SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
Minutes of Special Meeting of

the Board of Direc tors of the Dia tric t
January 15, 1968

Upon notice duly given, the Directors of the Southern
California Rapid Transit District met at a special meeting
in the District Board Room, 1060 South Broadway, Los Angeles,

California, at 9:30 a.m. on January 15, 1968, at which time
President A. J. Eyraud called the meeting to order.

Directors Kermit M. Bill, Charles E. Compton, A. J. Eyraud,
Jr., Gordon R. Hahn, H. Lee Hale, David K. Hayward, Herbert H.

Krauch, Michael E. Macke, Don C. McMillan, Douglas A. Newcomb
and Norman Topping were present.

Also present were General Manager Dale W. Barratt; General
Counsel Milton McKay; Assistant General Manager Jack R. Gilstrap;

M~nager of Operations R. W. Gareau; Chief Engineer Richard
Gallagher; Director of Rapid Transit Planning John Curtis;

Director of Public Information John D. Kemp; Secretary Virginia
L. Rees; and the public.

statement by President Eyraud

President Eyraud announced that the purpose of the meeting
today was to acquaint interested individuals, officials and

civic or other groups with the District's Preliminary Report of
a proposed rapid transit system and service, with the studies

made and the information developed, and to obtain the views of
such persons or organizations with respect to the Preliminary
Report, which Report was adopted by the Board on October 30,

1967 and distributed pursuant to Section 30636 of the Public
utilities Code.

Affidavits of Publication of Notice of Public Meeting
At the request of the President, the Secretary reported
that she had in her possession affidavits of publication of
Notice of Public Meeting in the Los Angeles Herald-Examiner,

Los Angeles Times and Metropolitan News on December 29, 1967

and on January 5, 1968. Copies of the affida vi ts are attached
to the Secretary i s file of this meeting.

The following is a transcript of the meeting:
President A. J. Eyraud:

This is a most important occasion in the history of transit
in Southern California because, for the first time in the many
years and the many studies that have been promulgated in the community, we now have actual engineering and a Preliminary Report
issued to the people of the metropolitan area.
Today t
law and will
of the first
in operation

s public meeting is part of the process required by
lead to a vote of the people on funding construction
phase of an area-wide Rapid Transit system and place
new and augmented bus services.

We appreciate that many of you here today have taken time
from busy schedules to bring the District your views regarding
the Preliminary Report recommendations.
So that we can accomplish as much as possible in the shortest possible time, I am asking that all comments be addressed
to the chair.
And now Mr. Dale Barratt, the Di~trict' s General Manager

will explain the purpose of today i s meeting in more detail.
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Mr. Dale W. Barratt:
Mr. President, the District has scheduled today's meeting
in accordance with Section 30636 of the Public Utilities Code
and the District Law.
It enables persons desiring to do so to comment on the
Preliminary Report. The views expressed here today, and at
other community meetings, will be taken into account by the District staff in the preparation of the Final Report to be issued
this Spring.

Mr. Jack Gilstrap, Assistant General Manager in charge of
Rapid Transit Development, will report on the activities of the
District since the Preliminary Report was issued last October
30th. Following Mr. Gilstrap's remarks the meeting can then be
opened to those who have re gis tered to appear at today' shearing.

Mr. Jack R. Gilstrap:
Mr. Eyraud, members of the Board, Mr. Barratt, and members
of the public: In the first few minutes, the staff would like
to report to you.. .and for the record.. .the scope and the results
of our program of the last two months to inform the communi ty--formally and informally---about the District's Preliminary

Report.

For the record, I should point out that this Preliminary
Report is the one required by District law. It describes, in as
much detail as possible, the type of Rapid Transit system the
RTD proposes the community build -- where it would go -- what it
would do -- how much it would cost -- and ways that the cost
might be publicly financed. The law specifies what kind of
information the report should contain, and it specifies to whom
the report should be given official distribution.
In addition to the official and legally-required distribution, the District also f~ a moral obligation to disseminate
the information in the Report as widely as possible throughout
the entire community --- so that the general public --- voters,
taxpayers and all citizens --- would have opportunity to learn
about the District's proposal. And have a chance to judge it
and comment on it. Building a Rapid Transit system of the scop~
and cost necessary to serve this community is a vast project --one in which each citizen has a deep and personal interest.
Therefore, the- staff felt it imperative that we do all in
our power to inform the entire community -- accurately and

adequately.

This is a report to you as to how we proceeded with both the
legally-required and the morally-required informing of the com-

muni ty .
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The District i s Preliminary Report, you will recall, was officially adopted by this board at a public meeting held in the
Hall of Administration on October 30, 1967. Concurrently with
its adoption, it was also released to the public and to the news

media.

Official Notice of the October 30 public meeting was mailed
to each city in the District. In addition, invitations to attend

the meeting were sent to 1,812 individual city, county and s ta te

officials, civic leaders) community-minded groups and organizations. As a result, 27 cities in the District were represented
at the October 30 meeting as well as l38 civic organizations and
communi ty groups.

Official copies of the Preliminary Report were, at the same
time, mailed to: Major business firms, financial institutions,
all Los Angeles County Chambers of Commerce, News Media,
California state executives, Research firms) state Legislators,
Los Angeles Goals Committee, Federal Agencies and others. We
also made copies available to public, university and specialpurpose libraries to allow all interested citizens access to our

complete report.

The press was thoroughly advised of the meeting. Fi ve
television stations and many radio stations sent crews to cover
the meeting, and all of the principal newspapers were represented.
In addition, complete press kits were mailed or delivered to more
than 500 metropolitan and community newspapers, radio and television stations, news magazines, trade papers and industrial
publications. As a result, news coverage of the District's proposal was wide, with major stories with maps played (in most
cases) on page one.
Beginning immediately after the October 30 announcement,
specially-called community meetings were held in nine selected
geographic sections of the District. These were highly publicized in the local press and, in addition, civic officials and
community leaders were extended special invi ta tions . Besides the
pre-meeting publicity, extensive news coverage of the meetings
themselves was stimulated.

At each meeting, an identical film strip and recorded presentation was made) in order that complete and uniform coverage
of the Preliminary Report would be assured. The film strip
utilized the same slides and illustrations used at the October 30
presentation of the Report. Following the formal presentation,
the meetings were opened to questions and answers, which usually
gave opportunity for the local impact of the RTD proposal to be
clarified. Many of the Board members participated in these meetings held throughout our District.

At all meetings, including the one on October 30, comment
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sheets were distributed, and those in attendance were urged to
record their suggestions and comments. Attendance records and
copies of each comment sheet are attached to my report for inclusion into the record of today's meeting.
All the community meetings were scheduled and conduc ted by
personnel of the RTD Public Information Department, with substantial assistance and participation by representatives of the Rapid
Transi t Planning and the Rapid Transit Engineering Departments.

I! community meetings,

In addition to these publicized "formal

opportunities were sought to make the same film strip presentation to service clubs, civic organizations and similar groups
throughout the District. During November and December, 134 such
presentations were made by representatives of the Public Information Department, supplemented by members of the District IS
Speakers Bureau, reaching a total audience of nearly 8,000

people.

