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Los Angeles Unified School District 
Office of Environmental Health and Safety 

   

333 South Beaudry Avenue, 28th Floor, Los Angeles, CA  90017  Telephone (213) 241-3199  Fax (213) 241-6816 

The Office of Environmental Health and Safety is dedicated to providing a safe and healthy environment  
for the students and employees of the Los Angeles Unified School District. 

 
 
April 14, 2014 

My La 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 667, MS 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

Sent via Electronic Mail 

SUBJECT: LAUSD COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(Draft EIR) CITY OF LOS ANGELES MOBILITY PLAN 2035 

Presented below are comments submitted on behalf of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), 
Office of Environmental Health and Safety (OEHS), regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft EIR) for the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 (Mobility Plan).  

Overall, LAUSD is supportive of the Mobility Plan, which aligns in goals and potential environmental, 
health and safety benefits with many LAUSD programs and policies. We would encourage an ongoing 
dialogue and cooperation between the City of Los Angeles and LAUSD to accomplish these goals and 
realize the potential benefits. 

Of particular relevance to LAUSD schools within the City are the issues related to pedestrian safety and 
mobility as it pertains to so-called “vulnerable users”, which should include students.

In summary, LAUSD requests that proximity and utility to school-based populations be a key 
consideration as the City prioritizes projects to be implemented, especially those designed to achieve the 
following goals: 

 Improve safety and increase overall walk-ability through targeted enhancements at 50 locations 
annually. 

 Increase the miles of roadways, paths and sidewalks that are repaired every five years. 
 Increase the number of curb cuts and other features that accommodate disabled and other 

vulnerable users. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.  If you need additional information 
please contact Pat Schanen at (213)241-3921or the undersigned at (213)241-1517. 

Sincerely, 

John R. Anderson 
Senior CEQA Advisor 

JOHN E. DEASY, Ph.D. 
Superintendent of Schools ENRIQUE G. BOULL’T 

Chief Operating Officer 
 
JOHN STERRITT 
Director, Environmental Health and Safety 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

 
 
 
 
March 26, 2014  
 
My La 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
Dear My: 
 
Re: SCH 2013041012 Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 – DEIR 
 
The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of 
highway-rail crossings (crossings) in California.  The California Public Utilities Code requires 
Commission approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission 
exclusive power on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings.  The Commission’s Rail 
Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) is in receipt of the draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) from the State Clearinghouse for the proposed City of Los Angeles (City) Mobility Plan 
2035 project. 
 
The DEIR will address all modes of circulation on the City’s street network, including 
pedestrian-, transit-, bicycle-, and vehicle-enhanced networks.  Many of these transportation 
networks would cross over rail tracks. 
 
Any modification to the existing public crossings requires authorization from the Commission 
through the General Order (GO) 88-B process.  RCES representatives are available for 
consultation on any potential safety impacts or concerns on the nearby crossings.  More 
information can be found at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/go88b.htm.  In 
addition, the opening of any new rail crossing will require a formal application to be submitted to 
the Commission for approval and construction.  More information can be found on the 
Commission’s web site: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/formalapps.htm. 
 
The City should arrange a meeting with RCES to discuss relevant safety issues and 
requirements for authority to construct a new crossing and/or modify the existing crossings.  If 
you have any questions, please contact me at ykc@cpuc.ca.gov, or 213-576-7076. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
(Yen) Ken Chiang, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
 
CC: State Clearinghouse 
 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 101

101-1



COMMENT LETTER NO. 102







adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-5

adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-4

adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-3

adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-2

adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-1

adminasst
Line

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Text Box

Adminasst
Text Box

Adminasst
Text Box

Adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-6

adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-7

adminasst
Typewritten Text
102-8





















COMMENT LETTER NO. 103

103-1





COMMENT LETTER NO. 104

104-1

104-2

104-3



104-3 
cont.

104-4

104-5







COMMENT LETTER NO. 105

105-1



105-2

105-3

105-4

105-5

105-6

105-7



105-8

105-9

105-10



adminasst
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER NO. 106

adminasst
Line

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-1

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-2



adminasst
Line

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-4

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-3

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-2cont.

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-5



adminasst
Line

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-5cont.

adminasst
Typewritten Text
106-6



Comment #2 
 
 
Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd 

Homeowner’s Association 
Incorporated November 8, 1971 

P. O. Box 64213 
Los Angeles, CA  90064-0213 

 
 
May 13, 2014 
 
My La 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012                                        Via email: My.La@lacity.org 
 
RE: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035), ENV-2013-0911-EIR 
 
Dear Ms. La: 
 
Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd. Homeowners Association (WSSM)  
represents approximately 3,800 single family and condominium households in the West Los 
Angeles Community Plan area.  Our area includes a number of key arterials in the city including 
Pico, Olympic, Santa Monica, Beverly Glen and Sepulveda Blvds.  We also have a number of 
narrow residential streets that carry large volumes of traffic including Overland and Veteran 
Avenues.  As our area is located between a number of major Los Angeles destinations including 
UCLA, Westwood Village, Century City and the 10/Santa Monica and 405/San Diego Freeways, 
we are painfully aware of mobility-related issues.  The Westwood Blvd. station of the soon-to-
be-operational EXPO Line is predicted to be the busiest station on the entire light rail line with 
over 5,000 daily boardings.  The need to get those riders from the station to Century City, 
Westwood, UCLA and other schools and employment locations will require a significant 
increase in the numbers of buses (and shuttles) utilizing Westwood Blvd.  Pedestrian traffic will 
also markedly increase.  We do not see where the DEIR has addressed the expected increase 
in bus traffic and other traffic generated by transit riders accessing EXPO.  It is unfortunate that 
this document is being written before the opening of EXPO Phase 2 so that we do not have 
actual experience and knowledge of how it is working as we write this document. 
 
We are very concerned about the safety of those in our community and in the larger region and 
City as density and congestion increase.  Cumulative impacts from EXPO and the recently 
approved Casden project at Sepulveda and Exposition Blvds. should be included in DEIR 
analysis.  Additional construction planned in Century City will also contribute to EXPO-bound 
drivers and riders.  We do not see that the DEIR document has evaluated any of these impacts.  
If project impacts go undefined then it is impossible to identify and evaluate mitigations.  That 
void is a major flaw to the bike plan proposal in our area. The plan has not examined the 
potential for cut-through traffic on parallel and surrounding neighborhood streets.  It therefore 
did not identify a set of traffic calming/diversionary measures (with requisite funding) that our 
neighborhood could implement when off the “enhanced” street and onto surrounding streets.  
Further, as the City has dismantled the NTMP program and its staff, there currently does not 
exist the staffing or structure needed to develop and/or implement neighborhood traffic 

mailto:My.La@lacity.org�
adminasst
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER NO. 200

adminasst
Line

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Text Box

adminasst
Typewritten Text
200-3

adminasst
Typewritten Text
200-2

adminasst
Typewritten Text
200-1



management programs.  Mitigations are  sought to improve safety – for pedestrians, drivers and 
riders.  Even now, when developer funds are available to mitigate existing cut-through traffic it is 
nearly IMPOSSIBLE to accomplish something so simple as to install a speed table.  This is a 
gap in the DOT/Planning structure that must be addressed.  Without a structure for 
implementation, all mitigations are merely hollow words. 
 
While it is entirely laudable to make improvements for bicycles, and it should be a part of our 
City’s Complete Streets Initiative, in our opinion it is unrealistic to remove much-needed traffic 
lanes on busy arterials to accommodate a small population of bike riders, especially when the 
installation of those lanes will have serious negative impacts on the local business community 
and on the quality of life (and safety) in the nearby neighborhood.  Even if ridership were to 
increase to levels seen in Portland, Oregon, the resulting negative impacts to traffic and 
neighborhoods would be an unreasonable burden to bear (or to inflict).  We support the 
installation of bike facilities that are safe and that provide good linkages to transit and help to 
meet the first and last mile trip gaps.  However, we do not support or accept the reduction of any 
traffic or parking lanes on Westwood Blvd. for bike facilities.  We have grave concerns related to 
the Bicycle Enhanced Network and specifically as it relates to the bike lanes proposed for 
Westwood Blvd.  The language in the DEIR that addresses Bicycle Network Enhancements is 
lofty and undocumented.  To state that “Operation of these proposed enhancements would not 
disrupt existing uses and would be considered compatible with surrounding residential, 
commercial, industrial, recreational and institutional uses” is incredibly broad and impossible to 
demonstrate.  Each location must be evaluated for impacts such as delay time at traffic signals.  
The length of the delays to be experienced can then be evaluated for potential for cut-through 
traffic.  WSSM hired Art Kassen, a Registered Traffic Engineer/Registered Civil Engineer, to 
evaluate the proposal for bike lanes on Westwood Blvd.  His letter documenting his review of 
the City’s proposal is attached to this letter and is to be included in our correspondence for the 
DEIR record.  You will note that there will be significant delays to be experienced on Westwood 
Blvd. should a traffic lane be removed for bicycles or for bike/transit lanes.  Those delays will 
result in neighborhood intrusions that will have unacceptable impacts on nearby streets--- 
streets where children regularly walk to Westwood Charter Elementary School.  The dislocation 
of Westwood Blvd. traffic onto nearby residential streets would result in a gridlocked community 
where parents would likely abandon allowing their children to walk or bike to school (thus 
contributing to addition VMT).  Impacts on local businesses would also be significant.   
 
Our Association voted long ago to allow street parking (1 or 2 hour parking) on our residential 
streets so that we could support the vitality of our local business community.  We knew that 
peak hour parking restrictions limited parking on one side of Westwood and that merchants 
would have a difficult time surviving with the limited parking that remained.  It is not infrequent to 
find Westwood Blvd. parking occupied and the spaces on nearby streets also filled.  With a 
large number of restaurants, patrons stop by to eat and/or to pick up “to go” items.  Losing the 
parking on Westwood would be a significant negative impact for the small restaurants and 
businesses.  Only a few have adequate on-site parking.  Those parking impacts are completely 
ignored in the section on parking.  The DEIR is incorrect and inconsistent with the determination 
that there would be “no impacts related to land use compatibility.” The report goes further to 
hypothesize that the project’s loss of parking spaces could increase VMT that would “typically 
be off-set by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking 
conditions.” To conclude that “Therefore the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant impacts related to parking,” is not supportable for our community and for Westwood 
Blvd. merchants.  Those merchants have come to our Homeowner Association meetings to ask 
for our support and help.  There is no BID or business association that represents them. How 
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will parking shortfalls be mitigated?   Parking is further complicated in the area because 
Westwood Charter School does not have parking for the majority of its staff and faculty 
members.  They are given parking permits in the residential area in the blocks east of 
Westwood Blvd.  Furthermore, the blocks south of (and closest to Santa Monica Blvd.) are 
zoned for multi-family housing and the demands for parking on those streets is particularly 
strong as smaller apartments house multiple tenants.  Parking on streets nearer to Pico must 
absorb parking from/for Pico Blvd. businesses as well as those on Westwood.  It is a careful 
balancing act but one that functions well.  We do not support the selection of Westwood Blvd. as 
an appropriate route for a dedicated bicycle lane.  The residents in our area who would like to 
ride a bicycle favor the identification of a less heavily travelled residential street for a bike facility 
in our area that will connect major destinations.  
 
 We have long asked for alternative bike routes to be identified and evaluated but no 
suggestions have been brought forth by the Planning Dept.  We have made suggestions as to 
how to make residential streets more desirable options for bike traffic but have received no 
response to our ideas (such as removing parking from one side of a street and giving 
preferential permits to the residents of that street with possible addition of traffic calming 
measures to make the streets less attractive to vehicular traffic).   A recent study of New York 
City bikeshare participants noted:   
 
       “The vast majority of Citi Bike riders are men, a new study from                   
       NYU's Rudin Center for Transportation says, with most trips     
       originating from heavily-trafficked areas like Midtown. Women   
       comprise only 23.7 percent of subscription-based riders, and       
       generally prefer to stick to the comparatively bucolic streets  
       of brownstone Brooklyn.” 
 
