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The regular
Commission
meeting
was called to order by Chairman
Edelman
at 1:40 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors
Hearing
Room
at the Hall of Administration.
Members

in attendance

were:

Supervisor
Ed Edelman
Supervisor
Kenneth Hahn
Supervisor
Deane Dana
Councilwoman
Pat Russell
Councilman
Russ Rubley
Councilman
John Zimmerman
Mayor Ed Russ
Wendell Cox
Ted Pierce,
alternate
to Supervisor
Antonovich
Blake Sanborn,
alternate
to Supervisor
Schabarun
Robert Reeves,
alternate
to Supervisor
Hahn
Barna Szabo, alternate
to Supervisor
Dana
Ray Remy, alternate
to Mayor Bradley
Heinz Heckeroth,
Ex-Officio
for State of California
Staff

members

in

attendance

were:

Rick Richmond,
Executive
Director
Ronald Schneider,
Principal
Deputy
Kathy Torigoe,
Executive
Secretary
Annette
Honda, Secretary

APPROVAL

County

Counsel

OF MINUTES

A motion was made by Commissioner
Zimmerman
to approve
the
minutes
of the March i0, 1982 meeting;
seconded
by Commissioner
Russ. Mr. Robert J. Swan, Transit
Catalyst,
requested
that an
appendix
be included,
listing the members
of the public who
were in attendance
and spoke before the Commission
at the last
meeting.
Minutes
were approved
as expanded.
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COMMITTEE

MR. ZIMMERMAN:
Now, just a little
background
for the benefit
of the audience
who have not been here before,
a motion
adopted
unanimously
by this Commission
on September
23, declared
its intent to perform
a detailed
evaluation
of the Long Beach/
Los Angeles
light rail corridor
to determine
whether
it should
be the initial
line for construction
of a low-cost
rapid transit
system complimentary
to the Wilshire
Starter Line and to
evaluate
other available
rapid transit
rights-of-way
and transit
technologies.
To do this, the firm of Parsons
Brinckerhoff
Quade & Douglas,
Inc. was engaged
in concert
with Kaiser Engineers.
The consultants’
work was divided
among twenty working
papers and two summary
reports
which we all have had in our
agendas
in the past. The Ad Hoc Committee
has met on several
occasions
with the consultants
to evaluate
their report.
At
the meeting
of March 17, the Ad Hoc Rapid Transit
Committee
reviewed
the staff recommendation
regarding
this report for
proceeding
with rapid transit
development
in Los Angeles
County.
The recommendations
of the staff and the Ad Hoc Rapid Transit
Committee
are:
The Commission
should proceed
with engineering,
environmental
assessment,
and right-of-way
negotiation on the Los Angeles/Long
Beach light rail line
and declare
its intent to construct
this line presuming costs, construction
schedule
and environmental
impact as presently
known is confirmed
upon completion
of the above activities.
The estimated
cost
of this phase is $3-4 million.
Recommended
financing would be State Prop. 5 from the L.A. County
Guideway
Reserve
Account
with a required
5% match
from our local rapid transit set aside.
The Commission
should proceed
with engineering,
environmental
assessment
and right-of-way
negotiation on light rail lines on the Firestone
Boulevard,
Exposition
Boulevard,
North Hollywood-Chatsworth
corridors.
The estimated
costs of the engineering
and environmental
assessment
phase totals about
$6 million
for the three corridors
recommended.
Financing
would be State Prop. 5 and the required
local match.
The Commission,
in concert
with other public and
private
agencies
and officials,
should vigorously
pursue its pending
requests
to have any local or
State funds spent toward rail transit
engineering
and construction
remain eligible
as a local match
for any future federal
for the same purpose.
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The PBQ&D and Kaiser Engineer
study shows that
several
corridors
in addition
to the Los Angeles/
Long Beach have significant
merit and potential
for early implementation.
Given uncertainties
about difficulties
that might be
encountered
on the Los Angeles/Long
Beach project,
such as outcome
of railroad
negotiations
and availability
of funding,
it is prudent
to have back-up
projects
in process which could without
delay be
substituted
in the event of an impasse.
Because
additional
funding
will become available,
if Prop. A is upheld,
it will be possible
to move
forward
on one or more additional
projects
without
delay.
Since it is possible
that additional
projects
will
be built at the same time or subsequent
to Los
Angeles/Long
Beach line, it is important
that engineering
for them be coordinated
with ongoing
projects
such as Metro Rail, busways,
bus service
and planning.
I would like to refer to the following
page in which we
detailed
a number of other factors
which will be considered
as we complete
the preliminary
engineering
studies.
I would
also like to mention
that the Citizens
Advisory
Committee
met
on the evening
of the same date and recommended
that the preliminary
engineering
work should begin simultaneously
on the
four routes
which show the most promise.
The CAC also recommended that the preliminary
engineering
work should focus
initially
on environmental
issues such as impacts
on the central
business
areas and in the affected
cities.
In addition,
the
preliminary
engineering
process
should seek to determine
whether
or not any acceptable
operating
agreement
can be reach with
the Southern
Pacific Railroad
for these routes.
Based on these findings,
I would move that
tions of the staff be adopted
by the Commission
by the Ad Hoc Rapid Transit Committee.
Motion

was

seconded

by Mr.

the recommendaas recommended

Pierce.

