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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Federal Transit Administration

Chapter 3 Responses to Comments

COMMENT LETTER NO. 20
Brown, Sandy, President
Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association
Response to Comment No. 20-1
The Holmby-Westwood Property Owners Association’s opposition to the
proposed project has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their consideration.
Response to Comment No. 20-2
Please refer to Master Response No. 9 concerning the applicability of the
previous environmental documents.
Response to Comment No. 20-3
Please refer to Master Response No. 9 concerning the applicability of the
previous environmental documents. Multiple goals are identified for the
proposed project in the Need and Purpose. Some goals may be applicable to
some segments of the corridor and not to others. Although the proposed
project may not meet every goal in every segment, it would meet some goal in
each segment. In the Westwood segment, the proposed project would reduce
bus delay caused by intersection queuing.
Response to Comment No. 20-4
Please refer to Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of
riders from automobiles to public transit.
Response to Comment No. 20-5
Please refer to Master Response No. 6 concerning parking and Master
Response No. 5 concerning access to residential buildings.
Response to Comment No. 20-6
Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. In
addition, this alternative would retain the buffer between Wilshire Boulevard
and the properties that line this major transportation corridor.
Response to Comment No. 20-7
Please refer to Master Response No. 11 regarding removal of street trees. In
addition, this alternative would retain the buffer between Wilshire Boulevard
and the properties that line this major transportation corridor.
Response to Comment No. 20-8
Please refer to Master Response No. 18 regarding noise and vibration impacts
from buses running closer to residential structures.
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Response to Comment No. 20-9
Please refer to Master Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in
adjacent residential areas.
Response to Comment No. 20-10
The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers
for consideration. The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA state that nine intersections
would experience significant impacts that cannot be mitigated.
Response to Comment No. 20-11
Please refer to Master Response No. 16 regarding traffic flow from Beverly
Hills and the impacts of reducing the number of mixed-flow lanes that would
create backups from Beverly Hills to Comstock Avenue.
Response to Comment No. 20-12
The Draft EIR/EA and the TIA evaluated potential impacts at the transition
areas where lanes are dropped and concluded that satisfactory traffic
operations could be maintained through appropriate signage and striping.
Wilshire Boulevard is only two lanes in each direction in the City of Santa
Monica, even during peak hours, so there would be no reduction in capacity
on Wilshire Boulevard as the road passes from Santa Monica to Los Angeles
with the implementation of the proposed project.
Response to Comment No. 20-13
Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential
buildings.
Response to Comment No. 20-14
The comment has been noted. As this comment does not state a concern or a
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, no further
response is warranted. However, the comment will be forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment No. 20-15
The Metro Rapid Bus Lines 720 and the 920 would travel primarily in the bus
lanes and would use the remaining lanes only as needed to pass a bus or
other vehicle in the bus lanes.
Response to Comment No. 20-16
There is no basis for the commenter’s assertion that the proposed project
would result in a decrease in property values.
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Response to Comment No. 20-17
Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project.
Response to Comment No. 20-18
Comments submitted by Charles Edelsohn have been included in this
document as Letter 42. Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 42-1
through 42-19.
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LETTER 21
Fname

Sandy
Date

Jun 23, 2010

LName

Org

Email Address

Brown
Format

email

File Name

brown.sandy.062310

Summary

Seeking additional information regarding the study.

Comment

I support Carol Spencer's e-mail below on behalf of 1100 single family homes north of Wilshire Blvd. Please add these comments to the EIR
file and any other record relating to the BRT project.

1
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Chapter 3 Responses to Comments

COMMENT LETTER NO. 21
Brown, Sandy
Response to Comment No. 21-1
Comment noted; the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for
their review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 22
Burns, Marvin
Response to Comment No. 22-1
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment No. 22-2
In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A (Truncated
Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative. Accordingly,
LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to
the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors. This alternative would result in the retention of
the jut-outs.
Response to Comment No. 22-3
Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm
Avenue.
Response to Comment No. 22-4
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 23
Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Busby [rsbusby@gmail.com]
Saturday, July 17, 2010 6:07 AM
WilshireBRT
comment in support of the peak period bus & bike lane

Hello,
I wanted to communicate my support for the improvements on Wilshire to allow for peak bus and
bike lanes. Recently I traveled by bicycle on Wilshire on an early Saturday morning, and I
thought how great it would be to be able to do that ride during high traffic periods.
Having smooth pavement will also be a huge improvement, both for quality of the riding and
for safety.
1
I also use the bus on Wilshire, and would use it MUCH more if I knew it was as fast or faster
than driving at rush hour.
Thanks for all the work in making this a reality!
Richard Busby
310.439.8973
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 23
Busby, Richard
Response to Comment No. 23-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 24

Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jeanbush@aol.com
Monday, July 26, 2010 11:50 AM
WilshireBRT
jreichmann@comstockhills.com
NO dedicated BRT lanes between Glendon and Comstock

July 26, 2010
Dear MTA Board Members:
I am a thirty-nine year resident of Comstock Hills and a Board member of our HOA. A lot has shaped
and changed our small neighborhood of 300 homes adjacent to Beverly Hills and Century City during
that time.
I think the idea of creating dedicated bus lanes from Glendon Ave to Comstock Ave, where the
dedicated bus lanes will either begin or end adjacent to Beverly Hills, is an un-thought-out idea.

1

This ALL or NONE thinking, that the same solution fits every segment of the planned Wilshire BRT,
doesn’t fit what should be the goal of the MTA which should be to create usable public transportation
but not destroy neighborhoods in the process.
Dedicated bus lanes for Wilshire between Glendon and Comstock are a bad idea because:
1. Dedicated lanes are not needed. The 2001 study clearly shows there is no slowing of traffic (cars
or buses) in this section of Wilshire. In fact it is the fastest moving segment of any other stretch of
Wilshire.

2

2. Dedicated lanes will cause severe degradation of our R1 community due to major cut-through
traffic during rush hours as drivers seek another route to eastbound Wilshire.

3

3. Dedicated bus lanes in this segment of Wilshire, where traffic and buses already move at high
speed will endanger those sharing the dedicated lanes including cyclists, pedestrians, left and right
turning vehicles, cars entering Wilshire from driveways, etc.

4

4. Holmby Park, our neighborhood park north of Wilshire at Comstock, is a draw for joggers, walkers,
parents and nannies with babies in strollers, and the slower moving elderly. Though there is a signal
there, it is a very precarious intersection due to the angle of the intersection, a slight curve.
5
Dedicated bus lanes will encourage faster bus traffic; disgruntled and harried drivers will be less
observant of pedestrians, vehicles making turns will not be focusing on those on foot. I fear an even
more dangerous intersection.
5. There is an unnecessary waste of scarce funds to change Wilshire where it is not broken. No
“improvement” is needed. The cookie-cutter approach that one solution fits all is an unfocused, easy 6
way out thinking.
I hope you will listen to the many voices with opinions about public transportation. Yes, Los Angeles
needs it, but NO, we don’t need dedicated bus lanes from Glendon Ave to Comstock Ave.
Sincerely,
Jean Bushnell
10348 Eastborne Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90024
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 24
Bushnell, Jean
Response to Comment No. 24-1
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is
warranted. However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration.
Response to Comment No. 24-2
Please refer to Master Response No. 12 regarding the bus speeds between
Comstock Avenue and Westwood Avenue.
Response to Comment No. 24-3
Please refer to Master Response No. 13 regarding cut-through traffic in
adjacent residential areas.
Response to Comment No. 24-4
The safety of cyclists would not be reduced, as lane widths would be no less
than they are under existing conditions. Buses and other vehicles should
continue to pass cyclists only when it is safe to do so. Bus speeds would not
pose a danger, as buses would continue to be subject to the speed limit of the
street on which they travel. Speed limits would continue to be set consistent
with City of Los Angeles standards for safe operations. Please refer to Master
Response No. 5 concerning access to residential buildings and Master
Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety.
Response to Comment No. 24-5
Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety.
Response to Comment No. 24-6
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is
warranted. However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration.
Response to Comment No. 24-7
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is
warranted. However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration.
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LETTER 25
Fname

Daniel
Date

Jul 10, 2010

LName

Org

Carrillo
Format

email

Email Address

daniel@enlaceinternational.org
File Name

carrillo.daniel.070110

Summary

Supports the project. Include Valencia to Park View.

Comment

1. I support the findings of the draft EIR.
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia
to Parkview St. segments in the project where the
Westlake/Alvarado community resides.
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus-Only Lanes Project.

1
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 25
Carillo, Daniel
Response to Comment No. 25-1
This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration.
Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A.

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project

3-114

November 2010

Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LETTER 26
sealnbear@aol.com
Monday, July 26, 2010 12:52 PM
WilshireBRT
Final CD11 Transp. Advis. Comm. Motion--Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project

MOTION: The CD11 Transportation Advisory Committee advises Metro, LADOT, the FTA and any
other relevant governmental bodies that the Draft EIR/EA for the Wilshire BRT Project is inadequate
and flawed because the study area did not include any intersections west of the I-405 and north of
Wilshire Blvd., and, in addition, it failed to evaluate the overall and/or net increase or decrease in the
movement of people which the project will cause along the affected section of Wilshire Blvd.
The CD 11 Transportation Advisory Committee requests that a new draft EIR/EA be prepared
1
to include and evaluate this added data and analysis.
At a minimum, the Draft EIR/EA should address the traffic impacts on Montana Avenue,
San Vicente Blvd., Sunset Blvd. west of the 405 freeway, Barrington Avenue north of Wilshire and Bundy
Drive north of Wilshire. It should also address the impact on the intersections in Brentwood, including
Sunset/Kenter, Sunset/Bundy, Sunset/Barrington Avenue, Sunset/Barrington Place, Sunset/405/Church,
Sunset/Carmelina, Montana/Bundy, Montana/San Vicente, Montana/Barrington, San Vicente/Gorham,
San Vicente/Bundy, San Vicente/Barrington, San Vicente/Bringham/Federal.