The bike facilities installed in the City of Los Angeles should provide a safe riding environment 
for riders of all ages and abilities… not just for the hardy who already ride on busy arterials.   

While it is reasonable to work toward the installation of new bike facilities and to encourage bike 
riding as an alternative to (some) vehicular travel, it is completely delusional to believe that it is 
a good idea to significantly slow down traffic on key arterials (particularly on north/south arterials 
of which we have so few) so that the streets will be safer for bikes.  Westwood Blvd. carries 
anywhere from 26,000 to 34,000 vehicles on an average workday.  Such capacity cannot be 
easily replaced.  Safe and separate bike lanes will encourage more riders but the numbers of 
riders must be evaluated against the potential negative impacts of installations as well as their 
positive impacts.  The City also needs to understand that for many Angelenos, bike riding is not 
and will never be a mode of transportation due to health factors, logistical impossibilities (how 
do you carpool six kids on a bicycle?) or other considerations.  Riding on heavily trafficked 
streets mixed with large buses is certainly one of those considerations.  To provide for true 
cyclist safety on arterials it would require the removal of parking (or an additional 4 to 6 feet) to 
avoid the dangers of opening car door problems.  Removing a lane of traffic means that the City 
would be devoting 50 percent of arterial space to 1 to 3 % of commuters.  This does not make 
sense to us.      

Mr. Kassen’s attached letter raises the issue of emergency response time which is very 
important given that Westwood Blvd. is often the route taken by emergency vehicles 
transporting patients to UCLA Medical Center.  Peak hour levels of service at key intersections 
is already at gridlock.  EIR documents for major projects in Century City identify the intersection 

http://wagner.nyu.edu/rudincenter/2014/05/citi-bike-and-gender/�
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of Westwood and Santa Monica Blvds. as one that will experience additional negative impacts 
but one for which there are no additional mitigations available.  Added congestion translates to 
added air and noise pollution and the generation of additional greenhouse gases.  The quality of 
life in the residential community would be negatively impacted by cut-through traffic (from local 
drivers and commuters) and the businesses would suffer as customers would be unwilling to 
deal with the congestion and parking problems and would instead spend their dollars elsewhere.  
In some instances sales tax revenues could be lost from Los Angeles to nearby Beverly Hills or 
even to Santa Monica depending on the origin of the commuter.  The loss of local merchants 
would result in a change of neighborhood character.  If small businesses are unable to survive, 
the retail spaces will go unrented thus ushering in an accelerated redevelopment of the street.  
Perhaps this is the unstated goal of the City?  If so, we do not support this stealth approach to 
community planning.  Would the added bicycle trips on Westwood Blvd. cancel out the myriad of 
negative impacts identified?  We think not.  The DEIR is long on assumptions and short on 
specifics.   The alternatives are too broadly stated and as a result, mitigations are only broadly 
mentioned and cannot be assessed, implemented or evaluated from the information provided. 
 
Regarding pedestrian safety:  We note that on many streets, the placement of bus shelters 
creates barriers to passage for pedestrians.  The format of the bus shelters most commonly 
found on our streets has a billboard placed perpendicular to the street.  That placement requires 
the utilization of more sidewalk space for the shelter than would be needed in the alternative 
format where the billboard is placed at a slant—thus consuming less depth of sidewalk and 
leaving more space for pedestrian passage.  As our streets near EXPO will be carrying more 
pedestrians, it is a good idea to explore the replacement of current bus shelters with those that 
take up less room. Also, on some locations where both bus shelters and bus benches are 
placed, there appears to be little relationship between ridership and bus bench/shelter 
placement.  We understand that many busy transit locations lack bus benches or shelters.  Yet, 
the companies that provide them seem to lavish our streets with multiple structures.  (Why are 
there shelters and benches at Prosser and Olympic?  It cannot be because of ridership numbers 
there.)  Multiple and poorly placed benches / structures impede pedestrian passage.  The City 
should develop a mechanism to ensure coverage where shelters and benches are needed and 
to prevent the placement of multiple installations where not needed.   
 
Perhaps more attention should be paid to the need to identify new sources of funds so that truly 
separate and unique bike facilities can be constructed across Los Angeles.  Instead of new 
project EIRs focusing only on new peak hour traffic to be generated, perhaps the City should be 
requiring an assessment on all NEW traffic – whether peak hour or otherwise.  Additionally, we 
remember that, City policy does not require traffic studies to be completed for residential 
projects of fewer than 49 units.  On many blocks in the area where duplex, triplex and small unit 
properties were located, new projects (some taking advantage of bonus density opportunities) 
have been replaced by larger multi-unit buildings.  The traffic impacts of those projects is never 
evaluated because they fall beneath the threshold for traffic impacts.  However, if you add them 
all together, it is likely that one would find significant additional impacts and if mitigation funds 
were levied, better bike facilities could be built.  Funds might then be raised to construct the bike 
veloway once proposed for the UCLA/West LA communities.  Or, perhaps it would be possible 
to construct an elevated/tiered bike lane over portions of storm drains where they can connect 
with bike lanes?  But, real bike facilities require more than paint and signs to implement and, 
thus far, creative approaches to providing safe and separate facilities have not been developed.  
We would like to see the City adopt a policy of taking a more aggressive position in evaluating 
the Traffic Studies submitted in support of major/large scale development projects.  By allowing 
impacts to go un-reported or under-reported, the burden of addressing impacts is left to the City 
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at a later date – and with no earmarked resources to implement needed mitigations.  The 
process of developing project conditions and development agreements should be done with 
community input in an open and transparent manner.  The current process where project 
recommendations are released less than two weeks before a CPC hearing does not allow for 
adequate discussion or negotiation.  Sadly, it has been our experience that the City does not 
seek adequate mitigations to protect the community or to foster the use of transit and alternative 
transit modes.  Additionally, the City should be requiring as part of each project’s entitlement 
process, the monitoring (by the City at project expense) of traffic generated and transit used by 
project tenants/users.  The City needs to develop data for various types of land uses--data that 
is specific to Los Angeles.  Too often ITE estimates are used and do not adequately reflect LA’s 
characteristics.   
 
We did not see mention of the need for a Westside Transit Center in the DEIR nor for an LAX 
Flyaway stop at the EXPO Sepulveda station.  These are two elements of the Westside 
Transit/Transportation system that we believe to be  lacking.  It will be easy to implement a stop 
of the Westwood LAX Flyaway at the Sepulveda station as soon as EXPO opens.   However, it 
was our hope that the project approved at the Casden/cement plant site would include a true 
Westside Transit Center with amenities for riders and the connection of various transit providers 
and types of transit.   
 
We thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the Mobility Element.  Members of our 
Board of Directors attending the earlier Open House meeting held during the Scoping Period 
and submitted comments at that time.  However, we see only the reproduction of letters 
submitted in response to the NOP – but no summary of comments made at the Open House 
meetings.  If Open House meetings are to be used to gather public input, without some record 
as to what was submitted on the easles, how can we know we were “heard?”  We also attended 
the more recent Open House session on both the Mobility and Public Health Elements to the 
General Plan.  We wish to note that having two deadlines for two General Plan elements at the 
same time puts considerable pressure on local community volunteers and their organizations 
who do not have professional staff to rely upon to assist in review.  As volunteers, we must 
balance our “regular” volunteer work with special initiatives such as this.  We made every effort 
to provide comments at the Open House sessions and trust that the input of our members from 
those sessions has been and will be included in the material developed.  In the future, it would 
be very helpful if there was some reporting back to the community following the initial series of 
“open house” sessions so that we could have a sense as to where the initiative was headed and 
to provide additional information or comment if we felt that any important concepts had been 
overlooked.  Without listening to comments in a public meeting setting and without a formal 
record of what was recorded (so far as we are concerned, those comments were entered into a 
black box and may or may not have been seriously considered) it is difficult to get a sense of 
where the various communities who choose to participate were coming from.  It is important to 
be able to demonstrate the inclusion of community input; otherwise, community members may 
come to believe that the final work piece is a product that merely reflects the staff and/or 
administration’s point of view. 
 
Please accept this letter and attachment as part of the record for ENV-2013-0911-EIR.   
 
Sincerely, 
 



 
Barbara Broide, President 
 
cc:  CD 5:  Paul Koretz, Jay Greenstein, Shawn Bayliss, Jesus Orozco 
 
 
 
 



ARTHUR L. KASSAN, P.E. 

Consulting Traffic Engineer 

 

  
Telephone 5105 Cimarron Lane FAX 

(310) 558-0808 Culver City, CA 90230 (310) 558-1829 
 

Comment #1 
 
February 28, 2013 
 
Mr. David Somers 
Policy Planning 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles  
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 667 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Subject: Proposed Bicycle Plan 
              Case No. CPC-2009-871-GPA 
 
Dear Mr. Somers: 
 
Thank you for the presentation at the hearing on February 19, 2013 and for the opportunity to 
address you and your colleagues briefly. As you recognize, 90 seconds of response time was 
insufficient to address the many concerns of the organization to which I consult, the Westwood 
South of Santa Monica Boulevard Homeowners Association (WSSM). Therefore, I have 
prepared this letter to add to my comments at the hearing. 
 
As a traffic engineer for almost 53 years, I have witnessed the growth of the traffic flows 
throughout the Westside. I am sure that you are aware of the Casden development proposal for 
the site at Pico and Sepulveda boulevards; the Exposition Light Rail stations proposed for 
Westwood Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, and Bundy Drive; and the Bundy Village 
development proposal, which is currently in limbo, but which will be revived in some form when 
the market forces are aligned.  
 
I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the Bicycle Plan. I 
believe that the DEIR is seriously deficient in its analyses of traffic and parking impacts that will 
be caused by the proposed bicycle lane project, and that the DEIR should be expanded 
considerably to address the concerns expressed by the members of the homeowners 
associations, local businesspeople, and me.  
 
Following are my comments. 
 

1. With implementation of the bicycle lane plan, the delays to all traffic along Westwood 
Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, and Bundy Drive will increase substantially. The 
increases will be much higher than the estimates in the DEIR, because those estimates 
do not take into account any identifiable developments and changes in infrastructure 
after the year, 2013.   

 
The increases in delay presented in DEIR Table 4.5-5 [pages 4.5-18, 19] will range from 
1 3/4 minutes to 3 1/3 minutes per intersection along Westwood Boulevard; and from     
1 1/4 minutes to almost 2 minutes per intersection along Sepulveda Boulevard. But, that 
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is only for the first year of the project implementation – 2013 to 2014. At several 
locations within the DEIR text, it is stated that traffic conditions beyond the first year 
were not taken into consideration. 
 
“No additional growth factor has been applied to the existing traffic turning movement 
counts since the proposed project would be implemented immediately.” [page 4.5-7] 
 
“There are a number of specific projects that are in various stages of the entitlement 
process in the vicinity of the bicycle lane projects analyzed herein (including … 
Exposition Light Rail Line, Phase II). The bicycle lanes analyzed in this document are all 
anticipated to be completed in 2013, well in advance of any of the known major 
projects.”  [page 4.5-36] 
 
The Exposition Light Rail is scheduled to be completed in 2015 to 2016, only two to 
three years after the bicycle lane implementation. The Casden project mentioned above 
has been approved by the City Planning Commission. There are other large projects that 
have been approved but not yet built and new projects still in the approval process. 

 Is planning for the bicycle lanes to be so short-sighted as to not take into account 
those two projects that will affect traffic patterns along both Westwood Boulevard 
and Sepulveda Boulevard?  

 Where is the consideration of the substantial re-orientation of commuter traffic in 
the area because of: a) the increases in north-south buses on the two boulevards 
to serve the two light rail stations; b) the increases in private vehicle traffic 
heading to and from the park and ride facilities and the “kiss and ride” drop-
off/pick-up operations at each station; and c) the opportunity for dedicated transit 
connections between the Exposition Line stations and UCLA or Century City?  

 Where is the consideration of the increased traffic that will be generated by the 
Casden project which will significantly impact at least 19 intersections in the area, 
including eight intersections along Sepulveda Boulevard alone, as admitted by 
the Casden consultant.  