MRS. RUSSELL:
Mr. Chairman,
I would be happy to second
that
motion,
too. I would also like to put before
the Commission
proposed
revisions
to Item #2. At the Ad Hoc Committee
meeting
last week, I felt that Item #2, to proceed
with the engineering,
etc., on Firestone,
Exposition,
and North Hollywood,
needed
some refining
and I asked the staff to discuss
this and then
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come up with a proposal.
It is essentially
the same thing,
but I think it has been refined
and is in greater
detail.
It
is as follows:
The Commission
should proceed
with engineering/
environmental
assessment
and railroad
negotiations
on fixed
guideway
rapid transit
in the Firestone
Boulevard,
Exposition
Boulevard,
and North Hollywood/Chatsworth
corridors.
The
engineering
work on these corridors
should
be phased.
The
first phase would consist of in-depth
project
definition,
modal alternative
analysis,
confirmation
of feasibility
and
review of alignment
alternatives
in the corridor.
The second
phase would consist
of engineering
design of a preferred
alternative.
The estimated
costs of the engineering/environmental assessment
for both phases totals about $6 million
for
the three corridors.
Recommended
financing
would come from
Prop. 5 and required
local match.
This is the alternative
as it is drawn up, and I think
it carries
out the thrust of the original
and it is in greater
detail.
I think that the two phases
is important
in terms of
accomplishment.
CHAIRMAN
EDELMAN:
It has been moved and seconded
that
the Item #2 recommendation
be modified
as proposed
by Councilwoman Russell.
Is there any further
discussion
on this amendment?
MR. ZIMMERMAN:
Yes, Mr. Chairman.
This might be a little
lengthier
than you prefer to have it, but at the risk of boring
the members
of my Ad Hoc Committee,
I want to basically
repeat
the remarks
I made at the March 17 meeting
of that committee
and submit a written
copy of the remarks
and request
that they
be included
as part of the minutes
of this meeting
(Exhibit
A).
I want to take this opportunity
to thank the members of
this committee
who gave so freely of their time, and considered
each aspect of the decision
with completely
open minds and
impartial
objectivity.
The members
who served
so faithfully
were Pat Russell,
Wendell
Cox, Ted Pierce,
Barna Szabo, Bob
Reeves and Bob Geoghegan.
While I’m in a minority
position
with my philosophy
that
this Commission
should be less reserved
and more inclined
toward pioneering
in new technology,
I want to leave no doubt
in the minds of you that I believe
that the action that I
think we are about to take is better than nothing.
Whatever
we do today,
I hope we will move ahead full speed. Again,
I
respectfully
request
that the following
critique
of the report
be made a part of the minutes.
The report clearly
states that the investigation
of PBQ&D
indicates
that no insurmountable
engineering/construction
problems
exist with respect
to any of the modes studied
or
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any of the corridors
studied.
The report
goes on to cite
instances
on superiority
of cable suspended
transit
and then
gives erroneous
information
regarding
costs of CST. It
appears
that the errors are not going to be corrected
as I
understood
that they would be. Although
this decision
here
today is best based more on political
expediency
than on
economical
figures
of the report,
it is nevertheless
accepting
figures
that show the LRT system equal in performance
to a
CST system
can be built for less money and less time. The
above simply is not true and the proponents
of CST were not
given an ample amount of opportunity
to prove their case.
More correctly,
the report cites a number of instances
of
advantages
of an elevated
system over surface
and some
environmental
benefits
CST over any other mode. Some of the
advantages
of elevated
guideways
are:
o Attract
more riders;
o Capable
of faster
running
time;
o Lower operating
expenses,
as related
to running
time;
o Less interference
with rail traffic
operations;
o Less interference
with automotive
traffic.
Some

of the

environmental

advantages

of CST

over

LRT

are:
CST being completely
grade separated;
no conflict
with surface traffic
- either rail or automotive.
This results
in the following
advantages:
No time loss on the part of automotive
travelers
while waiting
for the train;
Conservation
of energy, fuel savings;
Reduction
of wear and tear during stops and
starts;
Reduction
of impurities
released
into the air
due to waiting
times on stops and starts;
Reduction
of impurities
released
into the air
due to train-size
vehicles
operating
over
paved surfaces;
Low shadowing
effects;
both elevated
LRT and AGT
cause heavy shadowing
effect because
of the
need for bulky supports
every 75-80 feet and
heavy solid bulky guideways
between
those
supports.
An impressive
example
is the
picture
of a typical
section
of the guideway
that would be needed to accommodate
a double
track elevated
guideway
which would equal travel
characteristics
of CST. Equally
as impressive
is the fact that the concrete
guideway
is 45
times heavier
than a cable guideway.
A comparison
of vehicle
weights
is convincing.
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capacity
of light rail
40-50 tons as compared
to
would weigh only 25 tons.