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Federal Transit Administration

Chapter 3 Responses to Comments

COMMENT LETTER NO. 26
Council District 11 Transportation Advisory Committee
Response to Comment No. 26-1
Please refer to Master Response No. 1 for an explanation of how study
intersections on these streets were identified. None of the locations identified
in the comment met the criteria for inclusion in the traffic analysis. The net
change in the number of people moved without or with the proposed project
does not constitute a potential impact under CEQA or NEPA and is,
therefore, not necessary for evaluating potential project impacts under CEQA
or NEPA.
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Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LETTER 27
feedback@metro.net
Monday, July 26, 2010 11:27 AM
WilshireBRT
[Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from
First Name: pinky
Last Name: cerritos
Email:
pcerritos@hotmail.com
Phone:
2134478261
URL:
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
I think this is a great idea! Please add me to your database
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

1
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 27
Cerritos, Pinky
Response to Comment No. 27-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. The
commenter’s name has been added to the project’s database.
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LETTER 28
Fname

Suzanne
Date

Jun 10, 2010

LName

Org

Chase
Format

email

Email Address

mshchase@yahoo.com
File Name

chase.suzanne.061010

Summary

Supports the project

Comment

I think this is WONDERFUL. Anything to get us out of our cars. I have loved the Big Red Bus, and the metro.

1
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 28
Chase, Suzanne
Response to Comment No. 28-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 29

3435 Wilshire Boulevard
Suite 320
Los Angeles, CA 90010-1904

Angeles Chapter

(213) 387-4287 phone
(213) 387-5383 fax
www.angeles.sierraclub.org

July 26, 2010
Martha Butler, Project Manager
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Via email: Wilshirebrt@metro.net
Re: Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Draft EIR comments

The Sierra Club has long supported expanded transit to promote more sustainable and
livable communities, and reduce automobile dependency, sprawl development, air pollution,
and global warming.
Dedicated bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard will improve the performance and appeal of
buses in this very crowded corridor, especially during the time before the Westside Subway
extension is completed to Westwood. We support Alternative A’s improvements over

1

the original project proposal.
Given that one purpose of the project is to replace pavement damaged by heavy bus
traffic, we also raise the question of what entity will maintain the new road surface –
with what funds – in the future?
Sincerely,

Darrell Clarke
Angeles Chapter Conservation Chair and Transportation Co-Chair

2
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 29
Clarke, Darrell, Angeles Chapter Conservation Chair and Transportation CoChair
Sierra Club
Response to Comment No. 29-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment No. 29-2
As a public street, Wilshire Boulevard would be maintained by the City of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works using any funds that are available. As a
street with a federal designation, it is eligible for many state and federal
funds, as well as local funds and the City's general fund.
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LETTER 30

Marcelo, Madonna

Ira Cohen [ira@irapatco.com]
Wednesday, July 21, 2010 11:04 AM
WilshireBRT
Wilshire Bus Rapid transit Comments

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To: Martha Butler, Project Manager
Fr: Ira and Pat Cohen
1506 Club View Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90024
I support NO PROJECT between Comstock Ave. and Glendon Ave. for the following reasons:
•

•

The 2001 FEIR shows the area Between Beverly Hills and Westwood Blvd. has the fastest travel times of
any segment aalong the Wilshire corridor. Making proposed changes to create a bus only lane during
peak hours will create a problem that does not currently exist.

1

The FEIR states “peak period transit lane would only be implemented if supported by the local
jurisdiction”. Clearly those living along the Wilshire Corridor and adjacent neighborhoods have spoken
against the proposed change.

2

•

That same FEIR under the heading Westwood, states: “This segment of Wilshire Blvd. (between Comstock
and Selby Ave.) is the only segment of Wilshire blvd. in which transit buses do not experience delay due to 3
traffic congestion and therefore no significant benefit was felt to exist from the dedicated transit lanes”.

•

Currently, buses travel at accelerated speeds making it dangerous for pedestrians wishing to cross
Wilshire at Comstock to walk to the public park. Also, many pedestrians cross Wilshire at Beverly Glen
Blvd. to attend synagogues. It would also pose an extreme danger to cyclists.

4

•

Several churches and synagogues located on Wilshire, operate nursery schools. Fast moving buses cause a
5
danger in areas where people drop off children.

•

With parking eliminated from 7am – 9am and 4pm – 7pm, a problem is created for those trying to service
6
the many condominium buildings that line Wilshire in this segment.

•

The segment of Wilshire Blvd. is the ONLY residential corridor of the proposed BRT.

For all of the above reasons, I strongly urge you to eliminate the BRT project from Comstock to Glendon. If it works
now, why create Chaos?
Thank you for your consideration.
Pat and Ira Cohen

7

8
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 30
Cohen, Ira and Pat
Response to Comment No. 30-1
Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project
and Master Response No. 12 regarding bus speeds between Comstock
Avenue and Westwood Boulevard.
Response to Comment No. 30-2
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is
warranted. However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration.
Response to Comment No. 30-3
Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project
and Master Response No. 12 regarding bus speeds between Comstock
Avenue and Westwood Boulevard.
Response to Comment No. 30-4
Please refer to Master Response No. 14 regarding pedestrian safety.
Response to Comment No. 30-5
Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds
on churches and schools.
Response to Comment No. 30-6
Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm
Avenue and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking.
Response to Comment No. 30-7
The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their consideration.
Response to Comment No. 30-8
The comments have been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their consideration.
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LETTER 31
Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

feedback@metro.net
Tuesday, July 20, 2010 7:20 AM
WilshireBRT
[Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from
First Name: Ann
Last Name: Colfax
Email:
acolfax@gmail.com
Phone:
URL:
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
I am a homeowner and long‐time resident of Brentwood Park. I strongly support BRT down the
length of Wilshire ‐ at least between Western and 26th street. Let's get the buses moving. 1
I would also support it on Santa Monica blvd.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Federal Transit Administration

Chapter 3 Responses to Comments

COMMENT LETTER NO. 31
Colfax, Ann
Response to Comment No. 31-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LETTER 32
Annette Colfax [acolfax@gmail.com]
Saturday, July 24, 2010 12:59 PM
WilshireBRT
Support for BRT on Wilshire

I am a Brentwood Park homeowner, a boardmember of the Brentwood Park Propertyowners Association, and
have lived in the Brentwood area for over 20 years. I strongly support BRT on Wilshire.
A true bus-only lane on Wilshire is badly needed, given the dreadful congestion on the westside. It would give
us a viable option for travel during peak hours in peak directions, which we do not have now. It will make the
bus system work more effectively and efficiently too - we'll get more service for the money. I am dismayed 1
our councilman is not leading this effort - we can not afford to wait for Beverly Hills or Santa Monica to come
on board - the worst congestion is in west LA. I'm all for the subway and the Expo Line, but it is also
important to get the public transit we have moving. BRT can be done NOW, with existing funding.
Please put me and my husband, Tom Wilson, a transportation engineer, down as supporters of BRT on
Wilshire. We would also support it on other major streets.
Annette
Annette Colfax
306 Avondale Avenue
LA CA 90049

Annette Colfax
310.395.1398
cell: 818.223.1882

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Federal Transit Administration
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 32
Colfax, Annette
Response to Comment No. 32-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LETTER 33
feedback@metro.net
Tuesday, July 20, 2010 10:13 PM
WilshireBRT
[Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from
First Name: Davin
Last Name: Corona
Email:
davincorona@gmail.com
Phone:
URL:
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
1. I support the findings of the draft EIR.
2. I urge MTA and LA City Council to adopt the "Alternative A" proposal with one minor
amendment. Amend the proposal to include Valencia to Parkview St. segments in the project
where the Westlake/Alvarado community resides.
3. I support the expedient implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes Project.
4. We need more bus only lanes that go to the beach and all around Los Angeles
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

1
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Chapter 3 Responses to Comments

COMMENT LETTER NO. 33
Corona, Davin
Response to Comment No. 33-1
This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration.
Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A.
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Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LETTER 34
feedback@metro.net
Friday, July 23, 2010 8:19 AM
WilshireBRT
[Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from
First Name: Chantal
Last Name: Coudoux
Email:
toulouse2888@yahoo.com
Phone:
URL:
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
I fully support the timely implementation of the Wilshire Bus‐Only Lanes. It will be
extremely efficient. I also support the draft EIR and would urge the city council to adopt
the Alternative A proposal but it should include Valencia to Parkview St. segments.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

1
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Chapter 3 Responses to Comments

COMMENT LETTER NO. 34
Coudoux, Chantal
Response to Comment No. 34-1
This commenter supports the proposed project and urges adoption of
Alternative A with the inclusion of the segment between Valencia Street and
Park View Street; the comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration.
Please refer to Master Response No. 7 regarding the request to include the
segment between Valencia Street and Park View Street in Alternative A.
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LETTER 35

Ms. Martha Butler
Project Manager
Wilshire Bus Rapid transit Project
Metro. MS 99-23-1
Orre Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles. CA 90012
July 24. 2010

Dear Ms. Butler:

I am submitting a few personal comments/questions on the EIR/EA prepared by Metro
tbr the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project on Wilshire Blvd. I should also point out that
while I am a board member of the West Los Angeles Neighborhood Council and chair of
its Planning Land Use Management Comnrittee. my conlments are not subniitted in either
of those capacities.

Briefly. I would like to comment on the following aspects of the project which

1

are

addressed in the EIR/EA:

1.

2.

3.

While I believe that tlie spirit of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 has been met
in the Alternatives Section. Chapter 5, I think that the range of Alternatives might
be broadened by combining some elements noted in the respective Alternatives A
through C to create at least an additional alternative.

2

There is no substantive treatment of alternatives fiom the standpoint of economic
viability as noted in CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(0(1). The conversion of curb
lanes during AM and PM peak hours will certainly afl'ect contiguous land uses,
especially those requiring convenient physical access. by rendering potentially
significant economic impacts on local retail and service businesses. Can these
impacts be addressed?

3

If the project site constitutes a significant O&D point. what reduction in ADT will

4

be achieved through the proposed regional bus service'?

4.

One of the general project goals is to "encourage [a] shift from autornobile usc to
public transit by continuing to attract new transit riders." Can the means for
achieving this goal be indicated briefly and what are the implications fbr reducing

5

congestion on Wilshire Blvd. stemming lrom its O&D function?

5.

Where sidewalks are affected by the pro.ject. will any reductions be to a uniform
width or range throughout the length of the project? What are the implications fbr
pedestrian movement? My concerns here are focused especially on the Wilshire
Blvd. oortion between Federal Ave. and Barrinston Ave.

6

6.