Whether or not there is a requirement for the bicycle lane project to comply with CEQA,  
surely, the bicycle lane planning should extend substantially beyond 2013 and should 
include the most important specific projects that will have direct impact on the streets for 
which the bicycle lanes are planned.  

 
2. The substantial increases in delay along the arterial streets will result in diversions of 

commuter traffic and other through traffic from the congested arteries to the grid patterns 
of local residential streets within the neighborhoods adjacent to Westwood Boulevard 
and Sepulveda Boulevard. 

 
“Along the identified bicycle lane roadways the proposed project would cause significant 
traffic congestion in certain locations, diversion of trips could occur on to parallel streets.” 
“… some trips could divert to adjacent streets to try to avoid long queues at congested 
intersections.” “The extent to which trips would divert to adjacent roadways is not 
reasonably foreseeable and therefore impacts cannot be precisely determined. 
However, it is anticipated that some significant impacts could occur on those roadways.” 
[three quotes from the first paragraph on page 4.5-26]  
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There are no facts or grounds in the DEIR to state that the diversion of trips onto 
adjacent neighborhood roadways is not “reasonably foreseeable”. Just because the 
DEIR analysts cannot “precisely” quantify the magnitudes of the traffic diversion to 
neighborhood residential streets does not mean they can ignore those significant 
impacts. An intuitive analysis with deep knowledge of the area’s street and traffic 
patterns could lead to identifying potential neighborhood cut-through routes. There are 
many people in the neighborhood who would be willing to confer with the analysts on 
this subject, in particular, the officers of the several homeowners associations that will be 
affected.  
 
“Where parallel arterial streets are not available in relative short distance, traffic would 
most likely continue to travel along the affected streets because there are limited viable 
options for the diversion. Some local trips, however, could divert to alternate routes and 
potentially cause impacts on adjacent residential streets.” [page 4.5-26, second 
paragraph] The first sentence has been shown to be untrue of traffic patterns on the 
Westside. Many drivers find their way through the neighborhoods, bypassing the 
congestion on the arteries instead of enduring it. And, the safety of those streets for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and other drivers is compromised by the through traffic. The 
second sentence is true, except that the words “Some local trips …” should be changed 
to “Many trips, both local and through…”     
 
“In conclusion, the project would have potentially significant impacts at 63 intersections 
during the AM peak hour and 71 intersections during the PM peak hour. This may cause 
some local trips to divert to alternate routes, potentially causing impacts on adjacent 
residential streets.” [page 4.5-27] Obviously, the analysts believe traffic diversion to be a 
problem throughout the project study area. Again, I would eliminate the word “local”, as I 
believe many through drivers will divert, also. 
 
Mitigation Measure “T3  In areas where implementation of bike lanes could potentially 
result in diversion of traffic to adjacent residential streets, LADOT shall monitor traffic on 
identified residential streets to determine if traffic diversion occurs. If traffic on residential 
streets is found to be significantly impacted, LADOT will work with neighborhood 
residents to identify and implement appropriate traffic calming measures.” [page 4.5-34]  
 
Due to massive cutbacks in LADOT personnel, the Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program has been abolished, and the staff that was dedicated to that program has been 
assigned to other sections within the department. What LADOT staff will be available to 
monitor the many local neighborhood streets that will be potentially impacted not only on 
the Westside, but throughout the program area? If long-range monitoring personnel 
availability cannot be guaranteed, the credit for the mitigation measure should not be 
allowed. I do not believe that the guarantee can be made with confidence because of the 
LADOT understaffing.   
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3. The substantial increases in delay along the arteries with bicycle lanes will have 
significant impacts on the emergency vehicle access and response times. 

 
The emergency services depend on the arterial street system for their routes to and from 
neighborhoods or to and from locations along the arteries themselves. In addition to fire 
and police vehicles serving the area in general, ambulances and paramedic vehicles 
connect the area with the intensive medical center at UCLA.  
 
“Where intersection LOS would be significantly impacted, emergency vehicles would not 
be significantly impacted because California state law requires that drivers yield the 
right-of-way to emergency vehicles and remain stopped until the emergency vehicles 
have passed.” [page 4.5-32] The “remain stopped” part will be easy to achieve. With the 
large increases in delays, most vehicles will be essentially stopped through several 
signal cycles at the key intersections. However, they will be stopped in their traffic lane 
with vehicles in front of and behind most of them and little or no room to maneuver to the 
curb. They will be blocking the traffic lane with no means to get out of the way of the 
emergency vehicles.  
 
“Generally, multi-lane arterial roadways allow the emergency vehicles to travel at higher 
speeds and permit other traffic to maneuver out of the path of the emergency vehicle.” 
[page 4.5-32] That may apply to some of the streets in the project, but Westwood 
Boulevard will be reduced to a single lane in each direction, and there will be no “higher 
speeds” for emergency vehicles, or room to “maneuver out of the path” on that street, 
which is a direct route to the UCLA medical center. Even on multi-lane streets, if the 
delay is as great as estimated or, more likely, worse, there will be vehicles in all lanes, 
and the advantages of a multi-lane roadway will be over-ridden by drivers trying to 
reduce delay by filling all lanes and being unable to get out of the way of the emergency 
vehicles.   
 
“Therefore, no project impacts related to emergency access would occur.” [page 4.5-32] 
“The project would have no impacts on emergency access …” [page 4.5-34] Those are 
only opinions based on the text that is quoted extensively above. There is no DEIR 
documentation that the increases in delay will have no impacts on emergency services. 
The DEIR must be expanded to treat this subject with more seriousness, especially 
considering the aging population on the Westside that will have increasing needs for the 
emergency services.  

 
4. The DEIR admits to extensive losses of on-street parking as a result of the 

implementation of the proposed bicycle lanes. Those parking losses will significantly 
impact businesses and residences along Westwood Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, 
and Bundy Drive. 

 
According to DEIR Table 4.5-6, there will be a loss of 99 spaces in the commercial area 
along Westwood Boulevard; 100 spaces in the commercial area along Sepulveda 
Boulevard; and 325 spaces in residential areas along Bundy Drive. [page 4.5-28, 29] 
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The commercial areas along Westwood and Sepulveda boulevards primarily consist of 
small businesses in older buildings without meaningful on-site, off-street parking. The 
businesses depend on the parking along the boulevard frontages for most of their 
patronage. On both boulevards, the blocks between cross streets are long, from a 
pedestrian viewpoint. It will not be attractive to park on one of the cross streets and walk 
to businesses in the middle of such blocks. To travel to or from the cross street parking 
spaces, if any will be available, many drivers will use the neighborhood residential 
streets and avoid the congested arteries. 
 
“The social inconvenience of parking deficits … is not an environmental impact, but there 
may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion 
at intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by 
congestion.” [page 4.5-27] That is quite a list of potential secondary impacts. Where are 
the analyses of those impacts? Are they not potentially significant? 
 
“Also loss of parking could result in land use changes.” [page 4.5-27] By “land use 
changes”, does the DEIR author mean that small, family-owned businesses that have 
been on the boulevards for years or decades would be forced out of business to be 
replaced by large, national chain stores that can build larger buildings with on-site 
parking, but which have no long-term ties to the community? The results of such 
changes will significantly impact the character of the community. 
 
“Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is [sic] typically off-set 
by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking 
conditions in a given area.” [page 4.5-27] “… reduction in vehicle trips …” can only be 
interpreted as a reduction in patrons along those streets with resulting failures of the 
small businesses that depend on those patrons. Has the Department of City Planning 
considered that “social inconvenience”?   
 
“This evaluation of potential parking impacts considers the number of parking spaces 
lost in relation to the adjacent land uses and the affected hours of parking loss.” [page 
4.5-27] Where is that “evaluation of potential parking impacts”? Merely listing the 
numbers and locations and times of the losses is not an impact analysis. What happens 
to the small businesses and their employees when convenient parking is not available? 
How many additional miles of travel are added for patrons who travel elsewhere to 
purchase the goods and services that they can buy now in their neighborhood or by 
stopping on their way to and from other locations? 
 
“The project would result in a loss of parking spaces that could increase VMT [vehicle 
miles of travel] if people drive further to find parking or seek an alternative destination 
with more convenient parking. However, this increased VMT would typically be off-set by 
a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking 
conditions in a given area and its impacts would be considered less than significant.” 
[page 4.5-29] That is not an analysis. It is an opinion with no documentation or proof. 
Again, the phrase “… reduction in vehicle trips …” means a reduction in local business.  
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Were business owners/operators along the boulevards consulted for their opinions about 
the “analysis” and the potential impacts on their businesses? Or was that process 
viewed as a “social inconvenience” by those preparing the report? Business operators 
who were contacted by WSSM were not aware of the proposed bicycle lane plan or of 
the February 19th hearing. 

 
5. In addition to the substantial increases in delays to private passenger vehicles and 

trucks along Westwood Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard, there will be similar 
increases in delays to transit buses. It can be expected that, in response to commuter 
demands, there will be increases in the numbers of north-south buses on both 
boulevards to serve the future stations of the Exposition Light Rail Line. Therefore, the 
increases in delays will affect many more transit vehicles than have been considered in 
the DEIR. 

 
“… transit would be impacted along with vehicular traffic on streets where there would be 
no transit lane and therefore impacts to transit would be significant and unavoidable.” 
[page 4.5-35] The goal of building the Exposition Light Rail Line is to make transit use 
more attractive on the Westside. One important component of the transit system will be 
convenient and attractive bus service to the rail stations so commuters and others do not 
have to drive and park or be driven to the stations. Enhanced connections to UCLA and 
Century City will also be desirable potential components of the transit system. The 
proposed bicycle lane project will be contrary to those components of the transit 
enhancement goal, based on the DEIR finding quoted at the beginning of this paragraph.   

 
On Sepulveda Boulevard, the buses will be inter-mixed with the other motor vehicles and 
will be subject to the same traffic signal controls. “These buses would experience a 
similar increase in delay as regular traffic due to the proposed project.” [page 4.5-30]  
 
On Westwood Boulevard, “… the project would implement bicycle-transit-only lanes from 
Pico Boulevard to Santa Monica Boulevard.” [page 4.5-30] Mixing large motor vehicles 
(buses) with the much smaller bicycles may have secondary impacts that must be 
considered. Many of the bicycles will travel more slowly than the buses, causing delays 
or lane switching by buses. Peddling a bicycle behind one or more diesel engine buses 
cannot be either pleasant or healthful. There will be a safety issue resulting from mixing 
two types of vehicles with vastly different sizes and movement characteristics. 

 
6. At the hearing, a scheme for a “floating bicycle lane” was presented. It was not clear to 

most members of the audience what that scheme would involve and how it would be 
implemented. It would be helpful if comprehendible information about floating bicycle 
lanes were made available and the potential impacts of such a scheme were to be 
analyzed thoroughly before a comprehendible presentation at a future hearing and 
before being seriously considered for implementation.  
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Based on the many unresolved environmental issues and the secondary impacts that have not 
been addressed or have been addressed without documentation, the Westwood South of Santa 
Monica Boulevard Homeowners Association requests that consideration of the installation of 
bicycle lanes on Westwood Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard as proposed be eliminated 
from this project and that no action be taken in regard to bicycle lanes on those two streets, and 
others, until a more intensive, complete, and credible environmental analysis has been 
completed and reviewed by the public.  
 
Several times during the City staff presentation, reference was made to input that had been 
received from the “Bicycle Coalition”. However, there was no reference to or evidence of input 
that had been received from the several homeowners associations in the area or from the many 
business owners/operators. A greater effort to incorporate information from those sources 
should be made as the consideration of the feasibility of the proposed bicycle lanes progresses.  
 
I would be pleased to discuss my comments with City staff and decision-makers at their 
convenience. Please contact me if I can provide any additional information. 
 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
Original signed by Arthur L. Kassan, P.E. 
 
Arthur L. Kassan, P.E. 
Registered Traffic Engineer No. 152  
Registered Civil Engineer No. 15563   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

adminasst
Line

adminasst
Typewritten Text
200-22



Bicycle Advisory Committee

of the City of Los Angeles

My La
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Draft Mobility Element and EIR, Case No. ENV 2013 0911 EIR

Dear Ms. La:

The Bicycle Advisor Committee of the City of Los Angeles (BAC) was established in 1973 to advise the
Mayor, City Council, and the rest of City government in the encouragement and facilitation of the use of
the bicycle as regular means of transportation and recreation. In furtherance of that role, the BAC
submits the following comments regarding the draft Mobility Element and Draft Environmental Impact
Report.