The LACTC should be designing
a transportation
system to
meet the needs of Century
21. This one most important
consideration this year should be a system enticing
motorists
out of
their automobiles.
In order to do this, it will be necessary
for a system to maintain
frequent
headways
clean and safe
conditions,
fast running
times and a good price.
The biggest
drawback
to CST is that it will require
more operators
than
LRT for its operations.
CST can be made as automatic
as we
can afford
and as automatic
as the public will trust.
But for
now, there must be one operator
per car at 162 passengers
per
car.
With unemployment
at 8.9% and a need for security
on the
car, the number of employees
should not be our top concern.
The conditions
under which these employees
are hired and the
rate of wages paid and the number of trips they can make in a
given period of time should
be our concern.
If we do not do
something
to change the stipulation
in the State code, that
the RTD must be the operator
of any guideway
system,
we can
never hope to effect any meaningful
economy.
If we inherit
the RTD as operators,
we inherit
their labor problems,
their
rate of wages, their feather-bedding
provisions
and their
administrative
problems.
Neither
LRT or CST will require
the quality
of operator
that is required
to drive a bus. There
is no traffic
to dodge, no fares to collect,
no information
to be given, no steering
wheel to turn, no signal to be given,
no route to remember.
One only has to be able to push a lever
to make it go and another
lever to make it stop. Senior
citizens
and college
students
can be perfectly
qualified
and
should be employable
at minimum wage with minimum
wage fringe
benefits.
CST cars can be dispatched
at 5 minutes
providing
headway
that would be attractive
to people who want to see a car
approaching
when they arrive
at their station.
Savings
in
dollars
per hour would make up for the additional
number of
employees.
By elevating
or double
tracking
and reducing
the
number of stations
for 31 to 21, the running
time could be
shortened,
thereby
providing
another
means of attracting
passengers
and cutting
operating
time. You will note the
picture
of the CST car interior
that the seats are hung from
ceiling
and sides of the car. There are no impediments
in
the floor to make seating
difficult.
There will also be no
cross-traffic
to dodge, or parallel
traffic
ducking
in and
out. This will all provide
operating
cost savings
which can
be applied
for extra man power and lower fares.
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In conclusion,
I am requesting
that the feasibility
study
of the CST system in summary
shows that CST system is feasible,
with corrected
figures
as to the cost that it will be cost
competitive
and that it has many environmental
advantages,
it
can be completed
quickly,
and I would like to point out that
it was only 6 months from the start of the project
to passenger
service
in Mannheim,
Germany.
PBQ&D’s
estimate
for our rail
service
is March of 1987 to begin operation.
I don’t feel
that we can wait that long. The system
will work. All that
it requires
is a sound determination
on the part of this Commission to make it work.
MR. RUBLEY:
Mr. Chairman,
I would be remiss
if I didn’t
take
this opportunity
to give credit where credit is due to the
chairman
of this Ad Hoc Committee.
I was chairman
last year
when this committee
was formed and knowing
full well how strong
that John feels about CST, I still felt that he also was fair
and impartial
and would do an outstanding
job on this Ad Hoc
Committee
which is proof here today.
And I would like to
publicly
commend
him and the committee
for an outstanding
job
and also remind the public that the committee
was formed on a
volunteer
basis.
They all volunteered
to serve on this committee.
Thank you very much, John.
MR. REMY: I would also like to second
Russ Rubley’s
comments
about the recommendation
of the committee.
I think they did
an excellent
job. I would like to speak to the amendment
to
the motion on Item #2. I think it is useful in the sense
that, with the other corridors,
we will be doing an in-depth
look just as we’ve done with the Long Beach/Los
Angeles
corridor
and then, as that corridor
proceeds,
we would be able
to make a decision
as to whether
we would be able to have
further
engineering
work. I think it is a very useful
suggestion and it would also save us some money.
I would also like to comment
relative
to the recommendation
on Item #2. There is some very substantial
work underway
on
the Santa Monica
corridor.
We have had some testimonies
brought
up about it on the work that Caltrans
is doing, including looking
at light rail as one alternative,
among many in
that corridor
and its tie to the Wilshire
Subway
system.
I
think it is prudent
not to include
it in this motion.
The
work is already
underway
with existing
SCRTD and Caltrans.
I would hope that the Commission
would monitor
the efforts
of
that particular
corridor
study because
it is an important
corridor
study because
of the great density.
I see no reason
for us to be involved
other than monitoring
it and I would
like the record to note that we should have a strong role and
strong participation.
I do strongly
support
the motion.
MR. DANA: I support
the motion.
I feel very strongly
about
the light rail. I think it is absolutely
mandatory
to begin
some transportation
development
in metropolitan
Los Angeles
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County.
The Long Beach to Los Angeles
proposal
is a good
starting
point because
it connects
two major population
centers.
Light rail really
isn’t nostalgia.
The equipment
is modern,
immediately
available,
no waiting