While I am fully aware that the scope of air quality impact analysis is dictated by
the regulatory environment. I am concerned about particulate matter and the
limitation of concern to fine particulates PMle and PM: s. As a considerable body
of contemporary research has demonstrated. ultrafine particles <PM z s constitute
a significant public health threat. Could some indication of the adverse efTects be
notcd here?

7

7.

Assuming an increase in traffic speeds along Wilshire Blvd. during the
operational phase of the proiect. dBA should increase. Is this aspect reflected in
the predicted noise levels?

8

8.

Construction noise impacts at fbur sites are shown to be significant since they
exceed the l5 dBA threshold. What specific mitigation measures are appropriate
tbr these sites?

9

Ambient sound level measurements, L,,,o,, exceed 80dBA for seven locations.
Duringthe operationalphase of the project. what increases in dBA can be
expected at these locations?

10

9.

10. As new construction or modif'rcation of existing buildings proceeds along
Wilshire Blvd.. sound deflection onto surrounding land uses, especially sensitive

receptors can be expected. Can this aspect be addressed with appropriate

mitigation measures?

Thank you fbr vour consideration.

*l-\
|\ ((- \
\ \
V\-----*\-v-,"--\ )"\*lr\
)
W. Tim Dagodag. Ph.D.
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.
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Environmental Education and Communications. Inc.
tda*ocil]!lrf {, r,'cr izo u. n ej
Phone: 805 407-6467
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 35
Dagodag, Tim, Board Member and Chair of Planning Land Use Management
Committee
West Los Angeles Neighborhood Council
Response to Comment No. 35-1
The comment has been noted.
Response to Comment No. 35-2
The planning effort for a project includes a process known as public scoping.
It is during this time that the public is asked to present ideas and concerns
that should be taken into consideration as the plan is initiated, including
other alternatives. In the fall of 2009, a 30-day public scoping period was
held, including four public scoping meetings, for the Wilshire BRT Project.
It was during this time that any other alternatives to be evaluated should have
been raised.
Response to Comment No. 35-3
The proposed project would be limited to the public right-of-way and would
have no long-term impact to the physical access of local retail and service
businesses along Wilshire Boulevard. Chapter 7.0 of the Draft EIR/EA
acknowledged that construction work may temporarily reduce the capacity of,
and cause delays to, the traffic flow along Wilshire Boulevard. The City and
County of Los Angeles would be required to prepare and implement a Traffic
Management Plan that would best serve the mobility and safety needs of the
motoring public, construction workers, businesses, and community, as well
as facilitate the flow of automobile and pedestrian traffic during construction.
The plan would consist of a temporary traffic control plan that addresses both
the transportation operations and public information components. In order
to minimize the traffic impacts to the extent possible, several mitigation
measures will need to be implemented along the project corridor to help
mitigate the temporary construction impact to traffic and the adjacent
businesses. Some of these measures include traffic control devices and
possibly flagmen and/or traffic officers, frequent street sweeping, and the
implementation of diversions/detours to facilitate traffic flow throughout the
construction zones. In addition, a Construction Phasing and Staging Plan
would be required to control the impacts of construction in any segment by
limiting the areas that may be constructed at a particular time. The goal of
the construction phasing plan would be to maximize the work area under
construction while minimizing the inconvenience to the businesses and
motoring public. The proposed action would be required to comply with the
Holiday Moratorium, which prohibits construction work from November 15
through January 2.
A minimum of one-week advance notice would be provided to individual
owners (businesses and residences), owner’s agents, and tenants of buildings
adjacent to work-site before impairing access to those buildings and use of
adjacent public ways or prohibiting stopping and parking of vehicles.
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Additionally, temporary special signs would be used to mitigate the effects of
construction on businesses by informing customers that merchants and other
businesses are open and to provide special access directions if warranted. A
minimum 3-foot pedestrian access along sidewalks would be maintained at
all times.
Public awareness strategies include various methods to educate and reach out
to the public, businesses, and the community concerning the project and
work zone. The public component piece of the Traffic Management Plan
may include organizing and hosting project briefings for area residents, local
workforce, commuters and business owners; consultation with area
homeowner associations, neighborhood councils, and Business Improvement
Districts (BID); responding to telephone calls and e-mails; design and
distribution of a project brochure; issuing construction notices to inform
public of construction schedules; attending weekly construction progress
meetings and reporting community concerns; working closely with affected
Council Districts, as well as the Mayor’s Los Angeles Business Team to
mitigate concerns; issuing news releases to local media to inform public of
traffic impacts: and, developing and managing a project website and/or
telephone hotline.
Response to Comment No. 35-4
The Wilshire BRT Project would improve local bus service, as well as regional
bus service, since the bus lanes would be used for all transit buses. For trips
that originate and end at points along Wilshire Boulevard, it is reasonable to
expect that a portion of the trips would shift from car trips to bus trips since
all buses would experience improved performance. It is expected that people
would make the shift after they realize that taking buses would save them
time and money. This mode shift would reduce average daily traffic (ADT)
along Wilshire Boulevard. However, the actual reduction in ADT along
Wilshire Boulevard would be difficult to quantify since the bus lanes would
only be in operation during peak periods.
Response to Comment No. 35-5
The Wilshire BRT Project is a means in itself for encouraging a shift from
automobile use to public transit by continuing to attract new transit riders.
With the improvements made with the implementation of the Wilshire/
Whittier Metro Rapid in June 2000, bus travel times were reduced by an
average of 29% and ridership increased by almost 40%. Bus lanes are a key
attribute of Bus Rapid Transit. Bus lanes make transit usage more attractive
by reducing transit travel times, increasing service reliability, and improving
safety. Wilshire Boulevard would remain an important origin/destination
(O&D); however, more people are anticipated to use public transit to get to
and from their destinations. By providing bus lanes during the peak periods
when traffic is at its worst, travel times will remain relatively constant due to
the bus lane’s separation from mixed-flow traffic.
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Response to Comment No. 35-6
The majority of sidewalks within the Wilshire BRT Project area would not be
affected. The only affected segments are between Bonsall Avenue and
Federal Avenue within the County of Los Angeles and between Federal
Avenue and Barrington Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, where actual street
widening is being proposed. Within the segment between Bonsall Avenue
and Federal Avenue, sidewalks would remain at a minimum of 10 feet wide.
Within the segment between Federal Avenue and Barrington Avenue,
sidewalks would remain at a minimum of 8 feet wide. This sidewalk width of
8 feet would allow for easy pedestrian movement and accessibility.
Eight-foot sidewalks currently exist along several major streets in the City,
including streets located in areas with high pedestrian volume, such as the
Business District. There is no reported incidence related to the width of those
sidewalks. Although the City generally maintains sidewalks at least 10 feet
wide, retail activity and pedestrian volumes are fairly low along this segment
of the proposed project. Therefore, the reduction of sidewalk widths to create
additional capacity for an eastbound bus lane is considered a reasonable reallocation of limited public right-of-way. Additionally, it avoids the need to
acquire additional right-of-way in a built-out segment of Wilshire Boulevard,
maintains Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards, and preserves
eastbound mixed-flow capacity through a traffic bottleneck. Traffic lanes are
already at minimal 10 feet width and cannot be narrowed further for wider
sidewalk. A number of businesses in this segment also maintain pedestrian
plazas or other publicly-accessible areas along the sidewalks.
Response to Comment No. 35-7
The Draft EIR/EA followed the SCAQMD prescribed methodology for
evaluation of localized impacts related to criteria pollutants during long-term
operations. All significance conclusions were based on clearly defined
thresholds that are sufficiently referenced/sourced within the Draft EIR/EA.
Response to Comment No. 35-8
Noise from motor vehicle traffic associated with the proposed project was
analyzed using the data from the project’s traffic study (Iteris, 2010), which
analyzed change in speeds. Furthermore, the proposed project would not
change the existing speed limit.
As explained in the “Project-Related Traffic Noise” subsection within “Section
4.3 Noise” of the Draft EIR/EA, according to the noise analysis (which takes
into account vehicle speeds), noise levels along the project corridor are
expected to change by no more than 1 dBA along the project corridor. This
change would be imperceptible to existing noise-sensitive receptors and
would not violate local thresholds.
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Response to Comment No. 35-9
As explained in the “Construction Noise” subsection within “Section 4.3
Noise,” of the Draft EIR/EA:

“Although the increases in noise levels would be substantial,
the increases would be intermittent and temporary during
daytime hours as permitted by the City’s Noise Ordinance
(i.e., 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. during weekdays, and 8:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. do Saturdays).”
Nonetheless, noise control measures are recommended during construction
to reduce the noise levels to the extent practicable in order to minimize the
impact on nearby sensitive receptors.
Specifically, Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-6 would be incorporated into
the project contract specifications to minimize construction noise impacts at
the sites of concern.
Response to Comment No. 35-10
In the “Operational Impacts” subsection within “Section 4.3 Noise,” of the
Draft EIR/EA, operational noise levels were predicted using the Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) descriptor. CNEL is a measure of average
noise levels in the community over a 24-hour period. Since the CNEL levels
during the operational phase of the project were found to change by no more
than 1 dBA, it would be expected that Lmax levels, if measured during future
operational conditions, would also be less or would not increase substantially.
The Lmax represents the root-mean-square maximum obtainable noise level
measured during a given monitoring interval. For the purpose of comparing
existing noise levels to predicted future noise levels, the Lmax is typically not
used because it is not an accurate representative measure of the average
constant sound level during the interval period. The Lmax represents a
statistical outlier demonstrating the maximum range of noise generated
during the interval period. Therefore, the Leq, or average (which takes into
account the entire range of values during the measurement period), is used to
characterize the noise environment. The Lmax value is actually part of the
range of values during the measurement period out of which the Leq value is
constructed. The Ldn or CNEL are typically used in characterizing community
noise, and also are average measure values (using a 24-hour interval period)
of a given range of values.
Using average measurements also gives weight to noise levels during off-peak
periods, when quieter conditions produce lower noise levels. This is
important because using a measure of Lmax would inaccurately set a higher
than average baseline noise level for a neighborhood and may make increases
in noise levels due to construction or change in operational noise conditions
appear insignificant even though a quieter existing noise level than
represented by the Lmax may be much more accurate with respect to existing
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conditions. Using an average like the CNEL, Ldn, or Leq is, thus, a more
accurate, representative, and conservative measure.
Response to Comment No. 35-11
The proposed project consists of a linear existing roadway alignment
(Wilshire Boulevard), and any noise from the proposed project during
construction would be temporary at any one given segment along the total
alignment. Therefore, the effect of construction noise from the proposed
project, in combination with other building construction or modification
projects located along Wilshire Boulevard, would be less-than-significant.
Construction of the proposed project would move from one segment to
another along the corridor and would not result in long-term construction
activities along the whole of the alignment or on a localized stationary site.
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LETTER 36
Fname

Gwen
Date

Jul 2, 2010

LName

Org

D'Arcangelis
Format

email

Email Address

darcange@ucla.edu
File Name

darchangelis.gwen.070210

Summary

Supports the project.