General Comments

1. Integration of Stand Alone Bike Plan Into Comprehensive Mobility Element

The City adopted the 2010 Bike Plan as a standalone component of the Transportation Element of the
City’s general plan. The draft Mobility Element proposes to eliminate the 2010 Bike Plan, but instead
claims that its elements are integrated into a comprehensive Mobility Element that addresses all modes.
In theory, the BAC has no objection to such integration. However, in practice, many critical elements of
the existing Bike Plan are missing from the Mobility Element.

First, the Mobility Element does not appear to contain any role whatsoever for the Bicycle Advisory
Committee. The 2010 Bike Plan recognized that the BAC played an important role in monitoring
progress of Bike Plan implementation (Policy 3.2.1); established a Bicycle Plan Implementation Team
(BPIT) to support, oversee and coordinate implementation of the plan; and required regular reports to
the BAC, as well as the City Council Transportation Committee (Policy 3.2.2). The Mobility Element
eliminates these policies and programs related to oversight of the City’s performance on bike related
issues.

The 19 members of the BAC represent all geographic parts of the City and the diversity of the City’s
bicyclists (utilitarian and recreational; riders of road, hybrid, mountain, recumbent and other types of
bicycles; a range of ages, genders and ethnicities). We include people with legal, planning, community
organizing, education and other backgrounds that volunteer their expertise and time. The Mobility
Element should recognize our role.

COMMENT LETTER NO. 201
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Second, while the 2010 Bike Plan included implementation schedules for each program, the Mobility
Element contains no deadlines or schedules other than the 20 year horizon for the Mobility Element.
The Mobility Element states that it “may not be a ‘wish list’ or a vague view of the future but rather
must provide a concrete direction.” Without implementation schedules, the Mobility Element contains
no concrete direction to the City, and no basis for the BAC and other bicycle advisory and advocacy
organizations to evaluate (and praise or criticize) the City’s performance.

Third, the Bike Plan contained a clear hierarchy of Objectives, Policies and Programs. The Mobility
Element contains a laundry list of objectives at the start of Chapters 1 6. The remainder of Chapters 1 6
contain a laundry list of programs, but there is no identification of which programs are intended to
advantage which objectives. Neither the objectives nor programs contain any references in Chapter 7
that are presumably intended to implement the programs. Thus, if one strongly believes in a particular
objective, it is virtually impossible to determine which policies and programs are intended to achieve
that objective. The BAC recognizes that many programs can serve many objectives, and understands
why the City has moved away from the rigid categorization of the 2010 Bike Plan. However, the Mobility
Element moves so far away from that categorization as to be rendered a mere laundry list of elements
with no clear connection or relationship among them.

Fourth, the 2010 Bike Plan contained a commitment to “assure that the City has adequate staff to
qualify for, receive and administer its fair share” of funding. While many other aspects of the
transportation system receive substantial general fund or categorical support (e.g., allocation of gas
taxes), that is not true of bike programs. If bicyclists must rely on grants and outside funding sources,
the Mobility Element must determine the staffing levels necessary for the City to prepare competitive
grant applications and to administer and implement the grant funding in a timely manner; and make a
commitment to those levels of staffing. The failure to do so represents a substantial change from the
2010 Bike Plan.

2. Reduction of Targets for Bicycling and Bike Infrastructure.

The draft Mobility Element retreats substantially from the ambitious goals established in the 2010 Bike
Plan. The EIR is wholly inadequate because it fails to acknowledge or analyze the environmental impacts
of a sharp downward revision of these goals.

The 2010 Bicycle Plan established ambitious goals for bicycling in Los Angeles, including
Achieving a 5% bike mode share for all trips, and 3% for work trips, by 2020; and
Establishing a 1680 mile citywide bikeway system comprised of a 139 mile Green Network
(Class III bike paths), a 719 mile Backbone Network of bike lanes primarily on arterial streets,
and an 825 mile Neighborhood Network of traffic calmed collector and local street s.
Committing to installing 200 miles of new bike infrastructure every five years, so that the entire
network would be built out by 2035. That means an average of 40 miles per year.

The Mobility Element retreats from those goals.
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There is no longer an explicit target mode share for bicycling. Instead, the City seeks only to
increase bicycling by an imperceptible 1% per year. 1 This is a growth rate far less than measured
by the LA County Bike Coalition’s bike counts, or US Census Bureau data about travel to work.
The Mobility Element fails to acknowledge or plan for the actual level of, and increases in,
bicycling.
The City no longer promises to build out the entire bicycle network. Instead the Mobility
Element’s only reference to installing bike infrastructure is to a 180 mile subset of the
Backbone and Neighborhood Networks is designated as a Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN).
There is an “objective” of installing 25% of the BEN every 5 years. That amounts to 9 miles per
year. There is no suggestion that any other part of the Bike Network will be installed, much less
a commitment to do so.

3. The Mobility Element Fails to Include a Meaningful Plan to Fund Its Bike Related Elements.

The Mobility Element fails in the most fundamental role of a plan: identifying what various programs
cost, what benefits they provide, and what sources of funds are available. Without these components,
there is no way for anyone to understand what has been promised to bicyclists, and what it will cost to
fulfill those promises. There is nothing to provide direction to the Mayor and City Council as they
prepare city budgets.

For example, the Mobility Element adopts a preference for cycle tracks and neighborhood streets,
because they provide actual and perceived safety benefits that will attract a wider range of bicyclists.
However, the Mobility Element fails to acknowledge the enormous cost of these types of facilities.

On high volume, higher speed streets, cycle tracks require full signalization of every intersection,
separate traffic light phases for bicyclists and turning vehicles, such as are found in New York City and
Long Beach. Outside of Downtown, Los Angeles has no streets with traffic signals at every intersection.
At a cost of $300,000 or more to signalize an intersection, cycletracks can cost many millions of dollars
per mile.

The Mobility Element says it will prioritize the Bicycle Enhanced Network on neighborhood streets in
congested areas. In these areas, meaningful bike friendly streets require substantial infrastructure to
discourage motorized vehicles, including diverters, traffic circles, etc. The cost of these treatments can
be several hundred thousand dollars per mile.

On the other hand, bike lanes and sharrows are relatively inexpensive as they generally involved
pavement markings and signage only.

The Mayor’s proposed FY2014 15 budget includes approximately $2,000,000 for on street bike
infrastructure. If the Mobility Element truly calls for high quality cycle tracks and bike boulevards, even

1 The EIR projects a bicycle mode share of 2.3% by 2035, but the only “objective” is to increase bicycling by a paltry
1% per year.
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the anemic 9 miles a year will cost many times more than existing levels of funding. There is nothing in
the Mobility Element to inform the Mayor and City Council about the costs of the promises they are
making, nor is there any commitment to real plan for funding the programs and policies that are
promised.

The BAC strongly supports high quality bike infrastructure, in large enough quantities to create a
meaningful infrastructure network. We also strongly support robust education and encouragement
programs, including bike safety education in high schools and for lower income workforce cyclists (many
of whom ride in darkness in early mornings or late evenings), and open streets events like CicLAvia. But
all of these things cost money. Absent realistic cost estimates, and a real plan for securing those funds,
the Mobility Element is nothing more than a vehicle for empty promises that the City has no intention or
ability to fulfill.

This lack of attention to funding needs for bike infrastructure stands in stark contrast to planning for
automobile infrastructure. While the Planning Department is preparing this vague, unfunded Mobility
Element that purports to provide for Complete Streets, the Department of Public Works and other City
agencies and departments are actively developing a comprehensive plan to determine what
automobile oriented road repairs are needed, and how to fund them. In its failure to make any
commitment to include bike infrastructure in any funding program, the Mobility Element is the
antithesis of a Complete Streets proposal.

The BAC recommends the following:
a. Commit 20% of Measure R local return funds to active transportation projects, with at least

10% dedicated to bicycle infrastructure. The BAC believes that there must be a firm set
aside for bike infrastructure.

b. The Mobility Element should commit the City to funding parity for active transportation. In
Los Angeles County, 19% of trips are made by walking or biking, but only 1% of
transportation funds are spent on biking or walking.

c. Any local road repair sales tax or bond measure must include firm commitments to bicycle
and pedestrian infrastructure.

d. Through its representation on the Metro Board, the City must commit that any successor to
Measure R will include substantial amounts for bicycle and pedestrian projects.

e. Inclusion in the Mobility Element of language from the 2010 Bike Plan’s Economic Objective
3.1.

4. The Proposed “Bicycle Enhanced Network”

The draft Mobility Element includes an Objective to implement 25 percent of the Bicycle Enhanced
Network (BEN) every five years. Policy 2.4 further describes the BEN and the City’s bike network policy.
Taken together, they represent a substantial retreat from the 2010 Bike Plan, and consist largely of
empty promises about high quality bike infrastructure.



Planning Department
May 13, 2014
Page 5 of 17

Although the Mobility Element continues to mention the Green Network, the Backbone Network and
the Neighborhood Network, it contains no policies or programs to implement anything other than the
180 mile BEN. That is a more than 80% reduction in the City’s commitment to bike infrastructure. That
is unacceptable.

Worse, the EIR does not acknowledge or analyze the impacts of this substantial change in policy. It does
not include any analysis of the environmental impact of full implementation of the 2010 Bike Plan. An
EIR is supposed to analyze a range of alternatives, but the Draft EIR does not even entertain the
possibility that the City could consider adopting policies that place a greater emphasis on biking (or
walking and transit) that the draft Mobility Element.

For example, the Draft EIR indicates that, with implementation of the Mobility Element, bike mode
share is predicted to increase to 2.3% in 20 years. The experience of New York; Washington, DC;
Portland, OR; and local cities like Santa Monica and Long Beach suggest that, with a real commitment to
bike infrastructure, bike mode share in Los Angeles would easily be much higher than that. What impact
would a significantly higher mode share for biking and walking (and scooters and skateboards) have on
air quality, or greenhouse gas emissions? The Mobility Element and EIR provide no analysis or
information about options that might be environmentally superior to the anemic proposals in the draft
plan. That is entirely contrary to the purpose of CEQA.

The Planning Department and draft Mobility Element attempts to justify the massive deduction in the
quantity of bike infrastructure by claiming that it is a shift in focus to high quality infrastructure.
Respectfully, this claim is deceptive, because the Mobility Element makes no firm commitment to cycle
tracks. The Backbone streets selected for inclusion in the BEN are slated for standard bike lanes in the
current Bike Plan. The Mobility Element states that they might be upgraded, “as time and money
permit,” to higher grade facilities. Elsewhere, it is clear that the Mobility Element makes no
commitment to provide the staff and financial resources necessary to implement bike infrastructure.
This is an empty promise.

Moreover, the promise of “buffered” bike lanes is not a real improvement from the 2010 Bike Plan.
Many streets in the 2010 Bike Plan (e.g., Colorado Boulevard, portions of Martin Luther King, Mid City’s
San Vicente Boulevard) have received or will receive buffered bike lanes because the street width,
medians, etc. make that the most logical configuration. On other streets in the BEN (e.g., Melrose, San
Vicente in Brentwood Village, Ohio Street), the traffic volumes, business/residential reliance on street
parking, etc. make it extraordinarily difficult to imagine how a cycle track, or anything more than
standard bike lanes, could fit on the street.

If the City is going to limit its commitment to the BEN, the Mobility Element and EIR must contain a
preliminary engineering analysis of what types of bike infrastructure could be installed on each street,
and what that means in terms of travel lane and/or parking removal. When the Mayor and City Council
adopt a Mobility Element that makes promises, they must understand what they are promising. The
2010 Bike Plan was adopted by a unanimous City Council, with promises to fully implement the plan.

201-1
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Some of the councilmembers who were most effusive in passing the 2010 Bike Plan have been the most
resistant to its implementation.