to have it designed
and
manufactured,
capable
of carrying
heavier
loads at greater
speeds and is a more cost-effective
use of available
transportation
funds.
The Long Beach to L.A. rail line will provide
a key transportation
link to recreation
and employment
centers
along the
way. This does not mean we do not want an underground
rail
system.
The Wilshire
Subway is highly
expensive,
offers
no
connections
to other areas and both are very important
given
the consideration
the need to make maximum
use of limited
dollars.
Light rail, in contrast,
can be more readily
extended
to other areas of the county,
thereby
serving
far larger
population
segments.
We need to look no further
than our
clogged
freeway
system any working
day to see the need for
transportation
alternatives.
A commitment
to a light rail
system puts us on the road to providing
fast, safe, and modern
transportation
in a system that can be tied with existing
bus
transit
programs
and thereby
relieve
the heavy load that exists
on our freeways
today.
MR. HAHN: I certainly
can’t agree more than what my good
colleague
just stated.
It was a direct
statement,
very sound
and wise. I think today can, I hope,
be a historic
day. We’ve
said it before,
but sometimes
when we say it, something
comes
up the next day that undoes the historic
principle.
You know we have talked about mass transit
before I got
in office.
That started
when I first ran in 1946. In every
campaign
literature,
on the platform
has been mass transit,
lower taxes and mass transit.
That’s
been it. I’ve seen the
present
candidates
for governor
go on that, but I’m sure that
before November,
you’ll have them all get on that bandwagon.
We can do something
or we can have another
study.
We as
public officials
cop out having a consultant
tell us what we
already
know what to do. ~e spend millions
of dcllars
on plans
to say let’s have mass transit
again. We have the great harbor
of Long Beach/San
Pedro, it’s a part of our defense,
our economy.
We have Union Station
in the center
part of Los Angeles.
In
22 miles distance,
we could have a mass, fast, even a bullettype train for transportation
in light rail. It can go in
22 minutes
with proper grade separation.
We could really
break through
the barrier
of transportation
in Los Angeles
if we had the will to do it. But, there has been so much
jealously
and bickering
as to what route should go first.
Then
nothing moves.
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The Long Beach/Downtown
through
the Long Beach Avenue,
the right-of-way
is there, enough for four tracks,
two in
each way, you could have an express,
fast bullet-type
train
and a local one to serve all the local communities.
We’ve
got the money sitting
in the bank. If we don’t spend it, it
will go back to the State.
The people,
by 54 percent,
voted
for better transportation.
It was the only measure
voted for
a tax measure
that has passed.
The freeways
are jammed
every
night.
I don’t know how any of you feel when you go home on
the freeway.
It is bumper
to bumper
still.
We have more
gasoline
now. We were warned
a couple
of years
ago. Remember
odd and even days, gas at a $1.50 to $2.00?
They might come
back. The people
will say to you, you had the opportunity,
the money, the right-of-way
and you’ve done nothing
but have
another
consultant.
You have nothing
to show. The public’s
wrath will be down on everyone’s
head. I would like to see
this program
go ahead with dispatch.
We just still don’t have
the complete
gung-ho.
Let’s do it on the Long Beach/San
Pedro
Harbor to downtown.
But if we were to say, "okay,
let’s go,"
we could have it for the Olympic
Games in 1984. If Henry
Huntington
could build miles of track every week, certainly
22 miles of right-of-way
that is already
there wouldn’t
take
long to put the track down.
I know this is a compromise.
I know and commend
John
Zimmerman,
a very dedicated
and outstanding
public
servant.
I
believe this will be your last meeting,
former mayor of Norwalk,
Mayor Ed Russ, your committee,
your wisdom and personality
and
patience,
to carry this route through.
You’ve
also put in it
other engineering
studies
on other corridors.
I’ve been in
politics
long enough to know that sometimes
you have to give a
little to get a lot. If we can bring in these other engineering studies
as a symbolic
sign that we are concerned
with
these areas next time, in the future,
then this is a good
program.
This means in effect that I hope the policies,
Mr.
Chairman,
because
you will be the chairman
in history
when
you say so, ordered
for the first time the correct
authority
to get ahead and get going on it. At the same time, you protect your area, every other route receives
a piece of the
action
as they say. You can go back to their constituents
and
say we have a route planned
for your area some day. But we
must give first priority
to the route that people can actually
start riding in trains.
I hope that we can unite on this and
I’m glad that Deane Dana came down to speak also on this. He
represents
both Long Beach and San Pedro Harbors.
You know
what the Navy is doing down there.
You know the potential
tourist
trade that will be there.
You know the downtown
interests.
This is a real shot in our economy,
and I think
a signal to the United States that Los Angeles
will not talk
anymore,
but doing something
for mass transit.
Thank you
very much, Mr. Chairman.
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MR. RUSS: Since I only have one more meeting
after this, I
would like to say a couple of things in addition
to just being
in favor of the motion.
I was the chairman
when we brought
together
the coalition
for the subway and I think that this
Commission
deserves