Comment

Make the Bus Only Lanes a reality in LA. There are many many bus riders, and it is an important means for transport in an automobilepacked city. Making a bus only lane will help transportation be more
sustainable. We need more public transit, less individual autos. Plus, many people are dependent upon buses, and it is important to make the
means of transportation for so many riders more efficient and
faster!
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 36
D’Arcangelis, Gwen
Response to Comment No. 36-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project

3-142

November 2010

LETTER 37
Fname

Brandon
Date

Jul 4, 2010

LName

Org

De Hart
Format

email

Email Address

chicodeojosazules@gmail.com
File Name

dehart.brandon.070410

Summary

Supports the project.

Comment

I am writing to express my support for the proposed bus-only lanes on Wilshire Boulevard. The buses running along Wilshire are undoubtedly
the most used lines in the city. I believe this would help the flow
of traffic and might make taking public transportation more attractive to those who have a choice in their mode of transportation.
It will make much more of a difference to those of us that have to take the bus. This project seems like the least the MTA could do to make
the daily lives of bus riders better, especially now that we have
been hit with an unfair and arbitrary fare hike. Thank you.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 37
De Hart, Brandon
Response to Comment No. 37-1
This commenter supports the proposed project; the comment has been noted
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LETTER 38
Delshad, Doreen [ddelshad@lausd.net]
Thursday, July 22, 2010 11:04 PM
WilshireBRT
no on project

I am a local Westwood resident and I oppose the proposed bus lane from Comstock to Glendon. 1
Thank you,
Dori Delshad
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 38
Delshad, Doreen
Response to Comment No. 38-1
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is
warranted. However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration.
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LETTER 39
Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

feedback@metro.net
Tuesday, July 20, 2010 10:00 AM
WilshireBRT
[Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from
First Name: Daniel
Last Name: Dorman
Email:
ddorman8@yahoo.com
Phone:
URL:
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Dedicated bus lane a BAD idea.

1

∙
The 2001 study shows that there is no slowing of traffic, cars or buses, in that
stretch of Wilshire. In fact, it is the fastest moving segment of any other stretch of
Wilshire. It moves just fine.

2

∙
One alternative is to remove jut‐outs that allow access to the buildings along this
stretch. As there would be no street parking (approx. 100 spots would be lost), there would
3
be no way to service the high rise buildings, churches, synagogues and the Belmont Assisted
Living facility. There are no alleys, so cars would have to enter the neighborhoods for this
purpose.
∙
Buses travel at high speeds in this stretch right now. A dedicated bus lane would
allow for greater speeds endangering cyclists and pedestrians who cross Wilshire to go to
Holmby Park, synagogues and churches.

4

∙
Narrowing car lanes will create backups from Bev. Hills to Comstock, resulting in
more pollution from cars sitting in traffic.

5

∙
Forcing the stretch from Comstock to Glendon to change when nothing is wrong is a
costly waste of City funds and benefits absolutely no one.

6

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 39
Dorman, Daniel
Response to Comment No. 39-1
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.
Response to Comment No. 39-2
Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project
and Master Response No. 12 regarding bus speeds between Comstock
Avenue and Westwood Boulevard.
Response to Comment No. 39-3
Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential
buildings along Wilshire Boulevard between Comstock Avenue and Malcolm
Avenue and Master Response No. 6 concerning removal of on-street parking.
Response to Comment No. 39-4
Please refer to Master Response No. 15 regarding the impacts of bus speeds
on churches and schools.
Response to Comment No. 39-5
Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project
and Master Response No. 12 regarding bus speeds between Comstock
Avenue and Westwood Boulevard.
Response to Comment No. 39-6
The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their consideration.
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LETTER __

Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

feedback@metro.net
Wednesday, July 21, 2010 10:37 AM
WilshireBRT
[Metro.net] customer comment

Comment from
First Name: Daniel
Last Name: Dorman
Email:
ddorman8@yahoo.com
Phone:
URL:
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
The Wilshire BRT is a BAD idea.
∙
The 2001 study shows that there is no slowing of traffic, cars or buses, in that
stretch of Wilshire. In fact, it is the fastest moving segment of any other stretch of
Wilshire. It moves just fine.
∙
One alternative is to remove jut‐outs that allow access to the buildings along this
stretch. As there would be no street parking (approx. 100 spots would be lost), there would
be no way to service the high rise buildings, churches, synagogues and the Belmont Assisted
Living facility. There are no alleys, so cars would have to enter the neighborhoods for this
1
purpose.
∙
Buses travel at high speeds in this stretch right now. A dedicated bus lane would
allow for greater speeds endangering cyclists and pedestrians who cross Wilshire to go to
Holmby Park, synagogues and churches.
∙
Narrowing car lanes will create backups from Bev. Hills to Comstock, resulting in
more pollution from cars sitting in traffic.
∙
Forcing the stretch from Comstock to Glendon to change when nothing is wrong is a
costly waste of City funds and benefits absolutely no one.
Daniel Dorman
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 40
Dorman, Daniel
Response to Comment No. 40-1
Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 39-1 through 39-6.
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LETTER 41
Marcelo, Madonna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

drapkin allen [drapkinus@yahoo.com]
Tuesday, July 20, 2010 10:54 AM
WilshireBRT
BRT

We favor NO PROJECT for wilshire BRT from comstock ave to glendon.

1
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 41
Drapkin, Allen
Response to Comment No. 41-1
This commenter opposes the proposed project; the comment has been noted.
As this comment does not state a concern or a question regarding the
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA, no further response is
warranted. However, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration.
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LETTER 42

Charles Edelsohn P.E.
California Board of Registration for Professional Engineers

E 7224 CS 3599

10334 Wilkins Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90024
July 25, 2010
Martha Butler, Project Manager
Metropolitan Transit Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012.
Via email <wilshirebrt@metro.net>

INTRODUCTION - This letter is a revision and update of my previous letter of October 2009. The
update is simple because so very little has changed in the interim. The primary difference between
2009 and 2010 is that a new traffic study has been conducted. Conducting the study was good but
the stark discrepancy between the results of the MTA study and the recent LADOT study means that
one or both are faulty. This project should not proceed without resolution of the discrepancies.
While this is my major new objection to the present DEIR, I also include five other major objections
to supplement the objections I have previously raised.
We often hear the saying, “It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to understand this.” The Wilshire
Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit (WBRT) proposal is very complex, does take a rocket scientist, and
I am one. Before I retired as Chief Scientist, Hughes Aircraft Company, Space and Communications
Group, Systems Laboratories Directorate, I designed even more complex space satellite systems.
For example, I was the chief architect of a proposal, with CalTech, to put a radio telescope in a crater
on the back side of the moon. (I have provided a current resume of as Appendix I.)

1

The WBRT project must satisfy a combination of social, political, construction engineering, traffic
engineering, safety engineering, and environmental engineering requirements. In this letter, I will
attempt to outline the problems and propose some solutions.
I am a Professional Engineer, registered with the State of California. I am a member of both the
Westwood Homeowners Association and the Comstock Hills Homeowners Association. I was
formerly a Vice President of each. I am currently a Director of the Comstock Hills Association,
however, this letter does not represent the official position of either organization. I live within half
a mile of Wilshire Boulevard in Westwood.
The MTA seems to want to start their history in 2004. To me this is indeed strange. So much so that
I have appended my letter of June 15, 2000 (Appendix H.) as published in the MTA 2001 Final EIR
for the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit project. I also include the first four pages of that FEIR as
Appendix C. This project has a much longer history than has been made apparent. The past studies
(e.g. Appendix G - DOT Report to Council) and tests should not be ignored but used to guide the
current effort. My letter of 2000, by itself, could be a valid response to this request for input with
little changed but the date. However, in this letter I will update that ten year old response to
accommodate the more recent changes.

2

My response will address the concept of installing bus only lanes on Wilshire Boulevard by dealing
with six major issues:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Cost Effectiveness
Traffic Analysis
Basis of Traffic Analysis
Alternative Approaches
Impacts That Can’t be Mitigated
Non Participation by Beverly Hills and Santa Monica

2

I. Cost Effectiveness - The Concept, as Presented Through the Years, is Faulty and Should
be Delayed or Abandoned Until or Unless the Past Errors are Corrected and a Realistic and
Accurate Cost, Benefit, and Impact Analysis is Accomplished.
The basic premise of the project is that bus service will be improved to such an extent that people
will ride the bus instead of driving private cars. The DEIR assumes (without evidence or proof)
that, while the total traffic capacity of Wilshire will be reduced because the two bus lanes will not
be used to full capacity, nevertheless the number of people moved will increase because the buses
will go faster. There is no justification for this assumption to be found in the document. Only a
vague statement of goals is presented in Section 2.4 of Chapter 2, the Project Description. Previous
presentations by the MTA argued the effectiveness vigorously but my rebuttal challenged their
methodology and their results and my challenges have never been answered. (In a meeting with Ms.
Robinson (LADOT), her staff suggested that they could improve my analysis by substituting actual
data for one of my assumptions. That study should be released, if done. If not done, it should be.)
The basic MTA performance claim is lacking and past claims have been false. Let us examine
the history and evidence to substantiate my assertions:
A. The Curitiba Premise and Problems - As detailed in the briefing charts appended, this concept
started in the 1980s with a visit to Curitiba, Brazil, by Zev Yaroslavsky, now LA County Supervisor.
The Supervisor was shown a well functioning, bus only lane system soon after it was inaugurated.
What he did not see was the analysis made soon thereafter which showed that the system was
breaking down because of interference by increasing levels of bus and automobile traffic and that
even the initial success was based on much larger buses with multiple doors and a fare prepayment
system which allowed the entire load of 270 passengers to enter and exit very quickly, much like a
subway system. These assertions are documented both in the briefing charts and in the report by
Darrell Clarke dated June 23, 2000, which is also submitted as Appendix B.
B. The Rosendahl Test - As documented in the briefing charts and Appendices E and F, Los
Angeles Councilman Bill Rosendahl requested a test of the concept in his 6th Council District. The
results were so catastrophic that he soon moved in the LA City Council that the test be stopped
immediately. An analysis by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) provided the
explanation. Just as in Curitiba, the delays in automobile traffic which resulted from the bus only
lanes caused all lanes, bus lanes included, to bog down. Traffic diverted miles north and south, to
Sunset Boulevard and to Santa Monica Boulevard, causing a ripple of delays spreading outward from
the tiny test zone.