District staff have also appeared on a number of television
and radio public service programs reaching several million
Southern California viewers and listeners. These included the
three-and-one-half hour Rapid Transit Special on KLAC; the Press
Conference programs on KABC-TV, KMPC AND KFWB; KCET-TVI s Leo
McElroy Reports; and the KGBS Viewpoint Show, as well as spec ial
Rapid Transit feature interviews on KNXT, KNBC and KHJ Television.
Special arrangements were made to make our presentation to
particularly important groups, such as:

(a) League of Cities - Technical Transportation Committee
(b) Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce Board of Direc tors

(c) Media executives
(d) Ad Hoc Committee and Planning Staff - City of
Los Angeles
And a series of meetings were held with the members of the
Los Angeles-California Legislative delegation.
Besides the activities of the Public Information Department,

engineering and planning personnel, and the District i s Consul t-

ants also scheduled calls and conferences with the engineering
and planning staffs of the several affected cities to, first,
make sure they understood the RTD proposal as it applied to
their individual cities and, second, to receive any official or
semi-official comments concerning routes and station locations.
Data obtained in these engineer-to-engineer sessions is also
attached to my remarks to form a permanent part of the record.
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It would be impossible and impractical, of course, for me
all the individual comments and
suggestions regarding the Preliminary Report that this concentrated and wide-spread dialogue with virtually every corner of
the community produced. Some of the most significant of these
have already been passed along to you. All of them have been
made a part of the official in-put that RTD engineers and their
consul tants will analyze in formulating recommendations for the
for the Final Report.
to include in my remarks today

It would, however, be helpful, I think, for me to sumarize
the thrust of the majority of these comments -- corridor by
corridor, particularly as they apply to route delineation and
station location.

For the San Gabriel Valley Corridor: There seems to be
almost universal city and citizen approval of the proposed use
of the median strip of the San Bernardino Freeway. Station
locations were generally acceptable, but some concern was
expressed (particularly by the City of Alhambra) that local communities will want to have strong influence in the final pinpointing of feeder bus routes and similar matters of local impact.
The City of Los Angeles urges a route along Brooklyn A venue as
providing better service in that vicinity. However, a number of
residents of that particular area have previously voiced strong
opposi tion to leaving the San Bernardino Freeway instead for the

Brooklyn Avenue alignment.

Turning to the San Fernando Valley-Hollywood Corridor route
selec tion, here we find it has met with general approval, with
two major exceptions. There is opposition from the City of Los
Angeles and from some local residents to the use of skyway along
Van Nuys Boulevard. The suggestion has been made that the route
alignment be moved a block west. That would be into private
right of way instead of in the median of the public street. And
a number of citizens and groups have urged that the first-stage
line be extended westward from its present initial terminal at
Balboa. Some minor changes in station location were also put

forth.

Then to the Wilshire Corridor: This line has been almost
universally critized for its first-stage terminal at Fairfax
A venue, with most people urging that it be extended as far as
Barrington, west of the San Diego Freeway. Sentiment in the
Ci ty of Beverly Hills is split. The Chamber of Commerce urges
the RTD to include a station in Beverly Hills in the first stage.

The a tti tude of the City Council, on the other hand, seems to

reflect little interest in having Rapid Transit serve the city
in any way.
The Long Beach Corridor has stimulated the greatest community discussion. In other corridors, community comment has
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deal t mainly with the length of the line or precise detail of
route alignment, with the route in general favorably received.
Comment concerning the Long Beach route, however, has not dealt

wi th minor suggested adjustments.

The City of Huntington Park has officially objected to the
proposed RTD routing in overhead structure down Pacific Boulevard and also the proposed use of the Industrial Freeway rightof-way south and west of the city. Lakewood, South Gate and
Lynwood have also voiced ob~n to the Industrial Freeway routing, and the City of Alhambra has joined in this, although it
is not a part of that corridor.

On the other hand, the City of Compton soundly approved the
route proposed in the Preliminary Report, as did also a number
of citizens and community leaders in the Watts area, which would
be directly served by the Industrial Freeway alignment. Several
representatives of the South Central Los Angeles region urge
that the route be moved farther westward, and the Ad Hoc Committee of the City of Los Angeles suggests a line down Central
Avenue as the most effective way to serve that region. They

appear also to concur with the Citizen i s Advisory Council on

Public Transportation in questioning whether the line should be
extended all the way to Long Beach in the initial phase.

The City of Long Beach is in basic agreement with the Dis-

trict i s proposal and favors the proposed alignment on the east
side of the Los Angeles River.

In summary, our meeting and dialogue with the community,
officially and unofficially J seem to produce these conclusions:

There is almost universal agreement that a system of Rapid
Transi t should be built which will provide an al terna te means
of community mobility, supplementing the freeways.

It is substantially agreed that some form of public
financing of the construction of Rapid Transit is necessary,
appropriate and acceptable.

It is an almost unanimous conclusion that financing construction bonds by means of a property tax is wholely unacceptable to the public and to public officials, and that alternate
financing methods must be authorized by the state legislature.

The priority Rapid Transit system and the Master Plan
Concept as proposed in the Preliminary Report seems to meet
with general approval -- as far as it goes -- but there seems
to be strong community support for more initial system rather
than less, regardless of the cost. -Iother words, the community
seems well aware of the need for Rapid Transit and appears willing to go for as much system as necessary -- with community
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service and mobility being a bigger factor than total cost.

In general, these are the community reactions that the RTD
staff has identified. The details of their specific recommendations from the community are attached to the record as part of
my report and will continue to be taken into account by our
engineers and planners in making final recommendation to this
board and to the community.
This meeting today is, as you know, an official part of the

District i s dialogue with the community. It has been legally

announced, advertised and publicized. Testimoney will be heard

from individuals and groups who want their pos i tion known.

The views expressed here today will be submitted to the
District1s staff for analysis and consideration. It is not the

intent of today t s meeting to defend the Preliminary Report

recommendations, but rather to receive further official unofficial and community reaction to the District's proposal.
The community in-put of the past two and one half months
along with that of today's meeting will be weighed carefully in
the preparation of the Final Report, which will be issued in
the Spring to be followed by further public hearings.
President Eyraud:

Thank you, Mr. Gilstrap.

Before we begin hearing testimony on these plans, if there
is anyone desiring to appear and who has not registered, you may
do so now. I would suggest that you raise your hand and members
of our staff are in the audience and they will give you an

appearance card.

Is there anyone present who has not filled in an appearance
card or made their wants known? Is there anybody here who wants
to appear who has not indicated so? There is one in the back
row, there. All right.

All right, I will ask those people who wish to testify or to be
heard, to come forward and state their name for the record, and
I would suggest that you address yourself at that microphone over
the re .
I believe the first appearance will be Councilman Raymond C.

Kealer from the City of Long Beach. Mr. Kealer
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Mr. Raymond C. Kealer:

Good morning, Mr. President and Members of the Board of

Directors.

I am Raymond C. Kealer, Councilman of the City of Long

Beach.

I trust it is with design that your Board scheduled the

public meeting for 9: 30 this morning. Your thoughtfulness is
sincerely appreciated, for an earlier hour would of necessity
ha ve extended my travel time on the freeway. It is readily
apparent that implementation of the subject under discussion
today will materially improve one t s ability to cope with the
complexi ties of time and distance in our metropolitan area.
It is, therefore, with dis tinc t pleasure that I am able to
appear before your Honorable Board this morning. As the City

Council representa ti ve, I am duly authorized to present the

official views of the City of Long Beach regarding your Preliminary Report of October 30, 1967.

The concept of balanced transportation incorporating rapid
transit as an integral part has been discussed and studied for
years. On each occasion in which these studies have been prepared, the findings have continued to indicate a need on'a
regional basis. Yet, the recommendations are not implemented.
The region i s dynamic growth continues, traffic congestion
increases daily, and public transportation is asked to fill the
gap without appropriate resources. Moreover, the irony of the
situation has been that the obvious solution remains dormant,
while its availability becomes more expensive. The City of
Long Beach, therefore, reaffirms its past position in support
of rapid transit. At the meeting of January 9, 1968, the
Long Beach City Council adopted a motion endorsing in principle
the rapid transit concept presented in your Board i s Preliminary

Report.

In setting forth its support of rapid transit, the City of
Long Beach feels that the following points should be offered to
the District for consideration in the formulation of your Final

Report:
(l) The District should formulate a program for financing

and implementation of the system i s master plan set
forth in the Preliminary Report.