a lot of credit for transportation
that
would never have occurred
had this Commission
not been in
existence.
Since I can remember,
I grew up in Los Angeles,
we talked
about rapid transit
but nothing
has been done. We brought
together
a coalition
of all the cities for the subway,
and I
think that was a great thing and I don’t think we are giving
that up at this point. We are reserving
that for future
and
I hope someday
that we do get that. But it showed
that all
the cities,
even those that weren’t
affected
including
mine,
Gardena,
that would never get any benefit
of the subway, we
supported
it because
of the coalition
of this Commission.
I
think that support
will continue
if we can ever get the funding that we need from the federal
government.
Now, we are here again in this situation
where we are
bringing
together
all the representatives
from all over Los
Angeles
County and we are supporting
one rail system that goes
from Long Beach to Los Angeles
and, as a representative
of the
League of California
Cities, I think it is wonderful
that we
can see that kind of work together
to bring this one line in.
Secondly,
I commend
the Ad Hoc Committee
and the work that has
gone behind it because
they have this back-up
process
so that
if something
goes wrong with the Long Beach/Los
Angeles Line,
if it doesn’t
get done, we have two or three other lines that
could go into existence.
If we get our Prop. A money, we can
put the whole system into operation
in at one time and have
one of the best systems going.
In closing,
I would like to say, of course,
that we took
the trip to San Diego,
we saw what they did. San Diego is one
of the greatest
examples
in the United States.
It is operating
on the lowest subsidy
basis of any operation
in the United
States.
We would hope that we can do something
like that here.
But I think we have to learn from San Diego and, in leaving
this Commission,
I would like to leave one thing with you that
is most outstanding
wish is to keep the cost down as San
Diego has done, and watch what is going on. Finally,
let’s
not get locked
into an operator.
San Diego did a contract
with a private
operator
to operate
that line. They are
operating
efficiently
and, as I said before,
the lowest subsidy of any operation
in the United
States.
It isn’t an
issue today, but since I won’t be here to talk about it in
the future,
I hope that the Commissioners
who are on the Commission
will remember
to look at it closely
and say we have
got to do something
with the present
legislation.
We are
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locked into one operator
at this point.
That operator
cannot
operate
efficiently.
It is not going to be an efficient
operation
if it is not going to be affordable
to the people.
We must look at that system more carefully
and try to find
an efficient
operation.
In short, I’m certainly
behind this
and I think it is a great thing that this Commission
is
together
and will support
this and will have mass transit
in
the County of Los Angeles.
MR. COX: I just want to make a brief comment,
Mr. Chairman,
referring
to specifically
Item #i0 under the issues and
objectives
which are a part of this action.
This to some
extent follows
what Mr. Russ has indicated.
That comment
basically
says, we are committed
to taking whatever
institutional and management
steps are necessary
to keep the costs
of this thing down not only in terms of building
it, but
operating
it. It is my view that it is incredibly
important
that this project
be built and operated
in a way that reaffirms
in the mind of the public the ability
of this Commission
to put
together
rapid transit
in Los Angeles.
If we do not do a good
job on this one, we won’t get an opportunity,
I don’t believe,
to build a second one.
With respect
to that, Commissioner
Russ has already
mentioned
the very fine example
of San Diego.
In San Diego,
it is not that they did it so inexpensively
that is really
the bottom
line. The bottom
line is that they managed
the
project
where so many others
had failed.
They kept within
their projections.
They delivered
the project
on time and
within
budget.
It is those critical
elements
of management
and control
that will determine
whether
or not this project
is a success.
In my view, this important
step today is just
a beginning.
The real process
is that the real big thing
that has to happen now is that we have to deliver
the project.
MR. HECKEROTH:
Mr. Chairman,
the State continues
to support
this light rail concept,
particularly
the Long Beach-to-Los
Angeles
corridor.
We are pleased
that the consultant
report
reaffirms
the recommendation
from the earlier
Caltrans
feasibility study.
To show our support,
we have included
the
funding
out of Prop. 5 in the 1982 proposed
State Transportation Program
for this project
in L. A. County.
In looking
ahead to Item #2, which contemplates
a feasibility
study as
a first phase for the other three alternative
lines, we
volunteer
ourselves
again to carry out that kind of feasibility study similar
to what we had engaged
in the Long Beach
Corridor;
and we are pleased
also in the Route 2 Corridor,
in the Route I-ll0 Corridor,
and the I-5 Corridor,
all of
which have as potential
a rail type of mode. We are pleased
that we can continue
to work effectively
in the region with
the other agencies
to coordinate
all of these efforts,
as
was illustrated
by Ray Remy’s remarks
on the Route 2 Corridor.
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MR. PIERCE:
Mr. Chairman,
I would also like to speak in favor
of the amendment
to the motion.
I’m, as a resident
of the San
Fernando
Valley, happy to see that the committee
of the Commission
is looking
at the possibilities
of light rail in the