3

C. Mitigation Costs - The 2001 County MTA FEIR pointed out that mitigations of the deleterious
effects of instituting bus only lanes would be necessary. However, the approach contained in the EIR
was that the impacts should be evaluated after the bus lanes were in place and that mitigations should 4
then be made and paid for by the City of Los Angeles. This same shift of responsibility from County
to City should not be allowed in the current EIR.
D. Performance - The studies and analyses which led up to the 2001 FEIR claimed that instituting
the bus only lanes would improve total transportation passenger service by 41%. However, the
studies were flawed in that they compared apples to oranges. They compared bus capacity (135
passengers) to assumed car ridership (1.32 total). A more fair comparison would have been bus
capacity to car capacity. I made this calculation. Under these conditions, the dedicated bus lanes
result in a 7 % decrease in total passenger service. This is documented in the briefing included as
Appendix A. LADOT engineers suggested that they might be able to improve my analysis by using
real car ridership data available to them instead of using either my assumption or that of the MTA. 5
The current DEIR does not even bother to analyze performance. It simply assumes that
performance will be improved enough to justify the cost.
The current project must guard against the possibility that the self interests might bias the results.
In this case the study was done by and for the MTA, which would benefit from increased bus
ridership. This apparent conflict of interest should be eliminated. The studies and preparation of
the FEIR should be conducted by an independent agency or, at the least, be reviewed and critiqued
by independent practitioners before publication.
E. Effect on Bus Rider Traffic - The basic assumption of the studies has been that the original
Curitiba experience could be duplicated in Los Angeles. As described in Section A above, the
Curitiba system started to break down soon after it was so highly touted to Los Angeles visitors. The
LADOT has made some studies to determine the effect on automobile traffic. The Rosendahl Test
may be considered a pilot run to demonstrate such effects. What is needed is a very accurate
computer simulation to determine whether and how much the bus rider’s travel time will be helped
6
by bus only lanes, supplemented by a pilot run to test the validity of the computer model.
Without an accurate prediction of bus rider improvement, the claims of vastly improved bus service
may be deluding bus riders. Bus service is poor. Will this idea really help, or will the effect on
automobile traffic so bog down intersections that the busses themselves will be mired in traffic?
(See the report on the Curitiba experience in Appendix B.) Are the bus riders willing to take the
word of the agency that has been failing them for years?
Project Cost Methodology - The cost should be analyzed by including both the cost of construction
and also including the cost of traffic delays both during construction and after completion. The cost
of the project is not justified and the MTA makes no claim, at least in this document, that it is. The
decision should be made primarily on the basis of cost effectiveness and the MTA should be required 7
to present their analytical results and defend their position.
Cost Effectiveness Summary - The basic premise of the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit (bus only lane)
Proposal is the assumption that dedicated bus lanes will increase the speed of buses in all segments

of the corridor and therefore will increase the service of the buses to its ridership. At the same time
it is also assumed that the reduction in automotive passengers will be overcome by the increase in
bus passengers. Past performance improvement arguments have been shown to be in error. This
time the claim is not even made but is merely assumed. Before this project is approved, the errors
in past studies and study methodologies must be corrected, studies must be done to demonstrate that 7
the claimed benefits are real, that the bus ridership will actually be helped, that the total
transportation ridership will be increased, that the deleterious impacts on automobile traffic will be
mitigated, that the deleterious effects on residents living on and adjacent to the Wilshire corridor can
be mitigated, and that the cost of the mitigations are accommodated within the project cost budget.
II. Traffic Analysis - The traffic analysis is faulty. This is immediately apparent when the current
MTA analysis is compared to the almost identical LADOT analysis done in 2005. At the request of
Council, the LADOT conducted a series of analyses of the impact of instituting bus only lanes on
traffic flow (see Appendix G). The results were catastrophic. Delays at Fairfax were calculated at
109% increase. Delays at Beverly Glen were calculated at 124% increase. The only mitigations
available seem to be diverting traffic onto alternate streets, many residential streets. However, even 8
with these diversions onto residential streets the increased delays remain at serious levels (e.g. 69%
increase at Beverly Glen).
The new 2010 MTA analysis shows the traffic delays at Beverly Glen decreased by about 5% for
the base project and increased for the Alternative by about 9%. Similar discrepancies are found at
other locations. Such large discrepancies must be explained before this project is approved and
large sums of public money are spent.
III. Basis of Traffic Analysis - Future developments listed in the DEIR do not include the major
developments approved in Century City, the Blade, the Constellation Boulevard project, nor the
Robinson’s May development nor the two developments planned for the Hilton site. Inclusion of
these and other expected developments will make the traffic delays much worse. It is 9
unconscionable for this impact report to ignore the potential of such large traffic generating projects
already approved for construction.
IV. Alternative Approaches - The Westwood Corridor Should be Excluded as it was in 2001.
The Alternative A Project, which retains the jut outs in the Westwood Corridor area, is presented
without justification and comparison with the base project. There are two motivations: improved
access for the condo residents and avoidance of residential cut through traffic. The effect of reduced
parking and limited delivery access on Wilshire is described but the potential for traffic jams and cut 10
through traffic at Comstock is not, and neither is cited as a motivation. Mitigation of cut through
traffic at Comstock is not included in the mitigation list. There is only passing mention of signage
indicating that one east bound traffic lane will disappear at Comstock. The relative benefits of
Alternative A should be explained and evaluated.
A. Impacts on the Wilshire Adjacent Residents - As was well documented in the LADOT report
on the Rosendahl Test (Appendix E), and on other occasions such as installation of fiber optic cables 11
on Wilshire Boulevard, as described in the briefing charts (Appendix A), when the curb lanes of

Wilshire Boulevard have been denied to traffic, tremendous traffic jams have occurred. As a result,
traffic has diverted to adjacent (and not so adjacent) streets. Along the Westwood corridor, almost
all the adjacent streets are residential, and most are single family residential streets. Harried
commuters seeking relief from traffic jams often speed and fail to observe stop signs in these
residential neighborhoods. They present a clear danger to the children in our neighborhoods.
One extremely vulnerable location is the intersection at Comstock Avenue. To the west, Wilshire
Boulevard is three lanes in either direction but the right-of-way is wide enough for four or more
lanes. To the east, through the Los Angeles Country Club and Beverly Hills, the right-of -way
narrows to allow only the three existing traffic lanes. If the jut-outs to the west are removed and the
Boulevard is expanded to four lanes to the west of Comstock, this will allow three mixed traffic 11
lanes plus a dedicated bus lane. To the east of Comstock, the dedicated bus lane must reduce the
mixed flow lanes to two, creating a major problem.
Under these circumstances (jut-outs removed) automobile traffic flowing east from Westwood to
Beverly Hills will experience a bottleneck as traffic is squeezed from three, down to two lanes. The
natural escape route for these rush hour commuters is to take Comstock and Club View Avenues,
both single family residential streets with children, to Santa Monica Boulevard and thence to
reconnect to eastbound Wilshire in Beverly Hills where three traffic lanes will again be available.
Instituting a deliberate narrowing at Comstock which encourages commuter traffic to divert to single
family residential streets is a tragic disaster in the making, with the potential for consequent legal
actions against the City and the County MTA a foregone conclusion.
B. Impacts on Condominium Residents - In general the condominiums on Wilshire back up
against single or multiple family residences. In most cases there are no alleys at the rear of the
condominiums. Seldom are there loading docks or parking spaces for delivery trucks. They rely on
the parking spaces on Wilshire for deliveries. The “jut-outs” protect the “cut-ins” so parking is 12
possible on the boulevard. Removal of the jut-outs to allow widening of the street to add a bus lane
removes these necessary parking spaces. It also increases traffic by requiring traffic to loop through
single family residential areas to be able to access driveways now available by making left turns from
the median.
C. History - The briefing charts (Appendix A) reproduce a portion of page 4 of the 2001 FEIR, also
shown in original form in Appendix C-4. The studies performed by the MTA staff resulted in the
MTA reaching the conclusion that the Westwood corridor was the only portion of the Wilshire
corridor in which busses were able to run at maximum speeds and that bus only lanes were not
necessary. They found that the potential for significant cut through traffic, most clearly at Comstock 13
Avenue but likely at many locations in the residential Westwood corridor, was great. They found
that the reduction in parking along the Westwood corridor would greatly impact residents. The
combination of serious negative impacts and negligible positive benefit led them to exclude the
Westwood corridor in 2001. This exclusion was confirmed in the MTA letter to Councilperson
Gruel in 2006 (Appendix D).
The major discrepancy between the recommendations in the 2001 FEIR and in the present
14
DEIR must be explained. The 2001 report specifically recommended against including the