The Mobility Element proposes cycle tracks on several streets—including Westwood, Cahuenga, and
Lankershim—where the City has recently refused to install standard bike lanes that require repurposing
far less roadway width from travel lanes or curb parking. The Mobility Element includes no policies or
programs to explain how the City’s decision making processes will be modified to actually implement
the plan. Absent such provisions, the BEN is just one more in the series of empty promises that have
characterized every bike plan the City has adopted.

The BEN is intended to create a citywide network of bike facilities, to improve citywide mobility. For this
reason, the Mobility Element must include strong, enforceable language making clear that the Mayor—
and the Mayor alone, has the authority to oversee implementation of bike infrastructure (including but
not limited to the BEN), and that no individual councilmember has authority to interfere with analysis or
implementation of bike infrastructure.

In addition, the Mobility Element must include an enforceable policy that requires a formal written
decision, including findings and a statement of reasons, either approving or disapproving bike
infrastructure projects; and a process for appealing or challenging that decision. Under the current legal
regime, the City’s decision to install bike infrastructure is subject to legal challenge by opponents.
However, when opponents of bike infrastructure (including elected officials) kill a project, there is no
formal decision that can be challenged. That is a structural inequity facing bike advocates that must be
remedied.

The Mobility Element contains no minimum standards for what “counts” toward fulfilling the City’s
goals. As written, the City could claim that installing standard bike lanes on a Backbone Network street
implements part of the “enhanced” network, when there is nothing enhanced at all. W
With respect to the Neighborhood Network, the 2010 Bike Plan required “at least two traffic calming
engineering treatments in addition to signage and shared lane markings.” The Mobility Element says
that streets “typically” will receive such engineering treatments, abandons any commitment to do so.
The City can simply slap down some sharrows and declare the street part of the “enhanced” network.

Because the BEN includes Neighborhood Network streets in “particularly congested areas” with high
levels of cut through traffic, it is essential that the City commit to serious and meaningful traffic calming
measures. The BAC recommends that the City adopt performance measures for the Neighborhood
Network streets. On these streets, bicyclists will be sharing roadway space with cars. The City should
establish objective criteria, such as maximum traffic volumes and/or maximum/average speed, that
would make sharing a roadway comfortable and safe for all road users. The City should then commit to
whatever traffic calming measures are necessary to achieve those standards.
There are some parts of the City, with low levels of traffic congestion and/or a less connected street
grid, where sharrows and signage are enough to make a street comfortable for bicyclists. There are
streets that require more intensive treatments. To ensure that limited resources are spent effectively,
the Mobility Element should include guidelines to shape planning decisions about particular streets.
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As written, the draft Mobility Element does not establish clear prioritization for installing bike
infrastructure. At page 65, there is a laundry list of factors, but no clear ranking or weighting of these
factors. If the purpose of the Mobility Element is to guide planning decisions, this grading system should
be included in the Mobility Element.

Chapters 2 and 3 of the 2010 Bike Plan included a great deal of background information to set the
context for bike planning decisions. Nearly all of that material is deleted from the Bike Plan, but should
be included. This is particularly true about the language at pages 53 59 of the 2010 Bike Plan regarding
equity.

The Mobility Element should include a more detailed discussion about the potential for increased
bicycling in different parts of the City, so that decisionmakers can make more informed decisions about
how to get the maximum return for infrastructure investments. Historically, the City has installed bike
infrastructure where it is “easy” to do so. That often means parts of the San Fernando Valley with low
levels of traffic congestion and wider streets. But in more affluent areas with low levels of traffic
congestion, the bicycling potential is limited. Conversely, the City has done a poor job of installing
bikeways in lower income neighborhoods and places with high population and employment densities,
where traffic congestion and shorter travel distances make the bicycle a more competitive mode of
transportation.

The Mobility Element states that “it makes sense first and foremost to establish a network that links to
and expands upon the Green Network.” There is a near complete absence of a Green Network in the
Central and South APC areas, which have very low levels of bike infrastructure, yet which offer some of
the greatest need for such infrastructure. This appears to be a policy aimed at avoiding efforts to place
bike infrastructure in congested areas where it has proven most difficult.

The Mobility Element should include clear, enforceable goals for each type of bike facility, including
neighborhood streets, bike lanes, and bike paths.

5. The City Should Focus on What It Controls

The draft Mobility Element does not clearly distinguish between what it controls and what it can
influence. The City has near total control over changes to the public right of way, subject only to
financial and political considerations. It controls City property, including parks and libraries. While the
City can impose requirements on private property through the zoning code, it is nevertheless dependent
on decisions of private actors. Many other elements in the Mobility Element, such as bike racks on buses
and turnstile design, are areas where the City has partial control. In other areas, such as LAUSD schools,
Caltrans, etc., the City has no formal decision making role. For each policy and program in the Mobility
Element, there should be an indication of what role the City actually plays regarding implementation.

6. The Mobility Element is Vague and Unenforceable.
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The draft Mobility Element is unacceptably vague and unenforceable. The document goes to great
lengths to avoid making any enforceable commitments. It almost all instances, the documents uses
terms like “should” and “may,” instead of “shall” or “must,” which gives the City legal carte blanche to
completely ignore these provisions, as it has ignored most elements of every bike plan since 1977. This
is unacceptable.

Throughout the Mobility Element, objectives are stated in terms of a desired percentage of increase or
decrease, but without any reference to baseline conditions to allow anyone to evaluate the objective.
When applied to numbers that are percentages, it is unclear whether the increase/decrease is an
absolute number, or relative to the base. For example, what percentage of street segments are
operating at target speeds today? If it is 10%, does a 5% increase mean an increase to 10.5% or 15%? If
the former, the objective seems quite low, However, if we are already at 80% of streets at target speeds,
achieving another 4% each year seems unachievably ambitious, and not necessarily the best use of
limited resources.

Specific Comments

Page 10: The mode shares reported for different transportation modes do not match the mode shares
reported in the EIR. These have important implications for transportation policy. Are 12% of trips in Los
Angeles by transit as stated here, or 3% as stated in the EIR? Are 6% of trips by active transportation as
stated here, or 15% as stated in the EIR? There is a fundamental requirement to use accurate data in the
EIR, and to have accurate data used as the basis for establishing the policies in the Mobility Element.
Quite simply, the wholly inconsistent numbers make it impossible for anyone evaluate the objectives
and policies in the Mobility Element.

Safety First?

Page 44: Objectives
1. The objective of decreasing pedestrian and bicycle collisions by 50% is problematic. It is the

collision rate, not the number of collisions, that is most important. If the City installs bike
infrastructure and enforces traffic laws against motorists such that the level of bicycling triples,
but collisions increase only slightly, that represents a real safety improvement.

2. The Mobility Element should include an objective to adopt a “Vision Zero” of no pedestrian or
bicyclist traffic fatalities in the City. Every death should be treated as a tragedy that should not
recur, instead of the natural consequence of an auto oriented transportation system.

3. The objective of “targeted enhancements” at “50 locations” is unacceptable low in a City with
40,000 intersections, 22,000 marked crosswalks, and 4,400 traffic signals. The Save Our Streets
initiative is moving forward with a comprehensive plan to repair roadways; the Mobility Element
must commit that all of the road repairs “improve safety and increase overall walkability (and
bikeability).” If motorists get a commitment to a comprehensive upgrade of City streets,
pedestrians and bicyclists are entitled to no less.
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Policy 1.1 Roadway User Vulnerability: The document states that “in designing and planning roadways,
safety considerations for the most vulnerable person “should” be taken into account first. The word
“should” must be replaced with “shall.” Otherwise, the City is free to ignore other road users with
impunity. The record of the Hyperion Bridge project, the Riverside/Zoo Drive project, the Universal City
Metro station pedestrian bridge that forces bus riders to walk three legs of the intersection, and
countless other examples demonstrates that, absent an ironclad requirement to accommodate
pedestrians and bicyclists, many elements of City government will simply ignore this policy.

Policy 1.2: Complete Streets. The Mobility Element must contain language that ensures that all road
projects, including improvements associated with private development, incorporate complete streets
principles and are designed for all road users. Any deviation from complete streets principles must
require written findings and high level approval.

Policy 1.3 Safe Routes to Schools: The document describes a host of policies that have “made walking
even a short distance to school fraught with hazards,” but it is not clear that the Mobility Element
actually changes any of those policies. For example, while excessive curb radii present a problem for
pedestrians and bicyclists, there does not appear to be a program to change those design standards.

Policy 1.4 Walkable, Bikeable Communities: The policy says that the City will prioritize bicycling
improvements where there is a strong presence of pedestrians, but makes no mention of prioritizing
bike improvements where bicyclists need them. It is not at all clear that this is a typographical error.
Because the City’s near total lack of bike infrastructure in many densely populated and lower income
communities unquestionably inhibit bicycling, the BAC believes that bike infrastructure should be
installed in areas with the greatest need and the greatest potential for increased bicycling, which is not
necessarily where the highest level of bicycling exists.

For example, Census data for Los Angeles generally shows the highest levels of bike commuting in areas
with some bike infrastructure (e.g., Downtown, Santa Monica/Venice, USC, and Palms). From a policy
perspective, while it makes sense to build up the existing bike network, it is far from clear that these are
the areas of highest need.

ProgramMG.4 makes reference to a Priority Grading System for street improvements, but the Mobility
Element does not describe the system. More than 3 years after adoption of the Bike Plan, this grading
system should already be in place, or sufficiently developed to be described in detail. Moreover, to
enable decisionmakers and advocates to determine the adequacy of this tool, the Mobility Element
should clearly identify the specific street segments would be prioritized.
The Mobility Element should include language regarding equity and ensuring that projects in
disadvantaged communities and/or routes used by lower income persons (workers, students, etc.) are
prioritized.

This policy states that bicyclists consider the relative safety of various streets when choosing a route.
However, the Mobility Element fails to acknowledge that these safety considerations affect not only
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choice of route, but mode choice. For example, because our streets are so unsafe, many parents will not
allow their children to walk or bike to school.

Finally, in discussing safety, the Mobility Element should be not use the phrase “bicycling and
pedestrian safety improvements.” Improved bike and pedestrian infrastructure has been shown to
improve safety for all road users, including motorists. They are “safety improvements.”

Policy 1.5 Traffic Safety Campaigns: The BAC categorically rejects the false equivalence between
“unsafe driving” and “unsafe bicycling.” On page 10, the Mobility Element states that 48% of traffic
fatalities are pedestrians and bicyclists. Put more crudely, unsafe driving kills pedestrians and bicyclists.
Unsafe bicycling and walking kills bicyclists and pedestrians—not motorists. Safety efforts should be
focused on behavior that endangers others.

The BAC requests that language be deleted about “bicyclists can stop . . . at stop signs.” The Mobility
Element retreats almost entirely from installing bike lanes on major streets, and instead seeks to force
bicyclists onto local streets with stop signs every block or two. It takes a significant amount of energy for
bicyclists to come to a full and complete stop at every intersection. For this reason, many bicyclists roll
slowly through stop signs, while being careful to yield to motorists. The Mobility Element cannot claim
to support all modes of travel when it utterly fails to acknowledge fundamental distinctions among
modes.

In fact, anyone who walks or bikes in Los Angeles can attest that the overwhelming majority of motorists
roll into marked crosswalks, or beyond limit line into unmarked crosswalks, yet the Mobility Element
contains no language reminding motorists to stop at stop signs.

The language that “pedestrians can avoid mid block crossings” also should be removed. The only places
where it is unlawful to make a mid block crossing are “between adjacent intersections controlled by
traffic control signal devices or by police officers,” a condition that exists very few places outside
Downtown.

A Mobility Element that criticizes bicyclists for engaging in behavior inherent in that travel mode, and
pedestrians for wholly lawful behavior, yet provides no specific directives to motorists who actually
endanger other road users, is not a “complete streets” document.