(2) In the overall aspect of rapid transit, the District
should consult with officials of immediately adjacent
counties in order to pursue an ultimate system that
is truly of regional scope.

(3) The District should, in the final report, clearly
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predicate its capital expenditure program upon mul tibase tax revenues for the retirement of bonded debt.
The major source of monies should emanate from gasoline sales tax similar to the legislation introduced
las t year, known as AB 2092.

(4) The State and Federal governments should lend their
assistance and financial support for total system

development
The City of Long Beach firmly believes that any proposed
rapid transit system must include our city. We recognize there
are interests that are actively seeking realignments of the
Long Beach line to both the east and west of its proposed location. Furthermore, we recognize there are interests that
advocate abandonment of the proposed line south of south central
Los Angeles.

The City of Long Beach does not agree with this type of
thinking. It is apparent to us that the four integral lines
recommended by your Board are required to meet the immediate
public transportation needs of the metropolitan area. It is
clear that the proposed backbone system provides service to
areas of greatest urgency and therefore should, in total, be
intially constructed under the first-priority phase program.
We feel that consideration, concurrent with proper justification,
should be given to expansion of the proposed master plan system
rather than deleting service lines to areas of need.

We concur with the idea of a bi-modal system and agree with
the proposed route which would enter Long Beach down the east
bank of the Los Angeles River. The City generally agrees with
the location of the downtown terminal; however, we feel the need
for additional intermediate stations at locations along this
route. The City particularly objects to the five-mile stretch
wi th no s ta tions from Wardlow Road to Compton Boulevard. It is
our feeling that grave consideration should be given to possible
station locations at Del Amo Boulevard and Artesia street.
I am advised by City Manager John R. Mansell that he has
provided your General Manager with a copy of his report which
was filed with the City Council on January 9, 1968. This communication sets forth in more detail the Cityl s feelings on your
preliminary report. Accordingly, the City Council has authorized
the City Manager to discuss with your staff the various points
I have referred to earlier.
Your Board may be assured Mr. Mansell i s office will be
most pleased to cooperat e. with your management and consultants

regarding these matters.

Thank you for your very kind invitation to be present this

-10-

morning. I appreciate the opportunity to make known to your
Honorable Board the opinions and desires of the City of Long

Beach.
President Eyraud:

Thank you very much, Mr. Kealer, for taking your time to
come down here, and we appreciate your comments and your general
support of our program.
Now, for the next --

Mr. Kealer:
Copies of this are available if you are interested.
President Eyraud:

Thank you, Councilman.

I now want to calIon John Vaughn, Vice President of the
L. A. Chamber of Commerce.
Mr. John Vaughn:

Mr. Chairman and members of the Board, my name is John

Angeles

Vaughn and I am a Vice President and Director of the Los

Area Chamber of Commerce. It is my pleasure and purpose to
attempt to present to you today the views of the Los Angeles
Chamber of Commerce, and I should like to add at the outset that
the recent change was made in the name of the Chamber to incorpo-

rate the name IIArea, II which indicates the degree and the extent

of its interest in the entire region of Southern California. The
Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce consists of some 14,000
members and we are concerned with, not only the problems of Los
Angeles as a city and Los Angeles County, but with the entire
Southern California region.
The action that was taken by the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce on January 4 in response to the Preliminary Report issued
by the Rapid Transit District) in our estimation, is a significant one. It is the culmination of years) if you will, of study
and interest and concern over a very vi tal problem for this Los
Angeles region. We would like to give you our views, not only
with respect to the Report, but with respect to the financing of
any bond proposal that might be submitted to carry the cost.

First, we are completely convinced that there is a crisis
in the area of mass public transportation in this area. We are
convinced that the freeways alone cannot do the job; that they
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must be supplemented and complemented with some form of public
mass transit. vIe responded to the Preliminary Report in the
sense that it is preliminarYj that it does not require at this
time our endorsement or rejection. We did forward to the District what we term a "critique" of the Report, in which we have
registered some areas of concern. We have pointed out some
instances where, in our judgment, the information is not sufficiently provided or sufficiently persuasive to point to your
selection of a particular load or particular route. And, I
should like to cover these areas as briefly as possible, but we
feel that they are of sufficient import that they should be
considered by the Board before the development of its Final
Report. Although, as I pointed out. we are completely in accord
that the need is critical; the evidence is clear on that point.
We feel that there is insufficient evidence on many other points.

Number one is the utilization of the freeways. And, by the
way, before I get into these, let me point out the agonizing
problem that the Chamber has had in trying to come to grips with
this problemj that you recognize that the Los Angeles Area
Chamber of Commerce represents so many interests and, not only
in numbers, but in major interests in the communityj that it is
not an easy task for such a large group with such varied interests to come to a consensus. But we have tried to recognize the
points and reasoning behind some of the interests represented on
the Chamber and in the community by those who feel that rapid
trans it perhaps is not needed or not the answer, and by those
who feel that there should be a different way of solving the

problem.
So, we first say to you that we find insufficient evidence
in the Preliminary Report justifying the building of separate
rights of way rather than utilizing parts of existing freeways.
And, utilization could come in the form of double decking, providing extra lanes or reserving perhaps some lanes. Now, this
is not to say that we do not regard your proposal as the best.
It may well be. But it is merely to say that there is insufficient evidence that we find available to us that would lead
to the need for the tremendous outlay of funds in order to
accommodate the plan that you propose.

Also, we feel that additional information should be provided to the community as to the facts that persuaded the use of
a dual rail -- fixed rail system, with the resultant extremely
high cost as compared with alternate modes, such as utilizing
buses or bus trains, modernized to whatever extent is possible,
and operating those either on existing freeways in special lanes
reserved for that purpose, extra lanes built for that purpose,
double decking for that purpose J etc., or operating such buses

or bus trains or al terna te modes other than a dual rail system

on the proposed rights of way. In other words, we find no clear
proof that a dual rail system is superior to perhaps one or two
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al terna te modes.

Then, we find insufficient evidence supporting the selection
of the four corridor routes. We are not arguing the point as to
whether or not any or all of those routes might in themselves, bæed en
demand, justify the building of a route there, but merely that
there are many other needs and many other identifiable corridors
and routes in Los Angeles County and adjacent to i t that might
perhaps based on an evaluation of need and demand, suggest
priori ty treatment. And we recognize that what has been proposed
is only a first phase of perhaps two, three or four phases in the
total system and, therefore, perhaps more attention or more information should be given to the community that would justify the
selection of those particular routes.

We also have some concern about the exceptionally high cost
of building the subway portion of the system. There is a figure
that was kicked around -- I am not certain whether it was a
reliable figure that the cost for some or all of the Wilshire Corridor could run in the magnitude of 40 million dollars a mile.
If that is so, we would hope that additional information could be
made available as to the cost of alternate methods of running
tha t corridor.

We are also concerned, as Mr. Gilstrap mentioned awhile ago,
and as expressed by others in the community, with the termini of
some of the systems, particularly the one that ends at Fairfax.
And we are concerned also with the problems at these termini)
whether sufficient ascension plans have been made to disperse
travelers who would come to and leave from those termini and,
particularly, the downtown area and also the terminus, such as
the one at Fairfax, if that were left as it is.