San Fernando
Valley
as well as in the other areas.
I think
under the Prop. A we owe it to the rest of the county to
review and analyze
the various corridors
in this County,
as
well as the Long Beach Line. I would hope that with this
meeting,
which is I believe
a history-making
meeting,
that we
are finally
getting
something
completed
on some type of a
rapid transit
program
for Los Angeles
County that we will be
able to go out and unite not only ourselves
but the RTD and
the business
community
in the County,
to help promote
and
develop
these systems.
With this meeting,
I see the ending
of our Ad Hoc Committee,
but I would hope that staff would
review and develop
a standing
committee
on rapid transit
that
we can then further
analyze
the work on these corridors
as
it is developed.
CHAIRMAN
EDELMAN:
Let me just say as Chairman
this year, I
am very pleased
to be at this very important
moment that has
been brought
about by a lot of hard work, a lot of effort by
staff and members
of the Commission.
I might say that three
or four months ago, before we got this consultant
study, when
there was a real effort to try and push for a decision
at
that time to get the Long Beach-Los
Angeles
light rail going,
you may not have had the consensus
that I think you are going
to have today.
Sometimes,
I think it may take a bit longer
to reach a certain
point, as long as you reach it, and you
reach it with unanimity,
you’re better off than reaching
it
earlier
with dissention.
So, I’m pleased
that we had the
good fortune
to allow other people to look at the Caltrans
report on feasibility
and we brought
in our own consultant,
not that we didn’t
trust Caltrans.
But I think it was
important
at this Commission
to exercise
its responsibilities
as a local agency,
although
State created,
to determine
what
it thought
would be the best and appropriate
way to proceed.
Although
at that time, I remember,
tempers
were fairly high
and there was a great deal of lack of understanding
of that
position.
But I think we are here today because
of that
course of action.
We do have, I believe,
a recommendation
of the Ad Hoc Rapid Transit
Committee
that will answer the
needs of not just the Long Beach/Los
Angeles
area, but these
other areas that have shown to be at least preliminarily
feasible.
The Firestone
Boulevard
route out to La Mirada
toward Orange County,
the Exposition
Boulevard
route out toward
Santa Monica,
and the North Hollywood/Chatsworth
area into
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the San Fernando
Valley.
These three other lines will be
looked at, not only at as I understand
it, the preliminary
engineering
will be done on these other lines as we go ahead
on the Long Beach Line. So just in case, we hope that there
are no hitches
with the Long Beach Line, but just in case
the information
does not conform
to what we presumed
to be
the patronage,
the cost, construction
schedule,
environmental
impact,
we will be able to move ahead on some of these other
lines because
that work will be done simultaneously.
I think
that is good and obviously,
we are indicating
that we are
moving ahead on the Long Beach Line with the intent to construct with these other factors
as we expect them to be. But
in case they are not, we are also not standing
still. We
are moving
ahead on these three other lines. One thing that
has not been said in this committee
report but has been
alluded
to by Mr. Russ is the fact that we are not giving up
hope on the Wilshire
Subway as the main artery of a beginning
line for rapid transit.
I applaud
the members
of the Commission whose districts
were not benefited
directly
by that
Wilshire
Corridor
by staying
with that position
because,
indeed,
we know that we need much more in Los Angeles County
than simply light rail systems.
We need a rail system that
will carry many more people per hour than can be carried
by
a light rail system.
This Commission,
as I understand
it, by
this action today, is not backing
away from that Wilshire
Corridor
out to the San Fernando
Valley.
In fact, as I
understand
it, we have gotten already
from the Federal
government roughly
$12 million
for preliminary
engineering
and we
have just received
another
$i0 million
by the way from the
Federal
government;
a total of $22 million
that will be used
to continue
preliminary
engineering
on the Wilshire
Corridor
Route.
So that, let it be said, is not dead today.
It is
still alive and breathing.
It may not be breathing
as well
as so many of us would like, in view of what is going on in
Washington,
but nevertheless
we ought not by this action
today indicate
any lessening
for that position
that this
Commission
took many years ago because
of its importance
for
the entire
county.
Certainly,
today is a historic
day, as
previously
indicated
by Supervisor
Hahn and my colleague
Deane
Dana, and we are indeed fortunate
that this Commission
has
been able to hammer out a consensus.
That has not happened
in the past. We’ve had people in high office
fighting
over
one route or another
route, sometimes
sidestepping
this Commission,
going around this Commission,
but because
of this
Commission,
we have brought
different
interests
together
and
we have hammered
out a consensus
position
that we can all
agree to and that we can get public
support
for. I think
that is important
and we certainly
want to salute the staff
and the Commission
members
who have worked on this project.
Let me just recognize,
before we take a vote on this, if
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there are any further
remarks
they would obviously
be appropriate;
but I believe
we have Assemblyman
Dave Elder in the
audience.
Would you want to say a few words?
ASSEMBLYMAN