Policy 1.8 Multi Modal Detour Facilities. As the draft Mobility Element notes, there are regulations and
standards that apply when a bike lane is temporarily closed for construction, film shoots, etc. It is not
enough for the Mobility Element to promote “awareness” of these standards. When the City issues a
permit for a bike lane closure, any construction or filming should be expressly conditioned upon
compliance with these standards. The Mobility Element should adopt policies that the Department of
Building and Safety, LAPD, LADOT and other departments will enforce these standards when a violation
is reported or observed, by shutting down construction sites, filming activities, etc. until full compliance
is achieved.
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Moreover, the Mobility Element should include a policy disfavoring closure of bikeways, and place a
strong burden on applicants to show that closure is necessary, and not merely convenient. For example,
forcing film crews to walk around the corner to craft services is not an unreasonable hardship.

Policy 1.11 Recreational Trail Separation: It is wholly unacceptable for the Mobility Element to include
a policy against shared use of recreational trails that is based on a 45 year old Major Equestrian and
Hiking Trails Plan, the very name of which demonstrates that the interests and needs of bicyclists were
given little to no consideration, and that they were not considered legitimate users of these facilities.

The 2010 Bike Plan included a policy and program requiring Recreation and Parks to evaluate the
potential for shared use of trails, such as exists on land under the jurisdiction of other agencies,
including the county, state and federal governments, the Mountains Conservancy, etc. They were
required to complete this evaluation and analysis by 2015.

The Mobility Element should include a policy of allowing bicycling on all unpaved roads and trails, unless
specifically prohibited. The BAC recognizes that many trails are too narrow to be safely shared by hikers
and bicyclists. Any prohibition based on alleged conflicts with equestrians must include, at a minimum, a
count of the number of equestrians using the trail.

World Class Infrastructure?

Policy 2.2. Pedestrian Areas. The LACBC’s biannual bicycle and pedestrian counts show that a significant
percentage of Los Angeles bicyclists ride on sidewalks. This is due in large part to the City’s continued
refusal to install on street bike infrastructure, a policy the draft Mobility Element continues. Until
bicyclists are provided with safe alternatives to sidewalks, sidewalks and pedestrian areas must also be
designed with bicyclists in mind.

Policy 2.9 Bridges. The language must be strengthened. It is not enough to “consider” pedestrian and
bicycle enhancements when retrofitting or installing a new bridge. The Mobility Element should require
full accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians. Any exception should require a formal approval by the
Mayor and City Council, with detailed written findings and justifications. In addition, the language must
make clear that it applies to all underpass and overpass projects, including those involving freeways
and/or transitways.

Access for All Angelenos?

While most of the objectives listed on page 75 have merit, they are meaningless because they lack any
standards or metrics, or than the very low bar of any measurable increase or decrease in the criteria.
The objective to “decrease share of household income spent on transportation costs annually” should
be deleted, or reworded to more accurately state what is intended. As Chapter 6 of the Mobility
Element makes clear, our transportation system is underfunded. The City is proposing to raise taxes for
a road repair measure; Metro is considering a fare increase and a ballot measure to extend and expand
Measure R, and experimenting with tolling and congestion pricing; the state and federal gas taxes have
not kept pace with inflation and the Federal Highway Trust Fund is nearly broke. There is increasing
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recognition of the adverse consequences of free or low cost parking. In almost every way, every level of
government is seeking to increase, not decrease, the amount of money we pay for transportation costs.

The objective might be to “improve transit, biking, walking car share and other options so that
households have the opportunity to reduce transportation costs by reducing their reliance on privately
owned automobiles.” If so, the language should be modified.

Policy 3.5 Multi Modal Feature: It is important to support “first mile, last mile solutions.” For that
reason, the discussion and prioritization of the BEN should analyze and identify which segments provide
access to transit stations and major bus stops.

Policy 3.7 Regional Transit Connections. The Mobility Element’s call for rail transit along the Harbor
Subdivision is completely inconsistent and incompatible with designation of the segment along Slauson
Blvd as part of the Green Network of bikeways. It cannot be both. It is the BAC’s understanding that
Metro has repeatedly studied the potential for light rail along Slauson, and concluded that potential
ridership does not justify the cost. If that is the case, the Mobility Element should propose the bikeway,
and not the rail line. At a minimum, the Mobility Element must acknowledge the irreconcilable conflict
between the two policies.

Policy 3.8 Bicycle Parking. Bike parking is important. However, this entire chapter is devoid of any
objective or policy regarding the importance of bikeways, similar to Policy 3.1 for pedestrians. This
omission must be corrected if the Mobility Element is to be considered a “complete streets” plan.

Policy 3.9 Increased Network Access, and 31.10 Cul de sacs: One of the primary tools for making
neighborhood streets comfortable for bicyclists of all skill levels is to maintain the connectivity of the
street network for bicyclists, pedestrians, skateboarders, etc., while disrupting connectivity for
motorists, thereby discouraging cut through traffic. In many cases, partial closures of streets and right
of ways, or creation of cul de sacs, is a necessary tool for implementation of bikeways. These policies
should acknowledge the importance of traffic calming measures on the Neighborhood Network. The
Mobility Element must ensure that it contains no language that bikeway opponents could use to
challenge local bike improvements.

Informed Choices?

One downside of advances in GPS technology and real time traffic information has been an increase in
cut through traffic on local streets to avoid congestion on freeways and major streets. Because the
Mobility Element represents a shift away from accommodating bicyclists on major streets, but instead
forcing them onto smaller local streets, the Mobility Element should acknowledge and address this
issue, and include policies and programs to ensure that more “informed choices” do not lead to more
aggressive drivers on local streets.
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Clean Environments?

Objectives:
1. The objective to increase the mode share of bicycling by 1% per year must be increased. Both

the Census data regarding travel to work and the LACBC’s bike counts confirm what is obvious:
bicycling is increasing much more rapidly than 1% per year. The Mobility Element should be
seeking to increase bicycling even more, not suppress it.

Policy 5.2 Alternative Metrics: It is not enough for the City to “support the adoption of alternatives to
the traditional Level of Service.” The City should adopt for its own use CEQA standards and thresholds
that promote active transportation and transit.

Policy 5.4 Air Pollution Mitigation.Many opponents of bike lanes seek to force bicyclists off
thoroughfares by claiming that it is unhealthful to bicycle on congested streets. In most cases, there is a
not a genuine concern for the health of bicyclists. The Mobility Element must be careful not to include
careless language that could be used to oppose bike lanes.

Smart Investments?

Objectives:
1. The BAC strongly supports the objective to increase the share of Measure R local return

funds for active transportation to 20%. As discussed above, at least 10% should be
dedicated to bicycle investments.

Policy 6.3 Allocation of Measure R Funds. Again, the BAC supports increasing the amount of Measure R
local return funds allocated to active transportation, and recommends that at least 10% be allocated to
bike projects. The Mobility Element states that, to date, the amount allocated to active transportation
has “remained below 10 percent,” despite the City Council expressly adopting a policy setting this floor.
Thus, the minimum allocation of Measure R funds must be legally enforceable by active transportation
supporters.

Policy 6.4 New Funding Options. The BAC supports efforts to study possible new funding sources for
active transportation funding. However, we note that Program 3.1.1.L of the 2010 Bike Plan called for a
similar effort to be completed by 2015, but has not funded or filled any staff positions to accomplish this
task. This is penny wise, but pound foolish.
Policy 6.6 Smart Roadway Management: The list of TDM strategies for “modifications to the physical
realm” fails to but should include on street bikeways. In particular, “4 to 3” road diets can increase
travel options without sacrificing throughput.

Action Plan

On page 135, the Mobility Element states that “a prioritized list of programs will be part of a yearly
package” based on funding and political will. Respectfully, that makes the entire Mobility Element a
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wish list, rather than a concrete plan. In adopting a Mobility Element, the Mayor and City Council should
be establishing the City’s priorities and providing marching orders to the various City departments and
agencies, guidance to the BAC, the LACBC and others as to where their outreach and advocacy efforts
should be targeted, etc.

D.1 Analysis of Existing Paths: Under the 2010 Bike Plan, RAP was supposed to complete this project by
2015; that deadline is now removed. This is unacceptable.

D.8 Mountain Trail Spillover and Conflict Resolution Analysis: Under the 2010 Bike Plan, RAP was
supposed to complete this project by 2015; that deadline is now removed. This is unacceptable.

D.9: Trails Database: Under the 2010 Bike Plan, RAP was supposed to complete this project by 2015;
that deadline is now removed. This is unacceptable.

D.11 Unimproved Road Database: Under the 2010 Bike Plan, RAP was supposed to complete this
project by 2015; that deadline is now removed. This is unacceptable.

ENF.2 Enforcement Stings: Enforcement stings should be targeted against unsafe behavior that
endangers others—which is primarily motorists—rather than against pedestrians and bicyclists.
Moreover, because the Mobility Element abandons a commitment to meaningful bike infrastructure on
major streets, but instead seeks to force bicyclists onto low speed local streets with numerous stop
signs, no enforcement should be targeted at bicyclists who “roll” slowly through stop signs. To the
contrary, the City should advocate for an Idaho type law that requires bicyclists to yield, but does not
require motorists to stop, at stop signs.

ENG.4 Bridge Design Program: As discussed above, it is insufficient to “consider” accommodating
bicyclists; we must be accommodated.

ENG. 5 Caltrans Design It is insufficient to design freeway entrance and exit ramps to “warn” motorists
of bicyclists and pedestrians. They must be physically designed to include safety measures to protect
vulnerable road users.

ENG.6 Shared Lane Markings In general, the BAC strongly supports sharrow installation. However, it is
not clear that they provide any benefit on certain higher speed, higher volume streets (e.g., Fountain
Avenue, Vine Street south of Sunset). Moreover, the City should evaluate the placement of sharrows on
two lane streets with a double yellow center marking (e.g., portions of Fountain, Arden, and Marmion
Way). On many of these streets, when a bicyclist is riding on the sharrows, vehicles seeking to pass a
bicyclist must either cross the double yellow line or fail to obey the 3 foot passing rule, both of which
are illegal. Alternatively, they often tailgate bicyclists (also illegal). On streets with sharrows, all
pavement marking must facilitate safe and legal motorist behavior, rather than encourage illegal and
dangerous behavior.
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ENG. 11 Innovative Engineering. The 2010 Bike Plan include a program to develop new treatments
through the CTCDC and FHWA approved experiment process. This program has been omitted from the
Mobility Element, but should be restored. Instead, the City is limiting itself to treatments that have
been adopted and included in the federal or state MUTCD. At that point, they are by definition not
“innovative.”

F.3 Coordinated Grant Application. If the City is going to force active transportation programs to rely on
grant funding, it must provide staffing levels necessary to prepare competitive grant applications.
Moreover, to compete effectively for future grants, the City must maintain levels of active
transportation staffing necessary to ensure that, when grant funds are received, they are administered
and spent efficiently and in a timely manner.

F.5 Funding Needed. It is insufficient to say that the Mobility Element contains a plan to study what its
projects and programs will cost. Those funding needs should be identified in the Plan. Moreover, the
City should not move forward with any road repair measure unless and until the City has completed
similar analyses of active transportation needs. To do otherwise means the plan is not designed to
accommodate all road users.

MT.5 Pavement Preservation Program: Any pavement preservation program should prioritize streets
with bikeways, as poor pavement conditions pose a much greater safety risk to bicyclists than to
motorists.

PL.18 Network Additions. The Mobility Element plans for installation of nothing beyond the Bicycle
Enhanced Network, and this program suggests that any further buildout of the bike network requires
inclusion in Community Plans. If so, the Mobility Element must include a program—including funding—
for expeditious update of all of Los Angeles’ community plans.

S.1 Active Transportation Education. The BAC supports expanding active transportation to high schools,
particularly because relatively few younger children bike to school. However, the Mobility Element
cannot merely make the promise; it must include a program and plan for funding this education.

In addition, the BAC recommends inclusion of the following policies and programs:
1. Program for street sweeping of all on street bike lanes and cycle tracks.
2. Include in the Mobility Element the language of the 2010 Bike Plan’s Encouragement Objective

1.4.