Another area of concern, and this is the major one in our
estimation, is that since the buses are an integral part of the
mul ti-mode system that the District is proposing, and therefore
the fixed portion and the very costly portion of the system, is

interrela ted and interdependent upon its being served by feeder
in the District i s final proposal indicating that the bus coverage is adequate, not only to serve the fixed rail portion of the
line, but to serve all parts of the county or of the Dis tric t to
buses and by other buses. He would iike to see some commitment

the optimum degree. We would like to see some guarantee that
this is all feasible; that a certain minimum level of service be
continually provided by the District and these buses. We think
it would be a travesty on justice if the community were asked to,
and did support the cost burden of a billion and a half, or
perhaps considerably more than that, and then find that, for
whatever reason in the future, the bus portion of the system or
some other parts of the District not directly served by the
fixed rail portion were neglected.
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We are also not satisfied that in the Preliminary Report
there is evidence of sufficient attention being given to the
planning of the fixed rail portion to accommodate possible
technological- breakthroughs. We examined it, of courseJ without the precise engineering information. It appears to us that,
if perchance wi thin the next ten years, there were break throughs
of a ground based system that was far superior in speed or in
other factors to that that is now proposed, but the roadbed or
the right of way or whatever part of the fixed portion of the
system was utilized could be easily adapted to that faster mode.

We also question if adequate planning or adequate provision
has been made around some of the station areas for parking. We
would hope that maximwn coordination and planning and cooperation
would go on with all of the cities, communities and other agencies
invol ved as to zoning and as to traffic. It would appear to us
that around the stations, if the system is to perform as we would
hope, based on the promise it sugges ts J that there would be some
real traffic problems that should be acco~modated in the initial
planning phase.
And that, finally, gentlemen, if I may, and I must apologize
for our frankness, we find in the present plan and in the present
situation, both now and that that has existed in the past, some
problems that we could attribute to the make-up of this District
organization and Board. It seems to us that, if the Direc tors
of this District were appointed on an at-large basis, they could
better represent the entire community, and it is an entire community problem. This should be considered just as the freeway
problem was considered as a complete state problem. It seems to
us that there perhaps is more of a coincidence that we end up
with four corridors and we have four corridors represented on the
District Board. Perhaps a smaller number of Directors, and
certainly the qualification of Direc tors, and this is not to say
tha t any of you is not as qualified as anyone else might be, but
it is a consideration that should be made, it seems to us, as to
his interest, his ability to serve and his background in this
area. We think also that there might also be a longer fixed term
of service on the Board in order to insure continuity j perhaps,
a staggered turn over in the Directors.

We are concerned also about the extent of powers of the
Board. Perhaps, they should be broadenèd. And we are concerned
about the multi appointment of the Directors. It seems to us
that if the Directors were appointed by one authority or by one
individual, that there might develop a little better cohesiveness
and a little better planning and fewer prob~ms insofar as trying
to accommodate the various interests that do the appointing. And,
finally in that category, it seems to us that there could be a reexamination of the boundaries of the District. It is so easy in
the appointment of such things, considering the political implications, to look to already existing boundaries -- geographical
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boundaries -- rather than to the degree of interest that might
be shared between counties and between communities.

We also, on January 4, after some rather agonizing soul
searching, sent to the Legislature a series of rec ommenda tions
regarding financing of the -- of any plan that might be submitted
by the District. We have told the Legislature that, in our judgment, action is urgent; that there is a crisis, and we have urged
that they make a -- that they take action as early as possible in
this session to pass enabling legislation regarding the levying

of a tax. We have endorsed the principle of a multi-based tax
rather than one single tax. We have recommended to the Legislature
that it consider that the multi-burden be based on benefits, and
to include the following:

1. A real estate tax, recognizing that the entire community derives a major benefit from any improved
mobility and any form of public mass transportation.

2. An automobile oriented tax, which could be an in lieu
tax, a sales tax, the removal of the present exemption
on gasoline from the sales tax, because also the
motorist is a major beneficiary.
3. We have suggested that because such a major portion of
the system, the first phase portion of the system,
lies within the City of Los Angeles, therefore the City
of Los Angeles should derive more direct benefit than
those parts of the community lying outside of the
City; that there perhaps should be a city tax, which

11 and loaded in much the

could be called a 1Itransit tax,

same way as the business license tax, and that should
pay a part of the cost.

It is also our opinion that the State today, and certainly
far more so in the future, as the State becomes more urbanized -it is projected that some 80 or 90% in the year 2000 of the state
of California is going to be what is now termed an urbanized area.
We feel that the State, therefore, has a direc t involvement, and
a direct responsibility in any mobility or any problems of the
city; that, therefore, the state has a responsibility in the
financing of any system and, particularly because BART -- the Bay
Area Rapid Transit System up around the San Francisco area -- has
already received State funds in excess, I believe, of $l30,OOO,OOO,
that the State should also be a participant, and should be willing
to furnish from State sources, either the general fund or Tidelands oil money, a portion of the cost of building such a system.
Also, one of our recommendations was, in looking at the lines
and order of priority, that in the first phase, greater consideration should be given to a line from approximately downtown to the
Airport; that if such a leg is built, that because it would
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direc tly serve the Airport, it is logical and reasonable that
Airport revenues be used to help pay for a portion of that cost.

vIe have also recommended legislation providing for a 50%
state-wide vote on the principle of automobile oriented tax and
for a local 50% vote on general obligation bonds and legislation
granting State financial support.

Those, gentlemen, are the actions taken by the Chamber; the
views that it holds, and the Chamber has offered to establish
itself as a force, as strong a force as it can be. It has offered
all of its resources, all of its facilities to do all in its power
to help represent the business and professional point of view in
the community, to work with the Rapid Transit District, and to

work with other public and private groups to see if it isn i t

possible now after all of these years to find some common ground
on which we can agree to get a start on something.
Thank you, very much.

President Eyraud:

Thank you, Mr. Vaughn. I want to thank the Chamber for its
in depth study and for its unqualified support and endorsement
of our plan, and I wish to assure you that we will cooperate with
the Chamber in any way possible.
Direc tor Gordon R. Hahn:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make one observation for the

general public here: That the basic four-corridor route, the
basic part of it, was recownended by an at-large Board of
Directors who were originally appointed by the Governor.
President Eyraud:

All right. The next person indicating a desire to appear
is Mr. George Forman, Chair¡nan of the League of California
Ci ties Transportation Evaluation Committee.
Mr. George L. Forman:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Board. I am
George L. Forman) Counc ilman of Arcadia.

This report was given to the League of California Cities i
Board of Directors on December 4th and it was requested by the
League to put it into the rec ord today, so I will read it
exactly as it was presented to the Board of Directors.
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"Your Transportation Evaluation Committee and its technical
subcommittee have had several meetings in the past months to
review in great detail two items which will have a significant
impact on transportation planning in Los Angeles County and on
the activities of each and every city within this county. The
reports which your committee studied in detail were thoæ prepared by the John Vaughn Committee and the preliminary plan of
the Southern California Rapid Transit District.

"Initially I would state that the Los Angeles County Division
of the League of California Cities has had a long history of basic
support for the concept of rapid transit and nothing in our find-

ings thus far has deterred us from this well--established position.