ELDER:

No

MR. REMY: Before we take the vote, it is very hard to follow
that very excellent
statement,
Mr. Chairman,
because it does
capture
so much about this Commission.
I think that it does
capture
so much about this Commission.
I think it has been
your leadership,
as well as the previous
Chair’s
leadership
that we have had that have brought
us to this point.
I think
it is very important
that we recognize
Item #3 in this recommendation
which does call for a very concerted
effort on a
letter of no prejudice
which makes the investment
of local
funds a much more important
investment
as it relates to any
future federal
funding.
I do have a question
I would like to
raise with staff.
One of the most important
parts of the Long
Beach/L.A.
line is the interface
within the downtowns
of both
Long Beach and Los Angeles.
I know we have had six alternatives so as we move forward
on preliminary
engineering,
I
would hope that staff concurs
that we would ask the City to
willow
down the six. I think it is unreasonable
to seek full
engineering
on each of the six alternatives.
On the other
hand, I don’t think we can go with just a single alternative
as a Commission
recommendation.
So I am hopeful
that in
Item #i that we will pursue with the City a request
to narrow
down those choices,
but we will do the engineering
on several
alternatives
in the downtown
area that will fit much better
in the downtown
patterns.
And lastly,
on Item #i, it would be
my hope that the Commission,
and this will probably
come up
in institutional
discussions,
but that we seek out some very
good talent in our negotiations
with the railroads.
This project
will not be successful
without
successful
railroad
negotiations.
In my experience
with the City, negotiating
with the railroads
is a difficult
task. We are going to need the best talent
to
insure that we put our best foot forward
in working
with the
railroads
because
it is so critical
to this project.
The
question
to the staff is, do you see any problem,
Rick, in
engineering
of several
alternatives
but asking the City to
willow down the six to a manageable
number?
MR. RICHMOND:
Our intent
in proceeding
with the work program
would be to reduce the current
number of alignment
alternatives
in downtown
Los Angeles
from the current
six to somewhere
in
the neighborhood
of three.
I think of the six, that there
are three good, viable alternatives
that we could carry in
through
the engineering.
Similarly,
we want to work with Long
Beach to be sure that we weren’t
overdoing
the number of alternatives
we are carrying
through.
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MR. RUBLEY:
Mr. Chairman,
I am delighted
to hear all these
wonderful
words today,
as you know. I look at today, March 24,
as "Red Car Day." In another
sense,
this is the Commission’s
graduation
day, in graduating
in the fact that we are now
stop talking
and we are going to act. We have done action
on other things that have never been as far reaching
as this.
Now we are delivering
to the public.
We delivered
what we
thought
the public’s
message
on Prop. A, which is still tied
up in the Supreme
Court,
and that’s
still in limbo. But this
is something
that they can understand
and, hopefully,
this
is action that is positive
and it shows this Commission
has
really come of age.
MR. ZIMMERMAN:
Mr. Chairman,
I did want to verify
that it is
understood
that we are recommending
the inclusion
of issues and
objectives
that are printed
as Points 1 to i0 on the third
sheet of the memo. That is included
in the motion.
MR. SANBORN:
Mr. Chairman,
a quick comment
and question.
Being the new kid on the block, I’ve not had the opportunity
to be involved
in previous
hearings
on this, but it does
appear to me, after reading
various
reports
and listening
to
conversations,
that this is a very reasonable
approach
and we
have an opportunity
to grasp a hold on the base line development that could prove to be very effective
to the future of
Los Angeles
County.
The question
that I have concerns
Mr.
Pierce’s
and Mr. Cox’s remarks
regarding
the monitoring
of
the cost of this project.
Would that be a function
of the Ad
Hoc Committee
or would that be a staff function?
How would
that come about?
CHAIRMAN
EDELMAN:
We can handle that in whatever
way the
Commission
decides.
That can be settled
at another
time.
fact, if you wish, we can ask staff today to prepare
some
recommendations
along those lines and we can look at those
at some future meeting.
That would be up to the Commission,
we have the flexibility
to decide.
MR. SANBORN:
I certainly
think
very important
item, this being

that controlling
costs
our first venture.

is

In

a

CHAIRMAN
EDELMAN:
You can introduce
a motion
after we vote
on it, if you wish, to ask staff for their recommendation
at
another meeting.
MR. HAHN: Just to conclude,
I’ve just been handed
a petition
that I would like to file. The list is about 500
names supporting
this action for the Long Beach/Downtown
rail
line priority.
The signatures
are from cities
including
Whittier,
Downey,
Glendale,
Manhattan
Beach, Monrovia,
La
Habra, Arcadia,
Montebello,
Reseda, Glendora,
Woodland
Hills.
I think there is a community-wide
interest
in this project.
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CHAIRMAN
EDELMAN:
All right,
before
we vote, let me just say
this as my last comment.
When Propositions
R and T were voted
down in 1976, the people at that time did not want to approve
by way of increase
in tax for a countywide
system as proposed.
Indeed,
what we are doing today, let the public be aware of
this, we are not increasing
any taxes to build this system.
The money that we will use is money that we are entitled
to
through
the taxes already
in existence.
Secondly,
the people
back in 1976 indicated
that did not want an overall
line
built with an increase
in taxes.
I think today,
what we are
doing is not building
an overall
line. What we are doing is
building
whatever
seems to fit the circumstances,
physical
and economical,
and the Long Beach/Los
Angeles
line fits the
physical
circumstances.
There is a rail line there now, of
course.
We have to negotiate
with the Southern
Pacific.
It
fits the economic
realities
because
the money is available
and, indeed,
what we are going to see in the future in Los
Angeles
County is sort of an electric
approach
toward rapid
transit.
That is taking
whatever
system mode seems to fit the
circumstance
within the economic
realities
as well as physical
realities
and try to bring those into existence.
So, may we
have difference
modes and I think Mrs. Russell’s
clearly
indicated
that in saying that there may be other modes than
light rail that could be utilized
in some of the corridors.
So I think today we are facing
reality.
Facing it in a very
responsible
way -- no increase
in taxes and using the rightof-way that already
exists -- and I think that we are certainly
embarking
on a modest one which carries
with it, as I detect
today, a unanimous,
hopefully
unanimous
vote, of the Commission
which reflects
the diverse
interests
in this county.
All
right, call the roll:
Ayes:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Nays:

None

CHAIRMAN

EDELMAN:

Sanborn,
Mr. Hahn, Mr. Dana, Mr. Pierce,
Remy, Mrs. Russell,
Mr. Rubley, Mr. Russ,
Zimmerman,
Mr. Cox, Chairman
Edelman

So

ordered.