Comments re EIR

The fundamental purpose of an EIR is to provide policymakers with an evaluation of the environmental
costs and benefits of a range of potential actions. Here, the EIR provides absolutely no evaluation or
analysis of the environmental consequences of a plan that is more pro bike or pro pedestrian than the
draft Mobility Element, despite the fact that it represents a wholesale retreat from the 2010 Bike Plan.
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This does not allow for a fair evaluation. For example, those who advocate for greater emphasis on
active transportation are provided with no information about the potential public health, air quality or
climate change benefits of a more aggressive program, while opponents of any improvements are
provided with information about traffic congestion impacts. The document absolutely fails to present a
range of alternatives from which policymakers could choose.

It appears that the EIR’s analysis of GHG emissions starts and ends with the conclusion the City can meet
all of its reduction targets by improvements to tailpipe emissions. There is no discussion or analysis of
the role that active transportation can play in reducing GHG emissions, and thus fails to provide
decisionmakers with information about a range of options that might lead them to adopt policies that
are more favorable to active transportation.

As discussed above, the draft Mobility Element eviscerates the City’s commitment to bike infrastructure.
The EIR contains no analysis of the environmental impacts of that radical change in bike policy.
The EIR’s baseline levels of bicycling are substantial below those reported by the US Census Bureau,
SCAG, the National Household Travel Survey, or any other published source of which we aware. It
contains no source for these low estimates. Moreover, the EIR appears to anticipate a much slower rate
of growth bicycling than the City has actually experienced in recent years. In any case, the EIR and the
Mobility Element use inconsistent data for both existing levels of bicycling and rates of growth. Because
it makes unwarranted conservative assumptions about existing and future levels of bicycling, and is
inconsistent with the Mobility Element, the EIR by definition fails to analyze the impacts of the Mobility
Element on the Bike Plan.

Complete Streets Manual

The Complete Streets Manual’s standards for bikeway design should be designed. Quite simply, they are
designed around the physical dimensions of a bicycle, rather than the operational needs and desires of
bicyclists.

The design standard for all bikeways is based on the width of an individual bicycle. It ignores that, when
two bicyclists are riding together, they often want to enjoy each other’s company; they want to ride side
by side. That is the way that most passengers in motor vehicles ride and the way most pedestrians walk.
Roads and sidewalks generally are designed to accommodate this behavior; bikeways should be
designed in a similar manner.

A 5 foot minimum design width for cycletracks is unacceptably narrow. First, this width makes it
impossible for bicyclists to pass a slow moving or stopped bicycle. Second, it makes it difficult if not
impossible for bicyclists to avoid obstacles, including pedestrians who step into the cycle track (a
particular problem if on street parking exists). Third, it makes it impossible to avoid wrong way
bicyclists.
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The Planning Department and LADOT often describe cycletracks as “on street bike paths.” If this is the
case, then the Highway Design Manual’s standards for bike paths are instructive. The Highway Design
Manual states:

The minimum paved width for a one way bike path shall be 5 feet. It should be assumed
that bicycle paths will be used for two way travel. Development of a one way bike path
should be undertaken only in rare situations where there is a need for only one
direction of travel. Two way use of paths designed for one way travel increases the risk
of head on collisions, as it is difficult to enforce one way operation. . . .

A minimum 2 foot wide shoulder, composed of the same pavement material as the path
or all weather surface, free of vegetation, shall be provided adjacent to the traveled way
of the path when not on a structure. . . . A shoulder width of 3 feet should be provided
where feasible. . . . A wider shoulder can reduce bicycle conflicts with pedestrians.

Where heavy bicycle volumes are anticipated and/or significant pedestrian traffic is
expected, the paved width of a two way path should be greater than 10 feet, preferably
12 feet or more. Another important factor to consider in determining the appropriate
width is that bicyclists will tend to ride side by side on bike paths, and bicyclists may
need adequate passing clearance next to pedestrians and slower moving bicyclists.

Even if the bike path design standards in the Highway Design Manual do not technically apply to
cycle tracks, the same concerns and issues exist. A minimum 5 foot width is insufficient, and
poses safety risks to bicyclists.

The Bicycle Advisory Committee respectfully submits the foregoing in the spirit of creating a
genuine “complete streets” plan, and a transportation system that meets the needs of all road
users. If you have any questions, please contact me at jeff.jacobberger@gmail.com, or
323.646.3308.

Very truly yours,

Jeff Jacobberger
Chair, Bicycle Advisory Committee



Comments on Mobility Plan 2024 
 
J Reichmann <jreichmann@sbcglobal.net> 
May 13 
 
To: My La, Project Planner 
Department of City Planning 
 
From: Jan Reichmann 
1429 Comstock Ave., Los Angeles, Ca. 90024 
310.666.9708 
 
Dear staff: 
 
I represent Comstock Hills , a Westwood neighborhood  of over 300 homes within close proximity to 
Century City and the Santa Monica Blvd. Transit Parkway.  We see how SM Blvd. accommodates a safe 
lane for cyclists while not impeding vehicular movement.  This is because it was designed "from scratch" 
with broad dimensions and a well engineered plan. 
 
We strongly oppose the vision of the City to basically destroy the already traffic choked 
Westwood Blvd. by removing a vehicle lane on a very old boulevard to make room for a bicycle lane. 
With government statistics showing that only 1% of the population ride bikes to work or school, over 
70% drive, and almost 30% use public transit.  Does the City not represent all of its residents?  Even if 
bike use doubled in the last count, it doesn't make sense to punish drivers.  What about gardeners, 
plumbers and all other trades that must have the tools of their trade in their vehicle? 
 
Here's an overview if your plans for Westwood are completed: 
 
1.Vehicles stuck in traffic create pollution. 
 
2.Removing parking in commercial areas kills business and jobs. 
 
3.Your documents say that people won't drive to these businesses because they know there is no 
parking.  This is a cynical approach to getting bike paths. 
 
4.A sizeable portion of the population are seniors. They will not be able to hop on a bike to 
get to the drugstore for their meds, go marketing and basically just get around. 
 
5.Your driver vs cyclist figures are distorted because the Bicycle Coalition performed the counts.  They 
are biased because they aimed for selective results.  Your goal of making parking as problematic as 
possible will do nothing to increase the cycling activity.  Those 
who will most benefit are developers who can get away with no guest parking in new projects under the 
guise of affordable housing.  
 
Please reconsider what you have planned for Westwood. Look for safe alternative routes and you will 
have community support. 
 
Jan Reichmann, President  
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Comstock Hills Homeowners Association 
Jreichmann@comstockhills.com 
310 666.9708 
1429 Comstock Ave. 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90024 
Sent from my iPad 



Fix The City Inc.
James O’Sullivan
907 Masselin Ave.
LA CA 90036
213-8400246
jamesos@aol.com

My La
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Fax: (213) 978-1477
E-mail: My.La@lacity.org

Re: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 Case Number: ENV 2013-0911-EIR
RELATED CASE Number CPC-2013-0910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC State Clearinghouse No. 2013041012
Project

COMMENTS ON MP 2035

The City of LA did not need to do MP 2035 at this time. It was a choice. AB 1358, the
Complete Streets Act states:

Starting January 2011, all cities and counties, upon the next update of their circulation element,
must plan for the development of multimodal transportation networks. MP 2035 is not an
update to the Circulation Element but rather an update to the Transportation Element. As such
the City will not be compliant with the Complete Streets Act as other parts of the Circulation
Element are not being addressed. The Framework Element states the following in connection to
the Circulation element. “For the City of Los Angeles the Transportation and Infrastructure
Systems Elements together provide compliance with Government Code Section 65302 (b)
which requires that the general plan include a circulation element consisting of the general
location and extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares, transportation routes,
terminals, and other public utilities and facilities, all correlated with the Land Use Element of
the General Plan. The City of Los Angeles Transportation Element does not fully address the
required public utilities/facilities component of a State-mandated circulation element. The
City will address these remaining infrastructure requirements through the preparation of the
City's Infrastructure Systems Element. The Port of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles
International Airport, as major transportation facilities/terminals, each have plans included in
the City's General Plan.”

There is a fundamental flaw in linking land use to merely transportation capacity. The
Framework policy 3.3.2 which was described as follows by the City:
“The policy requires that type, amount, and location of development be correlated with the
provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and services.” The Framework EIR further
stated that policy 3.3.2 was important: “so that allowable increases in density … would not
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occur until infrastructure and its funding was available.” As a result of the above, the
mobility element is inconsistent with the Framework Element. This also includes water
supply, storm drain capacity and treatment for runoff, electricity, emergency service
(including response time), etc.

Any assumptions made about parking expenditures in the plan are inherently flawed as the
City has improperly used Special Parking Revenue Funds.

The Framework Element description is incomplete.

Land Use Element: Half of all community plans include reliance on 3.3.2. The Hollywood
Community Plan was just rejected due, in large part, to inconsistency with other General
Plan elements. The EIR does not integrate the requirements of the Framework Element as
is therefore flawed.

To analyze the impact of making changes which favor bicycles which represent perhaps
1% of existing trips. Should people fail to embrace biking, thus inconveniencing 99% of all
others, pollution, noise and traffic are likely to increase. The plan fails to perform an urban
decay analysis to analyze and mitigate cut-through neighborhood traffic, congestion due to
searching for parking, and the impacts of removing on-street parking for local The EIR fails
businesses.

The safety analysis neglects to mention that a large number of safety related issues stem
from crumbling infrastructure such as potholed streets, deteriorated sidewalks and
dangerous curbs and gutters. Any reliance on existing infrastructure is flawed.

The railroad crossings section is directly incompatible with the findings and implementation
of the Expo line, especially at Overland, Westwood.

The EIR fails to address the harm to local businesses from the loss of parking which will
cause customers to either abandon those businesses or take longer to locate a parking
space. Loss of local businesses can create blighted areas and/or lead to increased density
through redevelopment.

The EIR fails to address pathways to transit. As an example, CD5 transportation deputy
Jay Greenstein recently stated that Expo impacts to Cheviot (and on Motor) were not
studied. Further, the Expo EIR failed to address any impacts resulting from those seeking
light rail access from Century City or Beverly Hills. Prior to approving this EIR, the City
must analyze pathways between population centers and transit hubs. The new analysis
should be included and the EIR recirculated.

The plan is flawed as it uses conclusory/circular logic. The plan sets as a goal increased
walk/bike use, and then relies on meeting that goal to mitigate impacts.

The plan’s logic is further flawed as it envisions an infrastructure which doesn’t exist and
will not exist absent massive external and uncertain funding. Sidewalks, curbs. Gutters
and the “root” cause of much of the damage, trees, is an unfunded City responsibility. No
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funding exists to repair this infrastructure which is a prime prerequisite for much of the
plan.

Plans for bicycle security are not based on reasonable assumptions as the LAPD does not
have the resources to police bicycle storage/rack areas.

Requirements for bicycle parking do not correspond with bicycle usage (1%), and impose
an unreasonable cost to developers, making the cost of housing more expensive. Any plan
to replace vehicle parking requirements with bicycle parking requirements is inherently
flawed as no analysis was performed to validate such replacements/reductions.
Creation of parking districts, using meter district funds from the Special Revenue Parking
Fund to construct public free short-term parking is required prior to removing on-street
parking for bicycles or any other purpose.

The plan is flawed as it does not consider the increased demand on rescue services which
result from increased bike ridership. LAFD reports increased rescue/EMT calls when bike
ridership increases. Reducing bike/vehicle accidents depends on separating bikes and
vehicles, which in turn depends on massive infrastructure expenditures which are not
feasible. An increase in biking without adequate infrastructure will cause a significant
impact on first responders.

The plan is flawed as it relies on alleys for loading when a large percentage of alleys in the
city are so deteriorated as to be non-functional. Any reliance on alleys as loading areas is
flawed.

The parking section’s conclusions are entirely arbitrary and capricious. Businesses thrive
based on parking being available. The City requires certain levels of parking (30%) for the
construction of virtually every land use. Any plan which reduces parking fails to evaluate
the large percentage of traffic trips associated with those searching for parking.

The traffic section fails to analyze the congestion costs to the local economy due to LOS
below C.

The air pollution section fails to recognize the health impacts on those exerting themselves
in areas that are choked by pollution. The EIR fails to take into account new pollution
indices released by the California EPA. The EIR should be recirculated once an analysis
of that data is included.