As your board well remembers, we have taken a position supporting
two pieces of legislation las t year which would have provided
financial support for rapid transit, and since our action, the
State League has also gone on record as supporting these bills.
(This was done at the general meeting last Fall.) It should
also be noted that one of the recommendations of our committee
this year is to reaffirm our previous position indicating support for a combination of revenue sources to finance any rapid
transit system for this county.
liThe first report which your committee considered was that

of the John Vaughn Committee which was the Citizen i s Advisory
Council on Public Transportation and which made a rather
exhaustive study of the subject of rapid transit in Los Angeles
County. Our committee feels that the Vaughn Committee should be
complimented for the extensive work which they accomplished in

reviewing the technical aspec ts of rapid transit al terna ti ves,

however, it is the feeling of your committee that the report is
too general in nature ~.DO be of specific value. It was also the
feeling of your committee that while the Vaughn Report deplored
the problems of increased density and congestion, its very
recommendations may lead to a heightening of this problem by
creating still higher densities in the urban core. Some attention might very well have been paid to the possibility of

exploring al terna ti ve corridor areas. The third general cri ti-

cism of the Vaughn Report is their recommendation that the
governing board of the Transit District should all come from one
level of government. In that the report calls ultimately for a
multi-county transit system, it would have to be logically concluded that the Vaughn Committee feels that the governing body
of the Transit District should be appointed by the state government. We object to this recommendation and feel that in any
transit system for this county local representation is imperative
for its ultimate success.
liThe second report which was considered by your commi tteè
was the preliminary plan of the Southern California Rapid Tran-

sit District. As I stated earlier, your committee is in basic
support of a rapid transit sys tern, however, there are a number of
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"areas in the preliminary plan which we have taken exception to
and which we feel the Rapid Transit District should explore
prior to its publication of a final plan. These recommendations are the following:

1. The final report of the Rapid Transit Dis tric t should
include extensive attention to upgrading service
routes to areas that would not immediately be on the corridor lines and to including material as to how levels of
service might be improved through the passage of a bond
issue. Such material would, of course, have to include
cost figures for this increased service.

2. The final report should include a rather detailed
scheduling of development for the carrying out of
the Master Plan in the report and what the costs will be
for the accomplishment of the Master Plan for a total
Regional Transportation System in the Los Angeles Basin
and when such a plan might be accomplished.

3. The final report should place greater emphasis on
the anticipated relationship between rapid transit
and smog in the Basin.

4. The final report should cover more fully the benefits
that rapid transit will have in the possible reduction
of traffic accidents and the improvement of traffic safety.

5. The final report should give additional consideration
to the extension of rapid transit beyond the boundaries
of Los Angeles County to project the future development of
rapid transit for the Southern California area. It should
be understood that this development would, of course, be in
concert with and cooperation with other counties and their
respective Transit Districts.
6. The final report of the SCRTD should include research
and information on a proposed transit route to the
Interna tional Airport) and in conjunc tion vii th this infor-

mation, consideration should be given as to whether this
route would be financed through the bond issue or whether
through a separate form of financing.

7. The final report of the SCRTD should be carefully
reviewed by their staff to verify the statistical
data and to assure that graphs, charts and computations are

correct.

"It is also the feeling of your committee that each City
Counc il, each member of the RTD Selection Committee, and mos t
specifically, the four city corridor representatives who serve
on the RTD Board should have a responsibility to encourage
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lIinterested organizations and citizens generally to meet together
to discuss in detail the preliminary RTD report and ultimately
the final report. Vie suggest that this division of the League
of California Cities should go on record as requesting each City
Council to review carefully both the reco~nendations of the

Transporta tion Eval ua tion Committee and the RTD preliminary

report. It is hoped that each elected official will take the
time to fully explore this subject and to bring it to the attention of interested groups in his own co~nuni ty.
GEORGE FORMAN, CHAIRMAN
Transporta tion Eval ua tion Conii ttee 11

We have been moving ahead. That i s my report. Thank you, very

much.

Pres ident Eyraud:
Thank you very much, Mr. Forman. I appreciate your coming

down here and expressing the views of the League of Cities i
Transportation Committee.

At this time, I would like to call on Mrs. Pat Russell,
President of the Los Angeles County League of Women Voters.

Mrs. Pat Russell:
Mr. Eyraud and gentlemen. I am Pat Russell, President of
the League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County. Our members
ha ve been speaking to groups about the proposed transit sys tem
and have been listening to community reactions. Since this hearing is basically for just such reactions, I will mention briefly
four points we have heard and emphasize a fifth one.
First. Since League embarked on a study of transit in 1965,
there has developed a groundswell of support for public transpor-

tation.

Second. We find pessimism about the bond election.
This is a general reaction to bond elections; it is also
because opposition to this rapid transit system appears to be so
powerful. Even so, the growing groundswell of pUblic support
might overcome these factors - but could not overcome the public

opposition to increased property tax. There are people - incl ud-

ing some league members - who feel the need for trans it is so
great that they are willing to go along with property tax as a
sole source. However, what we hear is overwhelming belief that
the present mood of voters would assure defeat of a bond issue

based solely on property tax.
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Third. We hear opposition to specific routes.. .which was

expec ted .
We want to make one comment about the routes. You have
established channels for listening to community concerns, but

people i s past experiences with public agencies works against

you. People expect to be treated nicely by the staff, but they

think their requests will not be listened to and certainly will
not appear in the final report, vIe urge you to incorporate
requests for local route changes to the limits of feasibility.

Fourth. Many people think that modern technology can produce something different and better than the dual rail system.

The aerospace indus try is frequently invoked as a di vini ty
which could produce a modern transit miracle. Perhaps the District should callan the aerospace industry to help explain the
present practicality of the dual rail system.
Finally, we hear frequent and bitter complaints about
present bus service, which lead people to doubt the District's
ability to run a good rapid transit system.

Some people insist that improved bus service would be sufficient to solve our transportation problems. League emphatically
disagrees and will work hard for a rail system.... but we also
think present service should be greatly improved. This would help

to develop the District i s credibility with the public.

We know the District i s efforts to improve service and that
you have acquired new lines. We also know the restrictions and
difficulties under which you work. We commend your efforts,
but it would be more useful to repeat a basic - and perhaps
hackneyed - statement: that public transportation is a public
service. Unless this policy permeates the actions of the
District, satisfactory service is not possible.

We realize the concept of public transportation as a public
service is counter to running a sol vent bus operation under
present conditions - and there would have to be changes in the
requirements under which you operate if you were to put service

above solvency. And there would also have to be changes in

atti tude. These changes would be unpopular in some quarters.
You would have the support of the League of \Iomen Voters, and
from what we hear in the coinmunity, increasing numbers of voters

would support you, too.
President Eyraud:

Thank you very much, Mrs. Russell.
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President Eyraud:

The next person will be the Rt. Rev. Monsignor stras zi ty.
How do you pronounce that, Monsignor?

Monsignor Straszi ty:
Stras-sity -- Austrian Hungarian.
President Eyraud:
Thank you, sir.

Monsignor Straszity:

1 am sorry to say -- and just as the lady -- that we need a
better bus service. 1 live out in Bell Gardens and I rode the
street cars for the last 50 years since 1 came here and there are
thousands of people who live out in the same district. The service
is lousy and it's poor. Excuse the French, but 1 am outspoken. 1
can't help it. For the simple reason, 1 ride the bus every day.
1 have to walk a mile to catch a bus. I've got off at Florence
Avenue where 1 am at Florence and Garfield. 1 either have to
walk a mile up, or to walk a mile south, or walk a mile north,
and when they go up on Garfield there is nothing but big hills.
When Mr. Holbrook had the bus, we had good bus service right

along where people can catch the bus. And that i s what we need.
We don i t need all these modern things. 1 am a European. My