Westwood Corridor, yet the present report includes it. Similarly the current report claims the
Rosendahl test at Barrington was a success, shut down only to await integration of the rest of the
system, while the public record shows intense public outrage over the terrible effect on traffic. The
facts have not changed in the interim.
In 2010 traffic still moves far better in this segment than anywhere else along the Wilshire corridor.
The potential for cut through traffic and the impact of reduced parking remains serious. Conditions
have not changed and the result of any unbiased study will also remain the same. This study needs
14
to be redone with a thorough analysis of impacts and benefits. When this is done the results will be
the same as those reached by the MTA in 2001. They should stand.
The only motivation for including the Westwood Wilshire residential Corridor in the project seems
to be an arbitrary interpretation of the Federal funding rules that sets a minimum number of miles
for a project. It would be far better to seek a better interpretation of the funding rules and apply the
Westwood Corridor portion of the money to the midtown area where it could be used to much better
advantage. Surely Congressman Waxman would see the wisdom of this approach and support it.
This project is unnecessary and has significant negative impacts in the Wilshire Westwood
Corridor. The best solution is to make this corridor a No Project zone which would allow
15
mixed flow in all traffic lanes. Second best is to adopt the Alternative A plan retaining the jutouts but allowing bus only lanes during peak hours.
V. Impacts That Can’t be Mitigated - Cost Transfer from County to City - Even the lax
standards used by the MTA in this DEIR show 18 or 19 intersections where serious impacts cannot
16
be mitigated. Such impacts cannot be left unresolved and the basis for future major costs. This is
an improper transfer of an unfunded liability from the County to the City of Los Angeles.
VI. Non Participation by Beverly Hills and Santa Monica - Failure to convince either
independent city to join this project is a serious problem. Even if the project should work as claimed
in Los Angeles, the overall performance will be severely restricted by these two holes in two of the
most congested regions of the Wilshire Boulevard traffic flow system. Why did these two Cities
refuse? Their reasons and their negative analyses should be included in the total study.
17
Further, exclusion of these two Cities will seriously affect those of us who live near the boundaries.
For example, as previously noted, unless the Alternative A Project, which retains the jut outs in the
Westwood Corridor is adopted, or a Westwood No Project zone is created, the eastbound traffic will
back up and attempt to cut through at Comstock.
Summary - This report presents six reasons why the present DEIR is faulty and why the project
needs extensive review and modification before it is considered. The project is not cost effective,
the traffic analysis is faulty, the traffic analysis is based on incomplete consideration of traffic 18
generating approved construction projects, the impacts that can’t be mitigated represent a
likely transfer of liability to the City, and the non participation of Beverly Hills and Santa
Monica impacts its neighbors and their reasoning should be included.

In addition to my own evidence against this project, I wish to incorporate by reference the Los
Angeles City Council File on this topic, Council File 03-2337-S1, and the 2001 MTA FEIR for the
Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project..
I also call to your attention the set of briefing charts I include as Appendix A and referenced in the
discussion. These briefing charts present both the historical record of how this project has
progressed from the year 2000 and the evidence for how and why the project is faulty.
19
Having pointed out some of the problems associated with the Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit Project as
presently conceived, I feel obligated as a Professional Engineer to offer more solutions than I have
suggested in this short letter. Therefore I offer my services as a part time consultant, without charge,
to review the study and its methodology, to determine whether this proposed project will be
effective, what its costs will be, and whether its benefits make the project worthwhile from the
perspective of the society, politics, and the engineering.

Sincerely yours,

Charles Edelsohn, PE
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THE PHOENIX RISES

WILSHIRE BUS RAPID TRANSIT

CRE 101-10-09

Some of the traffic problems:
 Per LADOT - It will greatly increase delays at critical intersections.
 It will put traffic on residential streets such as Ashton, Lindbrook,
Comstock, and Club View.
 Contrary to MTA claims, it will decrease persons moved per day.
Some of the other problems:
 The current plan reverses the 2001 FEIR studies.
 The increase in traffic by 2009 has not changed the fundamentals.
 The new EIR studies in Westwood will not support the reversal
reversal.
 Adoption of the current plan will incense many.

Wilshire BRT Issues – October 2009
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MTA introduced Concept in 2000.
2000
 Neighborhood response negative, LA Times editorial negative.
 We convinced the MTA that busways cause harm in Westwood.
 2001 FEIR made exception from Selby to Comstock
Comstock.
In 2009, little has changed.
This briefing covers the same logic and facts with some recent updates:
 MTA errors
errors.
 Curitiba problems.
 City Council actions 2005 – 2007.
 Sudden revival - fall 2007 (Federal $17M)
$17M).
 Sandy Brown actions.
 City Attorney decision.
 Transportation
T
t ti Committee
C
itt Meeting
M ti 2009
 Conclusions and Recommendations.

Wilshire BRT History to October 2009
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HISTORY

Jack Weiss 02 CRE 8-25-01

Send Comments by June 15 to: David Mieger, Project Manager, LA County MTA, One Gateway Plaza,
Mail Stop 99-22-5, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Charles Edelsohn, Ivan Finkle, Joan Little, Carol Spencer

MTA Public Meetings, Mid City/Westside Transit Corridor: Monday May 7, Peterson Automotive Museum,
6060 Wilshire Blvd. – Wednesday May 9, West Angeles Church of God and Christ, 3045 Crenshaw Blvd. – Tuesday
May 15, Veteran’s Administration Hospital, 11301 Wilshire Blvd. Room 1281. All meetings 5:00 PM to 8:00
PM.

The Santa Monica Transit Parkway is already in the design stage and we are working with LA Public Works to
protect CWW from cut through traffic and unsightly power poles. But the Wilshire Blvd. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
Program is still in the public comment stage and threatens us in its present form. The unused, MTA owned, right-ofway on Exposition Blvd. provides a much better transit alternative with much less adverse effect on current traffic
and neighborhoods. To protect our neighborhood we urge you to attend the MTA meetings listed below and
to write letters to the MTA.

Similarly, the MTA plans to reduce
Wilshire between Veteran Avenue
and the 405 Freeway to two lanes,
creating a severe problem for UCLA
commuters.

The MTA plans to remove one lane of
traffic in each direction along the
entire length of Wilshire Blvd. to
construct dedicated busways.. The
busways will restrict left turns and
create safety hazards. The loss of a
lane will force motorists to find other
streets. From Westwood Village
g to
Comstock, a lane will be added to
compensate. From Comstock to
Beverly Hills, the three lanes will be
reduced to two. We believe this will
cause a severe traffic jam in our
neighborhood and motorists will
attempt to cut through on Comstock or
take Beverly Glen (already at
capacity) to bypass the congestion.
The MTA has ignored our request to
model the traffic impact and says that,
if a problem occurs, the city can
provide a remedy, later.

The April 29, 2001 Los Angeles
Times Editorial shown here is in
agreement with the position many of
us in the Century Westwood Watch
have. We are concerned that the MTA
is starting another major project in our
immediate neighborhood with little
consideration for the impact on us.

Neighborhood Alert

Copyright, 2001, Los Angeles Times.
Reprinted by permission.

Our 2001 Flyers Included the LA Times Editorial
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The Final EIR Said “Mixed Flow” in Westwood
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10 January, 2002

Richard Agay
Mike Metcalfe
f
Charles Edelsohn
Bill Wagner

Presenters:

DISCUSSION WITH
COUNCILMAN JACK WEISS

Westwood Homeowners Association

Jack Weiss 02 CRE 8-25-01

WILSHIRE BOULEVARD

Jack Weiss 02 CRE 8-25-01

Traffic Improvements should not be limited by one dimensional thinking.
Jack Weiss 02 CRE 8-25-01

All three transit improvements planned for the Westside concentrate on East-West traffic.
MTA EIR studies admit that North-South traffic is equally bad.
We are severely impacted by N-S traffic seeking the 405, Sepulveda, Beverly Glen, etc.

Traffic is North South as well as East West

Jack Weiss 02 CRE 8-25-01

Th MTA says these
The
h
traffic
ffi problems
bl
can be
b solved
l d by
b the
h cities
i i after
f b
busways are iinstalled.
ll d

Until they show how it can work in Westwood, we ask you to oppose it.

It creates major bottlenecks - between the Village and the 405 Freeway and at Comstock.

It causes bottled up traffic to cut through residential neighborhoods.

BRT provides little improvement over Metro Rapid buses but brings a host of problems:

The Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) removes one lane of traffic in each direction.
This make no more sense than the old Diamond Lanes on the Freeway did.
We need to ADD traffic lanes, not remove them.

y will have severe impacts:
p
But dedicated busways

Metro Rapid buses do a marvelous job with little negative impact.

Bus Rapid Transit Creates Serious Problems for Westwood

Jack Weiss 02 CRE 8-25-01

This did occur last spring when fiber-optic cables were laid under Eastbound Wilshire
Wilshire.

If severe enough, the residential diversion will occur West of Comstock at Beverly Glen,
Holmby, Westholme,

To install concrete bus stops
stops, one Eastbound lane was blocked inside Beverly Hills
Hills.
During non-rush hours, Wilshire was backed up to Comstock.
Drivers cut through single family residential streets, Comstock to Club View to Santa
Monica and back to Wilshire.

Beverly Hills inadvertently provided a test demonstration the last week in August.

Reducing the lanes from three to two creates a severe bottleneck
bottleneck.

Even with three lanes in each direction, Wilshire East of Comstock is already heavily
congested eastbound.

East of Comstock it will be two lanes each direction, plus the busway.

West of Comstock Avenue, Wilshire will be three lanes each direction, plus the busway.

Wilshire Busway Problem at Comstock

Jack Weiss 02 CRE 8-25-01

Traffic will filter through the residential neighborhoods to seek alternate routes to the 405
405.

Making the busways RUSH HOUR ONLY will not help; that is the peak commute time.

The MTA BRT plan will reduce the present four lanes to three from Westwood to Veteran and
to two from Veteran to the 405.

Many commuters work at UCLA
UCLA, live in the Valley and Beach communities
communities, and drive the 405
405.

Westwood and Wilshire is the nation's busiest intersection.

Wilshire Busway Problem Between Westwood and 405
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104,000
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148,000
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The performance improvement claimed in the MTA study is based on apples vs. oranges.
They compare car OCCUPANCY to bus CAPACITY .
They assume the buses are always FULL and the cars are always 3/4 EMPTY (1.32 each).
A fair comparison
p
actually
y shows a decrease in p
people
p moved p
per day
y

BRT Improvement Claims are False
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UPDATE 2009
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The 41% increase becomes a 1% decrease.

If the bus is full (135)
And five passenger cars carry just four passengers.

If apples are compared to apples, we get a very different result.

A 135 passenger bus was always full (135 passengers)
But a five passenger car carried only 1.32 people.

CRE 12-28-07

Their calculation was based on comparing bus capacity to automobile occupancy.

The MTA has claimed that installing bus only lanes will result in a 41% increase in
persons moved per day compared to normal bus use.