MR. COX: Mr. Chairman,
because
questions
inevitably
arise,
as
they did after our fabled meeting
on Proposition
A with Mr.
Hahn, I would hope that the staff would arrange
for the complete transcript
of this meeting
so that the fine comments
that you and others made could be completely
recorded.
MR. SANBORN:
Mr. Chairman,
in light of the success
of the
motion and the importance
that this project
be as cost-effective
as possible,
I would request of the staff to research
various
methods
of monitoring
the costs with an effort of tight control and report
back at a later meeting.
What time frame do
you need?
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CHAIRMAN
EDELMAN:
Motion
introduced
by Mr. Sanborn,
seconded
by Mr. Pierce.
No objection
was heard to the motion.
Mr.
Zimmerman,
the Commission
wants to thank you and Mr. Russ for
all your dedication
and effort and concern and were very
pleased
that you were here today to be a part of this important
decision.
MR. ZIMMERMAN:
I’m sure I speak for Ed and myself
when I say
it was well worth it for what we have been able to do. Just
reflecting,
Mr. Chairman,
the two momentous
decisions
since you
have been chairman
of this organization.
We have stepped
out
on our first commuter
rail project
within the county and now
this great thing.
I think we all have been sitting
on the
edge of our seats for many months.
I am concerned
that we
might run into some snags on this and we need to make preparation before
long before we get to the snag. I think it was
the meeting
in Gardena
when the chairman
said that any coach
that doesn’t have a second game plan in his pocket isn’t
a very good darn coach.
With that thought
in my mind, I offer
what I’m going to offer.
Included
in the motion is, of course,
the provision
that
if this bogs down, we can study other modes and routes.
I
certainly
agree with that. It is important
to me that we
don’t have any assurances
that the Southern
Pacific
will cooperate with us; nor, any idea what the cost will be for the
right-of-way
if they do. If the cost of the right-of-way
is
not going to be near to free, maybe there is no advantage
to
following
a railroad
line. I spent all of yesterday
driving
down Long Beach Boulevard
and looking
at the possibilities
of establishing
a cable suspended
rail system down the center
median
of that street.
If we can’t go with this, I’m not
throwing
any blocks in the way of this, but if we get hung up
on this, I certainly
would like to be in a position
to know
the exact figures
of what a cable suspended
system would cost
along Long Beach Boulevard
to Pacific
Boulevard
to Vernon and
then where ever the City of Los Angeles
would like to have
it. I would like to move that staff come back at the next
meeting
with the estimated
costs of whatever
preliminary
engineering
costs would be for the route that I just cited.
MR.

RUSS:

I second.

MR. REEVES:
Mr. Chairman,
I would like to add one thing to
this meeting
since action
has already
been taken.
This meeting
brings me back to the middle fifties
when each district
in
Los Angeles
County needed a lot of money for storm drains,
sewers,
and everything
else; and in the south part of town,
the south and southwest,
you could go in a rowboat
from
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Hawthorne
to San Pedro.
But thanks to the honorable
Board of
Supervisors,
and people that are here present
today, we never
bothered
with the flooding
or anything
else. But if it hadn’t
been for the leadership
of Mr. Hahn and the members
of the
Board of Supervisors,
and their alternates,
we would not have
been in this situation.
I think this is a wonderful
meeting
towards that end too.
MR. EDELMAN:
years ago.
right time.

You noticed
that I became chairman,
not three
I resisted
until now because
I thought
it was the

MR. HAHN: I want to say this, Ed, this is what makes Ed a
great statesman.
He can bring his wisdom and judicial
experience as a lawyer and calm, considerate,
and gets unanimous
votes.
I come in rushing,
fights,
split decisions.
You picked
your time perfectly.
You brought
goodwill
and harmony
and
mutual understanding
which is a tremendous
good trait of yours.
I would like to say this too, that if we had not done this,
Mr. Chairman,
don’t you think it would be good for our two
colleagues
that are retiring
because
they decided themselves
not to run for reelection.
Ed Russ could be reelected
Mayor
of Gardena,
very popular.
No doubt that John Zimmerman
could
be reelected
Mayor of Norwalk.
I think it would be proper
if
we have a special
scroll for their public service.
MR. REMY: Mr. Chairman,
I thought
Mr. Hahn’s
description
of
you was the job description
of being a county
supervisor.
I
thought
all supervisors
were that way. Could you repeat
the
motion that is before us?
CHAIRMAN
EDELMAN:
The motion that is before
us related
to
return at the next meeting
with an estimate
of the cost of
providing
preliminary
engineering
on a cable suspended
transit
line between downtown
Los Angeles
and Long Beach via Long
Beach Boulevard.
ADJOURNMENT
Meeting

was

adjourned

at 2:50

p.m.
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