Uncle went to Romania. They had better bus service up there than
they have here in this country. And I am ashamed to say that
Los Angeles use to have a good service and the best service because
I rode my buses and street car right along. I use to know
Mr. Harris. 1 use . to know the manager from before from the
bus company when they bought it out -- having just died --. But
what we need is a better bus service, which goes from town across
town to cross town, from one end to the other. 1 travel the bus
every day as a social service worker. I had the pass, when the
pass used to be a $1 a week -- up to $2.75 it went -- then they
discontinued it. Then 1 went up to Mr.Wh~t IS His Name to get a

pass. He said, llYou get Frank Bonelli to write you a letter and
I'll get you a pass. II Now J I ride the buses and 1 talk with
people, and they all are dec iding the same thing. 1 go from one
end of the town to the other end. I asked the other day the man
that drives the bus, 1 said, 111 want to go to Hermosa Beach. Do

you go out there? II He said, llNo. You go and take the No.5. II

No. 5 took me five miles around the other way, which 1 have to
take me three hours to go out there which your same buses go now,
because the man wasn 1 t informed, and he was lacking the information. I am sorry because I am a diabetic and I had gangrene in
my leg and I had a stroke in the past. Then 1 talked to another
man, a colored fellow who was very nice, and he said, 111¡Jhy don't
you take No. 51.11 I was at the Biltmore and had lunch. I said,
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liThe man told me to take No. 5.11 He said, liThe man sent you ten
miles around. II SO I went way up to Hawthorne and I took another
bus going into Hawthorne, and I had to transfer again, which the

same bus would have took me there. You see. Now, there are the
people who go some place -- they don i t know where to get a bus. I
used to know every street car where they used to go. Every bus and
street car at the time when Mr. Harris had it. But soon as they
change the things, nObody knows. There is no information. Even

sometime, the bus drivers -- they don r t know themselves. But I

hope to see that we get a better transportation for the public and
for the poor and the needy, especially on the east side of town -it1s very poor. I could be on Florence Avenue and I could be in
Huntington Park. The No. 50 bus goes up Pac ific Boulevard. There
are three buses on Pacific Boulevard. On Miles Avenue, I have to
go to the City Hall. The No. 50 bus goes up on Pacific Boulevard
instead of going up Florence Avenue to Miles Avenue, which goes
right up on (?) Street in front of the City Hall in Huntington
Park. You can t t do it. You have to walk a half a mile or a mile

jus t to go up to the City Hall. I don't think that i s right either.

President Eyraud:

All right. Thanks very much, Monsignor, for your observations and I am sure the staff has taken notes on your comments.
The next person wishing to appear is Mr. Frank Lombardi,
Executi ve Officer of the Department of City Planning of the City
of Los Angeles.
Mr. Frank Lombardi:

Thank you very much, Mr. Chai~1an. I have been authorized
to speak on behalf of the City Council of the City of Los Angeles.
The City Council has not yet finished its deliberations on this
matter. I expect in the next week or two the Council Joint Commi ttee on City Planning and Transportation will have completed
its committee hearings and will make a recommendation to the full
Council of the City of Los Angeles, and they would consider this
matter and take action hopefully within the next week or two.
In January of 1967 the City Council, as recommended by the
Mayor, on considering the whole transit matter, formed an Ad Hoc
Administrative committee to serve as the City's official liaßon
agency with the Southern California Rapid Transit District. The
committee was made up of seven City department heads, who have
gone into this whole subject thoroughly and have been working
in close liaison with the members of your staff. And we have
met, I would say, almost weekly with various members of your

staff.
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The purpose of the committee that was set up by the City of
Los Angeles was to provide for information and to coordinate with
the RTD on the aspects of transportation in the City of Los Angeles
We had various subcommittees of this Ad Hock Administrative commi ttee of the City and they were directed to provide all of the
information requested and to study the four-corridor dual rail

sys tern that was proposed.

Now, on October 30, 1967 you issued your preliminary report
and we have reviewed this J all these various department heads, and
ha ve made a rec ommenda tion to the City Counc il, which they are now
considering in committee. We have certain comments to make on the

various router: J M2. Chairman and members of the Board.

On the vJilshire Corridor, specifically, this Committee has
recommended to the Council, which they are now considering, that
the alignment is sa tisfac tory as far as it goes, but we think it
should go beyond. We feel that the Wilshire Corridor Line should
be extended west under Wilshire with stops at Robertson Boulevard,

Bev2rly D~:,ive; and then under Constellation Avenue in Century

City, v¡ith a stop at Century City, and a return to Wilshire Boule-

va:-:0.. The line should continue west in subway with stops to

serve Westwood and terminate at Barrington Avenue. We feel the
exten8ion of that Wilshire Corridor to serve these areas is
imp

era ti ve.

We also think that some attention and consideration should
be given to increasing the average speed down the Wilshire
Cor~idor by eliminating certain station stops which have been

ind2.cated in your Preliminary Report, perhaps running express
trains or a skip stop operation.

Now, in the San Fernando Valley Corridor: In reviewing this
ma tter, the Ad Hoc Committee has made a recommendation to the
City Council that the segment in skyway proposed to be built
down the middle of Van Nuys Boulevard is unacceptable. We feel
that this should be realigned possibly a block westerly to
eliminate many of the problems that a skyway down the middle of
Van Nuys Boulevard would create. And, we feel that the Victory
Boulevard stop should be relocated southerly to Irwin Street;
which is the extension of the Mall of the San Fernando valley
Administrative Center that has the various county and city and
federal office buildings; and this stop would serve that center;
which is used by great numbers of the public.
On the San Bernardino Corridor; in reviewing this corridor,
we did not agree on the alignment down the center of the
San Bernardino Freeway median strip. We feel that the route J
instead of being parallel to the Freeway, should be realigned
southeasterly at the intersection of Mission Road and Brooklyn
Avenu2 and run on an aerial structure parallel to Brooklyn Avenue,
with stops at Soto Street, Indiana and Eastern Avenue, and then
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turning northerly the line should parallel the Long Beach Freeway
to a stop at the northeastern corner of California State College,
and then continue easterly along the freeway. We feel this alignment, in our review of it, was selec ted because it would better
serve the East Los Angeles area and provide more opportunities for
development around the station stops. \'e feel a shuttle bus
service should be provided to serve the County Hospital.
And, in the realignment of the San Bernardino Corridor, we
also had in mind to tap the East Los Angeles area -- was worthy of
further serious consideration. This is an area of relatively low
income, high users of transit, and the area is also one of
predominatly higher density of population than you find in the usua:
single family suburban area. Most of the structures have two to
three and four units per lot in that whole East Los Angeles area.
On the Long Beach Corridor, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Board, we felt that this alignment as proposed in your Preliminary Plan did not adequately serve the needs of the people of the
City of Los Angeles, and recommended that an alternate route be
established. We feel the alignment should be adjusted, as follows:
Beginning in subway in the downtown area near 7th and
Broadway, the line runs southerly under Broadway to a station at
llth Street; turning east, the line should continue under 11th
Street to San Pedro Street, where it again turns south to the
Santa Monica Freeway, with a station at about i4th and San Pedro
Streets. The route should then continue southerly on a skyway
parallel with and about one-half block easterly of Central
Avenue. stops should be provided at Adams Boulevard, Vernon
Avenue, Slauson Avenue, Florence Avenue and 9lst Street. At 9lst
Street, the line should turn easterly to connect with the Pacific
Electric right of way. This proposed route has stops at 103rd
street, Imperial Highway and terminates in downtown Compton.
Consideration should be given to present acquisition of future
right of way necessary for later extension to Long Beach.

This al terna te route, Mr. Chairman, was designed to serve
the heart of the south Los Angeles area and provide mobility for
those who need it most, as well as for the garment industry and
other large emploYment industries. And here again, I make the
point that this realignment of the system as you have proposed it
would take it down the heart of the low income area, high users
of public transportation. And, in the same context, the federal
government did make a grant for better bus service for this
particular south central area to provide better opportunity via
public transportation for people of low income to get to jobs.
And we feel by moving this line easterly -- excuse me, westerly,
it would tap this whole south central area much better than the
one you have advanced in your Preliminary Plan.

