Copies
of
the memorandum
were distributed
to the Commissioners
concerning
the status of their performance
audit of the Commission.
Mr. Richmond
asked that Commissioners
contact
him as soon
as possible
if they believe
there are major omissions
or
other deficiencies
with this work scope.

Report on the American
Public
1980 Rapid Transit
Conference

Transit
in San

A report on the conference
was
Killeen and copies were distributed
New

Association
Francisco

(APTA)

submitted
by Commissioner
to the Commissioners.

Business
Commissioner
Russ indicated
that he was informed
by his
staff at City of Gardena
that Caltrans
is planning
a
2,200 car parking
facility
in his city on the 91 Freeway.
He asked if this matter could be referred
to a committee
for study.
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Chairman
Schabarum
indicated
that this
referred
to the 91/11 Committee,
which
Mr. Russ.

matter would be
is chaired
by

Commissioner
Rubley indicated
that since the public
hearing
for July 23 will be held in the Council
Chambers
of Long Beach City Hall, he invited
the Commissioners
for a bite to eat at a restaurant
near City Hall after the
Commission
meeting at City Hall.
Notice

Beach

of Meetings

The next meeting
will be held
City Hall, Council
Chambers,
The

notice

of meetings

was

on July 23, at 3:00 p.m.,
333 West Ocean Boulevard.

received

and

filed.

Adjournment
Meeting

was

adjourned

at 5:05

p.m.

Respectfully

submitted,

RICK RICHMOND
Acting Executive
RR:en:kyt
Attachments

Director

at

Long