BRT Improvement Claims are False
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Fair Comparison – Capacity vs. Capacity
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% Change

Rapid (@ 90)
50,000 Cars (@ 5)
Total

Fair Comparison

% Change

Rapid (@ 90)
50,000 Cars (@ 1.32)
Total

MTA BRT

39,000
250,000
289,000

33,300 Cars (@ 5)

Capacity

- 7%

BRT (@ 135))

MTA BRT

Capacity
p
y

MTA Rapid

+41%

39,000
39
000 Capacity
BRT (@ 135)
66,000 Occupancy 33,300 Cars (@ 1.32)
105,000

MTA Study Methodology MTA Rapid

Persons moved per day

. moved per day
A fair comparison actually shows a decrease in people

Fair Comparison – Capacity vs. Capacity
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165,000
269,000

104,000
,

104
104,000
000
44,000
148,000
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If we are lucky, the new EIR will do this.

with bus lanes and 33,000 cars.

90 and 135 passenger buses

VERSUS

without bus lanes and with 50,000
,
cars and actual car occupancy,
p
y,

CRE 10-10-09

90 passenger and
d 135 passenger b
buses, b
both
th d
driven
i
th
the maximum
i
number
b
of trips possible,

.

A really honest comparison would have compared total ridership per day for:

Really Honest Comparison – Total Ridership
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In 2009, Curitiba is still struggling to make the system work.

Curitiba planners decided that the busways had to be elevated.

CRE 10-10-09

As traffic and density increased, busses had to run so often (one per minute)
th t gridlock
that
idl k occurred.
d

By 1998 the Curitiba system was breaking down. (See APTA Report in EIR)

The Curitiba busway system (including pre-paid fares) worked well at the time.

Zev Yaraslavsky started to promote busways after he visited Curitiba Brazil, in
about 1996.

Curitiba

CE
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“The city is nearing the capacity limits of a busway. The peak-hour frequency of buses and the size of buses cannot
be increased within the constraints of a busway operating at grade and intersecting city streets. The next step in the
continuing evolution and improvement of the transit system is to create a grade-separated
grade separated transitway (probably
rail) in place of the busiest busways. Plans are to have the first grade-separated corridor in place in about 6 or 8 years.
(APTA—International Transit Studies Program, Report on the Spring 1998 Mission)”

“The busway uses a signal priority system. However, because the frequency of buses operating on the busway can
reach one bus per minute during peak hours in the peak direction, there is a limit on the amount of priority that
can be given to the bus without creating unacceptable delays for cross traffic. As a result, buses operating on
the busways were observed stopping at several of the signalized cross streets
streets.

y , each between 5 and 7.5 miles long,
g, radiating
g from the city
y center. ...
“There are five busways,

and deboarding process. A bi-articulated bus (a 5-door, 82-foot. bus built by Volvo and currently used only in
Curitiba) with a load of 270 people can board or deboard in about 20 seconds. The average speed of buses using
The busway is 13 miles per hour…

“Prepayment of fares and level boarding, systems typically found in rail systems, create a very efficient boarding

“Curitiba is a compact city. Its five main radial bus lines are only five to seven miles long, with an average
bi-articulated Bus speed of Just 13 mph. too slow for longer trips.

“What lessons from the often-cited Curitiba model should we apply to a city like Los Angeles?
There are important differences.

“Curitiba

Curitiba Facts from BRT 2001 EIR
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This despite negative reports from the DOT that instituting busways would have
severe negative impacts.

Through the years, the Los Angeles City Council has passed a series of actions in
support of the busway system.

Council Actions

CE

Late in 2005, Rosendahl stopped the test.

DOT verified traffic problems.

Cut through traffic was severe.

His businesses and residents were upset.

The response was not favorable
favorable.

CRE 12-28-07

In 2005, Councilman Rosendahl instituted a test of the busway in his district.

Rosendahl Test Run

CRE 12-28-07

October 11, 2005 Motion by Bill Rosendahl

CE

November 7 Report to Council by DOT

Rosendahl Motion and DOT Report

December 14, 2005

Westwood was still exempted, “due to lack of congestion”.

DOT Report
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April 4, 2007

Intersection delay increases by over 100%.

Feasibility Study … between Fairfax and Doheny

DOT Report

CRE 12-28-07
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LOS remains an F.

CE
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If traffic shifts to alternate routes (our residential streets) delay increase goes
down to onlyy 68.7% at Beverly
y Glen Boulevard.

LOS declines from D to F.

DOT predicts 122.4%
122 4% increased delay at Beverly Glen Boulevard
Boulevard.

In Westwood

April 19, 2007 Report to Council from DOT

Page from April 19, 2007 Report to Council from DOT

CE

October 29, 2007

MTA traffic modeling was inadequate

DOT: Another EIR is necessary.

DOT Report

CRE 12-28-07
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Jay Greenstein in fall of 2009

Evan Gordon in summer of 2007

P lB
Paul
Backstrom
k t
iin S
September
t b off 2006
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The CD 5 Staff has been informed about the past history, the prohibition against the
plan in Westwood, and the negative effects anticipated.

Discussions with CD5 Staff

CE

Th
There
was no outreach
t
h to
t hear
h
the
th concerns off the
th stakeholders.
t k h ld
CRE 12-28-07

The revived plan did not take into account the restrictions imposed for
Westwood by the FEIR.

There were no new studies to show any improvement in traffic.
There were no new plans to mitigate the problems found in 2001.

In the fall of 2007, the plan was revived the plan as part of the attempt to
solve the Westside transportation problems.

In mid 2007 MTA pointed out that Federal money was available
available.

The real problem is density outstripping the infrastructure.

Money appears to be the first motivation and
Giving the appearance of doing something about traffic seems the second.

Why the Revival of Interest Despite all the Negatives?

$17 Million available from Federal Government

August 16, 2007 Report to Council from Transportation Committee

CRE 12-28-07
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In October, 2009, with MTA in the lead, a NOP for an EIR was published and
four public outreach meetings were held.

In September, 2009, the Transportation Committee held an informal hearing and
voted to approve funding for the EIR
EIR.

The City Attorney agreed that and EIR was necessary.

Sandy took the materials to the PLUM Committee who referred it to the City Attorney.

I informed Sandy about the past history and provided documentation
documentation.

Late in December 2007, Sandy Brown found out about the plans and called.

Recent Actions

 Most Stakeholders,, throughout
g
the Westside,, oppose
pp
the current plan.
p

 The Rosendahl test exposed the problems.
DOT found the previous MTA studies were flawed.
DOT quantified
tifi d th
the resulting
lti ttraffic
ffi delay
d l problems.
bl
DOT verified the Rosendahl test problems.
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 2001 FEIR left the mitigations to be solved and paid for by the City, after the fact.

 2001 FEIR study found
f
that bus lanes cause problems and do no good in Westwood.
This has not changed in 2009.

 The basic premise (or promise) of improved people flow is based on false
assumptions.

CONCLUSIONS - Plan Will Cause More Harm than Good CE

CE
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 If adequate mitigations are not possible,
possible the funds should be re
re-allocated
allocated
to advance the Wilshire subway or the Exposition light rail projects as better alternatives.

 If mitigation is possible,
possible the City must determine the methods
methods. The funding for the
mitigations must be included as part of the construction process, not borne by the City after the
fact.

 The City must determine whether the negative effects can be mitigated, or not.

 An independent expert must review the studies to validate their accuracy.
accuracy

 The City must play a major role in the computer simulation studies recommended in 2001 to
determine negative effects and compare them to the positive effects.

The new EIR should take full account of the impacts on the City of Los Angeles and on its
citizens.

The 2007 LADOT reports agree with our 2001 conclusions of inadequate modeling and faulty
analysis.
analysis

The impact of the Project on the transportation system as a whole
whole, and especially on Westwood
Westwood,
must be thoroughly understood before construction is begun.

Recommendations

Charles Edelsohn P.E.
California Board of Registration for Professional Engineers