Now, we didn't have enough information on the Airport Cor-
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ridor, which is contained in your plan. We hadn't received engineering and planning data on this and the Ad Hock City Department
committee made no recommendations at that time when we submitted
our report to the Council because of this insufficient information.
The City Council, however, las t week; i. e., the Committee on Planning and Transportation and five members of the City Counc il, did
act affirmatively to recommend to the full City Council that the
Airport Corridor Line be included in the primary system of SCRTD.
Now, on financing, Mr. Chairman, it was the feeling of our
group that any financing proposal based solely on the property
tax is not desirable. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that,
in order to gain favorable voter ac tion and to be equitable to the
property owner, the District should pursue the multi-burden tax
approach, a variety of sources to finance rapid transit.
We have some investigation of parking around the stations,
gentlemen, and there is no precise indication in your report of
the amount of automobile traffic that is going to be generated by
these various stops where you have them. So, several important
questions go unanswered, like: How much street improvement will
be needed in the vicinity of the stations? street widening
presumably would be a burden to the City of Los Angeles. Additional traffic improvements, we would have to pay for this, I would
assume. So this 1 I think needs some answers. How much parking
will be needed around these stations? Just what the demands might
be, so that we can get a better idea of what public and private
activi ties should be followed in providing for parking around these
stations. And, as I say, who will pay the cost of the required
improvements to service the stations that will be oriented to automobile traffic, particularly, in the many suburban areas, where
you have this so-called 'lkiss and ridell pattern. Some more
information from the District regarding parking and access considerations at the various stations should be provided.

Now, on station stops, we had various improvement policy

recommendations.

Where access to a Master Plan Street or Highway by the City
of Los Angeles is not possible, connecting streets shall be
developed to Minor Traffic Street standards, or higher. And we
have here in mind, where you have a stop that is on a minor street,
and which would have to be upgraded to a major street standard
under our street standard adoptions.
Another point on station stop improvements -- passenger loading facilities should be designed so that traffic serving arterial
highways is not impeded.
A third point on station stops -- separate off street mass
transit; i.e., bus, taxi, etc., loading and unloading facilities

should be provided.
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A fourth point: Pedestrian access to the stations should
conform to the existing City standards. Station design should
minimize pedestrian-vehicle conflict. And we have in mind here,
a whole mass of people getting off trains in peak hours -- and you
know what it is like in New York City. No traffic moves on those
streets because of the tremendous pedestrian volumes crossing the
street at that particular time. Sight distance at driveway and
sidewalk intersections should adequately insure pedestrian safety.
The fifth point on station stop improvement policies: street
lighting on public streets abutting station sites should be in
accordance with the IES standards. We feel that the street lighting amperage will have to be raised around all of these stops.
This is not a question of cost, but of safety.
The sixth point, and final point on station stop improvements
that we recommend: All streets and highways at station stops
adjacent to property owned or controlled by the District should
be improved to standard widths.

Those are; generally, the comments, Mr. Chairman, that our
Ad Hoc Committee on Rapid Transit forwarded to the Los Angeles
City Council, which is now being considered by a joint committee
of the City Council. We have had two meetings. The next meeting
is Wednesday (January 17) at 2:00 p.m. in the Council chambers
and I am hoping that at that time the Council Committee will see
fit to arrive at a judgment and recommend to the full Council of
the City of Los Angeles its recommendations and that it will be
considered by the full Council of the City of Los Angeles, and
hopefully within two weeks you will have an official position by
the City Council of the City of Los Angeles.
Thank you, gentlemen.
President Eyraud:

Thank you, Mr. Lombardi. Are you a na ti ve, Mr. Lombardi?
Mr. Lombardi:

I am a native Californian.
President Eyraud:

But not a native of Los Angeles?
Mr. Lombardi:

No.
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President Eyraud:

Thank you.
Mr. David Grayson, Traffic Engineer of the City of Vernon.
Mr. David Grayson:

The City of Vernon is a rather small city and the contribution
which I have to bring to you from the City is also a rather small

one. The Council has not taken a position in general on the report

which you have presented, but does wish to bring to your attention
their desire that your Board take a position relative to the manner
in which you will deal with the several cities which you will be
crossing at the time that the construction is taking place. It is
our concern that we might have a relationship with your Board
similar to that which the Division of Highways by their policy has
with cities where they enter written agreements setting forth the
specific design standards that will be used, construction criteria
which will be followed at the time construction is taking place,
so that there is a good understanding between your Board and our
city as to the progress that will take place.

Thank you.
President Eyraud:

Thank you, Mr. Grayson.

And, now, Mr. Michael Burke, private citizen.
Mr. Michael Burke:

I am Michael Burke. I live at 3356 Live Oak street in
Huntington Park. My first reaction to your proposal is like, well,
the story of the little boy in kindergarten the first day. He rose
11 So she

and raised his hand and said, "Teacher, I have to go.

excused him. Fi ve minutes later, he came back to the door and said,

"Teacher, I can't find it. II So, she sent an older boy with him.
Five minutes later, they both came back. He said, "Teacher, no
wonder he couldn't find it, he had his pants on backwards." I
kinda think that you are going at this backwards, gentlemen. I
am for the prospect of rapid transit. I would not use it myself,
but I believe that many others would. I know much planning went
into your preliminary report, for all the large amount of planning
could result in a plan that will, if you accept it as it is,
murder Huntington Park. I ask, who can doubt that an elevated
railroad down the center of Huntington Park in Pacific Boulevard
will kill this community of 32,000 people. We in Huntington Park
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derive enough tax revenue each year from Pacific Boulevard retail
sales to cover the cost of maintaining our entire police and fire
department. This line down Pacific Boulevard would be a fatal
flow to what has been the Number One shopping area in the southeast. I say, has been because the threat of what rapid transit
might do is already fel t in Huntington Park business circles.
For years, our city fathers have failed to take any steps to
correct the decline in our central business area because they
said, "RTD is going to do something that will make the boulevard
a wasteland." Are you going to prove them right? I can't
believe that we of Huntington Park deserve this. Is it possible
that one of your representatives was inadvertently forced to wait

a few minutes? The one time your people consul ted our city

officials about this plan. Incidentally, this one time you did
consult us, the talk revolved around the proposal to locate the
eleva ted line down Rugby. No mention was made of the Pacific
Boulevard route at that time. I can i t believe that there is a
logical reason for this ridiculous proposal. It shrieks of

veng~ to chop up our city as your proposal would. This rather
crazy dogleg from Santa Fe A venue and Vernon to Pacific Boulevard
in Huntington Park and then back west again to Alameda has no

utter jus tifica tion that I can find.

Gentlemen, I beg you to give the city of my choice a chance
to survive for another 60 years. We deserve at least this much
consideration, for our city in the past 60 years has contributed
much to this county's growth. Even at this moment, the Chairman

of the L. A. Board of Supervisors is a past mayor and presently a

ci tizen of Huntington Park and our present mayor is vice president
of the Rapid Transit District, so we of Huntington Park can say,
"We serve. ii We also await with abated breath and a strong feeling
of fright to wait for the other shoe to drop. If you approve this
ridiculous proposal, be assured that we will fight you all the way.
Surely, you must realize that though your Rapid Transit District
does own a 30-foot right of way down Pacific Boulevard, this
elevated can i t be contained in that area alone. I don't want to
end with a threat, so let me again plead for second thoughts in
this death blow to our fine city.
President Eyraud:

Thank you, Mr. Burke. And I might say as an as ide that you
are being adequately represented on the Board. You have my word

for it.

Mr. Michael Burke:

I know that
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President Eyraud:

Margaret B. Kochan?
Margaret B. Kochan:

Ko -chan .
Pre s iden t Eyra ud :

Ko-chan? I am sorry I can i t read this writing. It 1 S no
reflec tion on you that I can't read it. It was written by the

staff.

Margaret B. Kochan:

I am Margaret B. Kochan. I represent the Goals Planning
Program and many other. communications with the southwest area.
I feel that almost in every case that through this time that
planning during the last 20 years that I have lived there -- 25
years -- that nothing really has come to our community that
should have come to it, and, especially, in the way of communications from agencies and people who are truly interested. We
have not been represented. We know what things have gone on and
everyone is aware, and some of the people are still there and some
of them are coming in with great hopes. We do know that through
our own connections with all these people, and I say every single
group I am speaking for that I have contacted in the last year,
and I know that through the Goals Program we hope to do a good
thing for South Los Angeles. But we have had and we have been
doing a real research job to see what was needed. Now, when we
come this point and we are trying to do a good thing for Los Angeles,
metropoli tan Los Angeles, regional Southern California, and we have
the potential forum and we know the people are looking in your way
to have your help, which they have never had. We know this and
everyone is agreeing that this is the crucial time. We have
priorities through the planning, the City Council; we have many
jurisdictions to work with; we have the SCAG Program; we have
regional requests to the State. We know what we have to go through
to get this kind of help, and we are not stopping because people
are really taking hold. Now, they are few; they have not been
consulted; we have never been given the kind of attention that we
needed. We have been disadvantaged and, in may ways people express
themsel ves in vulgar terms, which I will not do, but I do know
that because I have run a vertical line into research through the
area myself and with other people that are very meaningful to
these people, that we do have to consider South Los Angeles.
Now, the requests sofar have asked for westerly direction of
the north and south Long Beach Corridor -- have been justified
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And the Chamber of Commerce -- I was in touch with them just last
week -- for the first time3 have promised me the help we need to
have these people understand what is being done for them and what
will be coming to them. And we are having a public forum on it.
We are not stopping with the kind of little information we have
received so far. But we do understand that the Chambers of Commerce in that area, and Huntington Park is not included in this
because we are not in touch with them. But the Souths ide Chamber
of Commerce and the Inglewood Chamber of Commerce, and if the
Huntington Park Chamber of Commerce wishes to be involved, we
will invite them to this forum. Because we have a regional problem, we will never be able to solve the problems of South Los
Angeles unless some of these real potential favors can be supplied
to us in the proper places.

Now, what we have had so far has been the disadvantages of
a Harbor Commission, which you know what that has meant. We had
all of the dumps in Wilmington and the things -- we know all
about these things - - these people are in accord with us. We
know what they are doing, and we have all of the bad things. Now,
how about some of the good things? How about some of the favors
that really these people have deserved through past neglect and
really being kicked around by not being given any kind of consideration whatever.

Now, I live in the Airport Corridor to the Airport. I know
we have a smog free area, which I don't think very many of you
on the Board live in. And, we do live there because we love
fresh air and we know that the Airport was not located there by
chance. They did the research necessary. We follow research
people and we know that we have an opportunity, and we have a
potential. We know that the best possible expansion you could
gi ve to all people -- this is a humanitarian effort to get the
right things to happen.
And down into the Artesia area, which is a beautiful area,
there has not been the kind of consideration. The Imperial area
about ten years ago, they didn i t even have water in this area.

Since then pri va te interes ts have been served in the area for the

Century Freeway. We are quite certain of this. We can't prove
it. We don1t like to say it, but we just can't believe that the
things that have happened have seemed to cut off communications
east and west. The Planning Department itself in a 1985 conjecture
of what will happen has not included any kind of corridor east and
west. And the kind of build up that has happened on Wilshire
Boulevard, we are well aware of. We have lived in the area for
about 45 years. Some of us have lived in our area for 25 years
or more, and we know all of the promises to water companies and
all the things that have happened. We know they have put high

tension wires across and we didn i t have the annexation. The
Ci ty right now has not followed the governmental regulations that

manda tory annexation to even our property lines. We have juris-
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dictions of least urgencies. We have had so many things, we
understand, but nothing has been done about it. We are now
beginning and I believe that between now and -- in order to
implement the Goals Program, which is a beautiful program, we
have to have an action program along with it, and it will continue on after the Goals Program stops, But the forum we are
having in February at the end of the Goals Program is going to

be invi ta tional to everyone ',\Tho is eoncerned about South Los

Angeles. And we hope that the right people will be reached,
and that they will attend, aiid we have to request, and this is
what my resolution is -- because I haven 1 t been sent here by
anyone, but I know the need for being here. And I say this
only on my own that 1 feel that the resolution would be this:
That you would allow -- the Chamber of Commei'ce of Los i-\ngeles
in connection with the local chambers ,~f commerce could help
us with the forum, get the right information thi"ough your

department, If you want to supply us -- we i ve asked for this

Preliminary Report, and I have also made the request today;
that all information in the past that has gone into this that
is available to us be offered so that we have the right set-up
for the forum; that we don 1 t get a lot of dissention that is

not necessary; that we have the right people informed. And this
is not my job to do this. It is your job to get the people that
are influential in the area. And I think you ought to take a
little search of your own and find this out, so that you know
that these people are not -- the reason you are not answering
them is because they are not in communication with you, and you
are not in communication with them. And there is a terrible
feeling I am sure between these groups; that they know, and I
have heard some of it and I am sure others have, that there is
a need for the east-west corridor that has always been neglected.
And I think we need this kind of thinking on a regional basis.
We have to -- by the time we would ever solve the problem, it
would be too late for rapid transit. So we are concerned as
much as any other area with rapid transit and we know what the
potential of it is, We have suffered all of the disadvantages
in that. I don 1 t recommend this because I just say that we
must have some communication between the Airport and the Rapid
Transit. Set up your own meetlng and invite the people that
are influential in it, and make your own choices. I don i t
care who you ask, ~ut please ask someone. Please include South
Los Angeles in the area program and be sure that the needs are
met because I think this is where you --. I don i t know whether
rapid transit isn 1 t that rapid that it can go and jus t ignore

the people that are under it. And if we can just get a few
people to have hope in the program, we will get a little bit less
trouble in our area, and we can do a better job of solving the

problems. They are so concerned with local problems, they

haven 1 t all of them had a chance to know anything about rapid
transit. But the ones who do and the ones who are influential
are certainly locally letting their feelings be known. But I
don't see any of them here today. I can't speak for them.
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I just want an ext~nsion and a special survey by the Chamber
of Commerce and the Rapid Transit for the Southwest citizens
that are really concerned about their area and hope that

others are too.

President Eyraud:
Thank you very much.

Now, are there any other people here who have not been heard
and who wish to be heard on this subject?

Are there any further comments from the public? If not, I
would like to take this opportunity to thank you all for taking
the time and the public interest to come here and we wish you
to know that all of your comments have been duly recorded and
noted, and will be taken into consideration by the Board prior
to any adoptiòn of a Final Report. Thank you again.
Sta tement by Century City, Inc.

The following statement by Century City, Inc. on Preliminary
Report of Southern California Rapid Transit District was read
into the record:

l'Century City, Inc., developer and operator of the 180acre ci ty-within-a-ci ty complex in West Los Angeles, wishes
to request reconsideration of SCRTD decisions that have
removed West Los Angeles from the original plan to extend
the Wilshire Corridor line of the proposed rapid transit
system as far as the San Diego Freeway.
In our opinion, based on strong fac tual evidence, the
deletion of rapid transit service to B~veriy Hills, Century
Ci ty, West Los Angeles, UCLA and Westwood is a major error
in the preliminary plan.

It is a fact that this area has a much greater rapid
transi t traffic potential per mile than the majority of
areas that would be serviced on the routes planned in the
SCRTD Preliminary Report of October 1967. It is difficult
to understand why the Wilshire Corridor route was cut back
from earlier phases of the SCRTD plans when your prior
studies indicated that this route would carry the heaviest
daily traffic by 1980 of any segment of the system, including the Central Area.
Century City, Inc. firmly believes that Southern

California must develop a Rapid Transit sys tem. We do agree,
however, with the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce that:
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ll(l) Additional public means of financing are

required.
(2) Plans for the Wilshire Corridor should be
extended to fully service the more than
500,000 people of West Los Angeles.
CENTURY CITY, INC."

There being no further business to come before the meeting, it adj ourned.
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