E 7224 CS 3599

10334 Wilkins Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90024
RESUME
Introduction - I enjoy being an engineer. I like solving problems. Although I have done a lot of engineering
management, and wrote a Masters Thesis on the subject, solving technical problems is more appealing than solving
management problems.
Problem Solving - My problem solving is inventive rather than handbook oriented, cutting to the core quickly.
I describe this as finding the eigenvectors or natural dimensions of the problem, to visualize it in a way that makes
the solution simple. I tend to interpret a problem geometrically before I write the equations.
Physical Parameters - I prefer parametric solutions which allow rapid investigation of multiple variables. I used
to do this with nomograms, such as those I contributed to the Air Force Space Planners Guide. Now it is easier to
accomplish this with spreadsheets. I also prefer simulations done with Labview or Matlab, which provide ready
reference to the physics of the problem, to maintain contact with my engineering intuition.
 Presentation Skills - Explaining things orally, or in viewgraph presentations, or in written reports comes easily
to me. I have spent a lot of my career writing good proposals, many of which have won.
Disciplines - My career has ranged over many engineering disciplines. At Purdue my major interest was control
systems theory. My first job was designing television receivers. My TV inventions include a built-in antenna
covering both VHF bands, a delay line synchronization system and a noise reduction system. In the Los Angeles
aerospace industry, I worked on missile guidance systems, became Electronics Manager for the Eagle missile and
then Chief Engineer for Systems Research at Bendix. At Aerospace Corporation I did Operations Research, cost
benefit optimization, evaluated proposals to the Air Force, and designed a Soviet ABM system for an intelligence
need. Planning Research Corporation assignments included analyzing multiple systems, leading a Navy Navigation
Study, and managing Navy studies of Radar Satellites performed by Hughes and North American.
During my 23 years at Hughes Space I worked mainly on classified programs and proposals. In the open world, I
led a 100 meter antenna reconnaissance satellite study, wrote proposals for new weather satellites, invented a passive,
coherent, microwave synthetic array imaging system, led the systems engineering support for GM at Hughes Space
when Hughes was bought by GM, led the development of an automotive simulation laboratory and the application
of aerospace analysis and simulation to anti-lock brakes, traction control, and active suspension systems for GM cars.
I conceived and designed an aperture synthesis radio telescope for deployment on the back side of the moon and, in
conjunction with Cal Tech, led the Grant Proposal effort for a single spacecraft launch to deploy both the moon based
telescope and a communications relay station at the libration point. My title was Chief Scientist.
Entrepreneur - Upon retirement, Hughes leadership encouraged me to pursue my coherent synthetic array imaging
systems. I obtained two prime contracts from the Air Force and hired Hughes and Raytheon as my subcontractors.
This effort was completely successful in demonstrating the capabilities of the invention. We produced recognizable
microwave images and the performance matched analytic predictions to within a fraction of a dB.
Intent - I am lucky to have found a career I like. I am very good at inventive, analytic engineering. I can enhance
an organization or a project by providing creative solutions to problems.
Details - A full CV detailing my career and published papers as examples of my work are both available.
Charles Edelsohn
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 42
Edelsohn, Charles
Response to Comment No. 42-1
The comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration.
Response to Comment No. 42-2
There was a Mid-City/Westside Transit Corridor, Wilshire Bus Rapid Transit
Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) published in 2002. In
order to prepare for the FEIR of 2002, work began as early as 2000. This work
conducted is part of public record.
Response to Comment No. 42-3
The test was conducted in Council District 11 (CD 11), not Council District 6.
Councilmember Rosendahl did not request the “test.” The bus lanes were
put in as a demonstration project under former CD 11 Councilmember Cindy
Miscicowski in 1994. The City Council later voted to make the bus lanes
“permanent.” Councilmember Rosendahl then asked that the bus lanes be
removed until they could be integrated into a larger project. This project
addresses the traffic congestion problem that occurred after the
demonstration project bus lanes were installed in 1994 by widening the
eastbound side of Wilshire Boulevard between Barrington Avenue and
Bonsall Avenue and extending the left-turn pocket on the eastbound direction
at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard.
Response to Comment No. 42-4
Any mitigation measure required to mitigate project impacts are included as
part of the overall Wilshire BRT Project and project funding, a majority of
which is federal funding. The mitigation measures identified in the Draft
EIR/EA will be implemented prior to the opening of the bus lanes.
Response to Comment No. 42-5
The proper and fair comparison for the curb lane performance should be the
total ridership between buses and cars. Since the proposed project would
convert the curb lanes into bus lanes during AM and PM peak periods only,
the comparison should be made just for these peak hours. Currently, the
curb lanes can carry a maximum of 800 cars per lane per hour. With the
correct average occupancy of 1.32 persons per car, the total person
throughput with cars is 1,056 persons per lane per hour. When converted to
bus lanes, the curb lanes would carry approximately 30 buses per lane per
hour. The average passenger load is approximately 50 persons per bus
during peak hours for the popular Metro Rapid Lines 920, 720 and 20 on
Wilshire Boulevard. This would yield 1,500 persons per lane per hour for
buses in each curbside bus lane. The person throughput with bus lanes
(1,500) is, therefore, superior to that of mixed-flow lanes (1,056) during peak
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hours. This does not incorporate expected increases in bus ridership on
Wilshire Boulevard after the bus lanes are installed, which would further
improve the bus lanes’ person throughput.
Response to Comment No. 42-6
The initiation of the Metro Rapid Program in June 2000 was indeed
influenced by the Curitiba experience as mentioned by the commenter.
Although the commenter stated that the Curitiba system is breaking down
because of interference by increasing levels of bus and automobile traffic, Los
Angeles has never gone as far as Curitiba in making improvements to transit
such as with the use of bus lanes. Increasing traffic congestion along the
Wilshire corridor will occur with or without the Wilshire BRT Project. This
increased traffic congestion not only slows down automobiles but, the buses
as well. Ways to improve transit service must be sought to allow transit
service to be competitive with the cars and seen as a viable option to the
automobile. The Wilshire BRT Project would not only improve passenger
travel times by allowing buses to move unimpeded by traffic congestion, but
it would also allow for more consistent and reliable travel times. With the
success of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid in June 2000, with bus travel
times reduced by an average of 29% and transit ridership up by as much as
40%, it is believed that further improvements can be made with the
implementation of bus lanes along Wilshire Boulevard. Please refer to
Master Response No. 10 regarding the anticipated shift of riders from
automobiles to public transit.
Response to Comment No. 42-7
Implementation of the Wilshire BRT Project would cost approximately $31.5
million with about 74% of that being federal dollars. When the Wilshire BRT
Project application was submitted to the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) for Very Small Starts funding, it was ranked among one of the highest
projects. One of the key criteria used by FTA in evaluating projects and
determining whether or not to fund them is their cost effectiveness. The
Wilshire corridor is one of the most important transit corridors in the nation
with over 80,000 bus boardings a day. Operating costs could be reduced by
up to approximately $2.4 million annually with the improved bus travel times
and improved service reliability. In addition, there will be some savings
annually in potential vehicle maintenance costs by reconstructing/repaving
the curb lanes where they are most damaged. In addition, potential accident
costs may be reduced as well since the two highest accidents are cars hitting
buses while at a bus stop or while trying to get around them. With the
improvements made with the implementation of the Wilshire/Whittier Metro
Rapid in June 2000, bus travel times were reduced by an average of 29% and
transit ridership up by as much as 40%.
Response to Comment No. 42-8
The 2007 report to the City Council was a first-cut analysis employing less
detailed methodology than is used in the Draft EIR/EA. The 2007 report did
not use a travel demand model to determine the amount of traffic that would
shift to parallel arterials, such as Santa Monica Boulevard and Olympic
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Boulevard. Instead, that analysis assumed that all traffic that currently uses
Wilshire Boulevard would continue to use Wilshire Boulevard with
implementation of the proposed project. In addition, the 2007 report
assumed that the existing traffic on Wilshire Boulevard is evenly distributed
across all of the travel lanes, including the curb lane. As discussed in Master
Response No. 2, the analysis in the Draft EIR/EA was based on actual
observation of the utilization of each of the lanes. Since the curb lane carries
less traffic than the other lanes, converting it to a bus lane would not have as
severe an impact as estimated in the 2007 report. It was also found that
traffic volumes for the current study (data collected in 2008) are lower than
the data collected in 2005 for the 2007 Council Report at some locations. At
the Beverly Glen intersection, under the proposed project, an additional rightturn lane is created for westbound traffic on Wilshire Boulevard. This lane
addition results in the decrease in delay noted by the commenter.
Response to Comment No. 42-9
Please refer to Master Response No. 3 for an explanation of the development
of future traffic forecasts and the inclusion of development projects.
Response to Comment No. 42-10
Alternative A was developed in response to public comments at the
November 2008 public meetings. Because all study intersections on Wilshire
Boulevard in the area between Comstock and Glendon Avenues are expected
to continue to operate at Level of Service D, there is little reason to expect that
cut-through traffic would result along parallel residential streets as an
alternative to Wilshire Boulevard.
Response to Comment No. 42-11
The LADOT memorandum to Councilmember Gruel referenced in the
comment discusses the impacts of the 2004-2007 demonstration project.
Please refer to Master Response No. 4 on the differences between this project
and the 2004-2007 demonstration project. The assertions in the comment
concerning backups at other times and the material in Appendix A referenced
by the comment are unsubstantiated claims.
Under the proposed project, the jut-outs would be removed between Malcolm
Avenue and Comstock Avenue, and a new curb lane would be created that
would be restricted to buses and right-turning vehicles during peak hours. In
this case, there would be a reduction in travel lanes open to through traffic in
the eastbound direction near Comstock Avenue. However, eastbound traffic
is unlikely to divert to Santa Monica Boulevard via Comstock Avenue because
it is not possible to make a left-turn from southbound Comstock Avenue onto
eastbound Santa Monica Boulevard. Traffic cutting through the Comstock
neighborhood would have to exit onto the Santa Monica Boulevard frontage
road and then make a U-turn on Santa Monica Boulevard to continue
eastbound, or else use Beverly Glen Boulevard. Traffic heading westbound
on Wilshire Boulevard would have no motivation to cut through using
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Comstock Avenue under the proposed project because westbound Wilshire
Boulevard would gain a lane for automobile traffic at this location.
However, LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending Alternative A as the
preferred alternative. Under Alternative A, the jut-outs would remain where
they currently exist in the “Condo Canyon” area, and Wilshire Boulevard
would have two lanes in each direction available to automobile traffic through
the “Condo Canyon” area. In this case, there would be no reduction in the
number of mixed-flow lanes commencing at Comstock Avenue, so there
would be no motivation for traffic to divert onto Comstock Avenue.
Response to Comment No. 42-12
Please refer to Master Response No. 5 concerning access to residential
buildings. Traffic would not be required to “loop through” residential
neighborhoods, as left-turns from the existing two-way left-turn lane into
driveways would continue to be permitted.
Response to Comment No. 42-13
Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project.
Response to Comment No. 42-14
Please refer to Master Response No. 8 regarding the exclusion of the segment
between Comstock Avenue and Veteran Avenue from the proposed project
and Master Response No. 4 regarding the differences between the proposed
project and the Bus Lane Demonstration Project, and Master Response No. 9
concerning the applicability of the previous environmental documents.
Response to Comment No. 42-15
In consideration of comments received during the public review of the Draft
EIR/EA, LACMTA and LADOT are considering Alternative A (Truncated
Project Without Jut-Out Removal) as the preferred alternative. Accordingly,
LACMTA and LADOT staff are recommending adoption of this alternative to
the LACMTA Board, the Los Angeles City Council, and the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors. This alternative would result in the retention of
the jut-outs.
Response to Comment No. 42-16
The standards and thresholds used in the Draft EIR/EA are per the City of
Los Angeles’s thresholds for determining significant impacts. In addition,
there are nine intersections where impacts cannot be fully mitigated. Of
these 9 intersections, 5 of the intersections are partially mitigated. All other
intersections studied were either not impacted or fully mitigated. All
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR/EA will be implemented and
funded as part of this project. Also, please refer to Response to Comment No.
19-6 for additional discussion regarding the City’s methodology.
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The environmental review process is intended to reveal significant,
unavoidable impacts to the public and decision-makers, not eliminate them.
A Statement of Overriding Considerations will need to be made by the
LACMTA Board, Los Angeles City Council, and County Board of Supervisors
for the project to move forward, essentially deeming that the impacts are
outweighed by the project’s potential benefits.
Response to Comment No. 42-17
Please refer to Master Response No. 17 regarding the non-participation of the
Cities of Beverly Hills and Santa Monica.
Response to Comment No. 42-18
The comments have been noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers
for their review and consideration. Also, please refer to Response to
Comment No. 42-17 above.
Response to Comment No. 42-19
Comment noted.
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