The EIR fails to study the economic impacts of tax increases or other fee increases that will
be required to support the plan.

The EIR fails to address the growth-inducing impacts of transit-based density
enhancements that will be allowed once portions of the plan, but not all of its mitigations,
are implemented.
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The plan fails to address the simple truth that locating people near transportation hubs also
necessarily involves locating them in high pollution areas. The measurement of a 500 foot
setback is insufficient as many studies have shown pollutants distributed miles from
pollution sources such as freeways. The County of Los Angeles does not fund housing
projects that are within 1000 feet for this reason. Further, a setback should not merely
apply to structures, but any use, including recreational use, in high risk areas.

The EIR references air filtration to reduce exposure to pollutants. This logic is flawed on
several grounds. First, filters do not remove harmful gases such as NOx, SOx and
VOCs. Second, filters are only useful when they are regularly maintained. Absent a strict
maintenance requirement/program, filtration should not be considered as mitigation. Third,
filtration only (partially) addresses indoor air. Allowing land uses near roadways and other
pollution generators exposes people to pollutants in recreational areas and in other outdoor
areas. Further, absent positive interior air pressure, pollutants will enter the building
through open doors and windows.

There is no mention of requiring high-level filtration in parking areas.

Any reliance on spending for parking structure construction or upgrades fails to
acknowledge that the city has redirected parking trust funds to the general fund and will
likely continue to improperly do so.

Reporting references such as the transportation investment report on page 123 have no
value unless they are designated explicitly as mandatory. The City has already claimed
that the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure is discretionary. Therefore, unless an
explicit, clear and binding obligation to produce reporting is provided, reporting should not
be considered as mitigation or satisfying CEQA reporting requirements.

The entire plan is flawed as it would implement land use and other changes without the
prerequisite of infrastructure improvements to key infrastructure elements such as streets,
sidewalks, police, and fire. For the plan to be valid, it must sequence and synchronize land
use policy changes and other changes with adequacy of supporting infrastructure as
required by the General Plan Framework. This would require development performance
standards, e.g., mitigate traffic to bring LOS to C and achieving proper first-responder
response times.

The new funding options include tax increases which are unlikely to pass, and if they do
pass would cause severe economic damage to the city with unpredictable results.

The best way to improve air quality is to implement programs at the port, including
addressing Ocean Going Vessel boilers. If 80% of SOx is estimated to come from the port
by 2020, then the port should be the focus of air quality efforts.

The plan fails to mention abuse of handicapped placards;

The plan fails to address pollution generated from locomotives in maintenance yards.
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The EIR calls for demand pricing on meters without evaluating the impacts on local
business or local neighborhoods which might see increased parking intrusion, and the
plight of local businesses adjacent to residential permit parking districts.

The EIR fails to take into account the ruling in Fix The City v. City of Los Angeles, Case#
BS138580.

The EIR fails to address increased cut-through traffic which would be created by reducing
vehicle capacity on the bike enhanced network. (see above)

The EIR contains improper mitigations as those mitigations inherently rely on an approval
of tax increases or in fees by the voters. This includes changes to parking districts.

The General Plan contains the following section under “Annual Review.” While the courts
ruled that the production of the Report was discretionary, there was no finding that relieves
the City from relying on the Report for those citywide element sections it chooses to, per its
discretion, update.

“The Department of City Planning shall annually review the need to
comprehensively update the citywide elements, including the Framework
Element and the community plans. The results of this annual review shall be
reported to the City Planning Commission, the City Council, and the Mayor
through the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure. This report shall
recommend which citywide element or community plan should be updated
and why. These recommendations shall be based on an evaluation of
changing circumstances, and other information provided by the Monitoring
System.”

The City confirmed its reliance on Framework Policy 3.3.2 in Case#BS042964 as shown
below. The Mobility Element EIR is inconsistent with the Framework Element as accurately
described by the City to the courts. Policy 3.3.2 was also cited as mitigation for numerous
impacts including Police and Fire. The Housing Element also relies on Policy 3.3.2.

“What became clear was that a crucial feature of dealing with growth impacts
was contained in the GPF, its program for timing allowable development with
available infrastructure and frequent updating of its data along with a formal
monitoring program. For this reason, the City concluded that the GPF was the
environmentally desirable alternative, because it has the best combination of
land use policies tied to mitigation measures tied to annual reporting and
selective amendments of community plans only when consistent with the GPF
policies. (1 AR 77-78 [FINDINGS ADOPTED BY City Council explaining why
GPF was environment tally superior alternative])”

The Fire/EMS section is shown here:
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Our streets, sidewalks and bridges are not sufficient (Public Safety Issue) for this update.
The 2010/2011 Infrastructure Report Card lists unsecured funds as follows. (2003 and
2010/2011 Infrastructures included in Exhibit A)

A) Bridges $ .300 Billion unsecured
B) Streets $2.295 Billion Unsecured
C) Street Lights $ .262 Billion Unsecured
D) Sidewalks $1.500 Billion (estimate unsecured. Could be as much as $2.5 Billion

This does not include curbs, aprons and gutters.
E) Total needed $4.357 Billion needed for Public Safety, especially for pedestrians and

Bicyclists.

Sincerely

James O’Sullivan

(For Fix The City Inc.)
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Public Comments  
From: Harbor Community Benefit Foundation 
To: Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 
Date: April 25, 2014 

Introduction  

The Harbor Community Benefit Foundation (HCBF) appreciates the opportunity to submit these public 
comments to the Draft document entitled, “Los Angeles Mobilitiy Plan 2035.” 

HCBF is an independent non-profit organization formed in 2011. Its mission is to assess, protect, and 
improve the health, quality of life, aesthetics, and physical environment of the harbor communities of 
San Pedro and Wilmington, which have been impacted by the Port of Los Angeles. We accomplish this 
through grantmaking, independent research, and community engagement. Our primary source of 
funding is the “Port Community Mitigation Trust Fund (PCMTF),” established by the Port of Los Angeles 
in response to growing expansion.  

The goals outlined in the draft mobility plan are admirable. The draft starts with the important premise 
of providing a “diversity” of transportation options to reflect the diversity of the Los Angeles community. 
Without singling out any mode of transportation as superior, the plan recognizes the reality of the Los 
Angeles car culture while also considering the importance—to health, the environment, and the 
economy—of supporting alternative modes of transportation and re-designing our city streets.  

Two of the five “emerging trends” identified in the Introduction are particularly relevant to the 
communities of Wilmington and San Pedro, which are impacted by Port and Port-related operations: 
“Transportation, Health, and Land Use Connection” and “Goods Movement.”  

While the draft comprehensively details air pollution mitigation in the Harbor communities and at the 
Port of Los Angeles as related to mobility, we recommend the draft move beyond air pollution 
indicators and consider other industrial and goods movement impacts, such as incompatible land 
uses, reduced community resource access, and decreased pedestrian safety, that create mobility 
challenges in communities with disproportionately high industrial uses, and devise policies that 
address goods movement impacts at the source level.  We also recommend updating the San Pedro 
and Harbor City-Wilmington Community Plans to reflect the proposed city-wide mobility policies.  

As the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach statistics illustrate (“Mobility by the Numbers”), the 
communities of Wilmington and San Pedro are situated next to the busiest container port in the United 
States and the eighth busiest container port in the world. While this creates significant economic 
benefits to the region and nation, it comes with a set of externalities that impact the health, wellness, 
and quality of life of surrounding communities. Port and Port-related operations not only directly impact 
the health of residents through increased emissions and noise, but also create land use impacts that 
directly shape the urban form of Wilmington and San Pedro. With a Port operation comes a series of 
related operations that support goods movement across the region, including rail yards, freeways, truck 
transfer facilities, refineries, liquid and solid bulk storage facilities, and more.  

The confluence of these operations creates a network of incompatible land uses across the Harbor, 
placing industrial operations alongside residential, commercial, and public uses, including public schools, 
day cares, and senior facilities. From a mobility standpoint, San Pedro and Wilmington face circulation 

Page 1 of 5 
 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 204

204-1



challenges that are atypical of other neighborhoods in Los Angeles, and thus require a special set of 
tools and policies that are keenly aware of the interplay between the community and Port and Port-
related operations.  

Our comments include four sections: a) feedback on sections that adequately mention Port impacts 
(“References to Air Pollution Mitigation in Port Communities”); b) feedback on sections that fall short 
of addressing other Port and Port-related impacts (“Beyond Air Pollution Mitigation in Port 
Communities”); c) recommended changes to the Action Plan (“Recommended Additions and 
Modifications to Action Plan”); and d) points of alignment between draft mobility policies in this 
document and HCBF’s own 2013-2016 Strategic Plan (“Points of Alignment”).  

References to Air Pollution Mitigation in Port Communities  

The draft document does adequately detail the importance of air pollution mitigation, especially related 
to the Port of Los Angeles (5.4 Air Pollution Mitigation). Highlighting the air filtration programs through 
AQMD in Boyle Heights, San Pedro, and Wilmington is a good way of illustrating the special air quality 
challenges these communities face as a result of goods movement and Port or Port-related operations. 
Moreover, highlighting the Port’s Clean Air Action Plan demonstrates the ability of the industrial 
community to proactively adopt policies that significantly reduce diesel and particulate emissions in the 
community.  

This section also provides sound recommendations for mitigating air pollution further, such as creating 
setbacks for roadways, mapping high-traffic truck routes to avoid incompatible land uses, or creating 
landscape barriers.  

Beyond Air Pollution Mitigation in Port Communities  

We recommend that the document raise these types of solutions found in 5.4 Air Pollution Mitigation, 
which are specific to communities like San Pedro and Wilmington, in other parts of the document, when 
discussing topics like safety, design, infrastructure, and data collection. 

The following are areas in the document that could be further bolstered by strategies to address specific 
Port and Port-related impacts in the communities of San Pedro and Wilmington.  

1. Safety. Port and Port-related operations create a series of safety challenges in the communities 
of San Pedro and Wilmington. When considering safe speeds (1.6 Design Safe Speeds), the 
document should consider adopting safe speeds specific to trucks entering and leaving Port and 
Port-related facilities in and around the community. While it is important to create safe 
conditions for goods movement (1.10 Goods Movement Safety), it is just as important to 
consider how unsafe truck routes create unsafe environments for pedestrians, cyclists, and 
residents. Such conditions discourage walking or using certain thoroughfares.  
 
When considering road detours during construction (1.8 Multi-Modal Detour Facilities), the 
document should also consider emergency and natural disaster preparedness. For example, in 
San Pedro and Wilmington, which are bookended by industrial uses and a waterfront, it is 
important to provide a strategy for residents to safely and efficiently leave their homes in the 
event of an emergency or natural disaster. Also, just as the policies call for separating equestrian 
trails from bicycling trails (1.11 Recreational Trail Separation), there should be consideration of 
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trail separation for the purpose of creating a safe buffer between cyclists and pedestrians and 
Port and Port-related traffic.  
 
From a safety standpoint, we recommend exploring designated goods movement truck routes, 
and more importantly, discouraging or preventing trucks from using neighborhood streets to 
complete routes. This includes establishing a system by which residents could contact public 
agencies to report misuse of routes in their neighborhoods.  
 

2. Design. Related to the idea of creating safer conditions in communities that support Port and 
Port-related operations, the design of streetscapes must play a critical role in improving 
mobility. While the document outlines strategies for improving the connectivity of goods 
movement paths (2.6 Goods Movement), it should be coordinated with other parts of the 
document, such as understanding multi-modal streetscapes (2.1 Multiple Functions of Streets). 
Creating streetscapes that support multiple modes of transit (for example, expanding sidewalks 
and bike paths to proportionately share space with cars), can have the added benefit of 
diverting Port and Port-related traffic away from thoroughfares that are heavily traveled by 
pedestrians and cyclists, while also attracting additional pedestrian use.  
 
The document calls for special pedestrian destination areas (2.2 Pedestrian Areas), which is 
defined as “locations that have, or have the potential to have, a high number of pedestrians due 
to their proximity to transit, retail or community services, business districts, schools, parks, or 
hospitals.” This definition should also consider situations in which there is already a high volume 
of pedestrians but a low number of community resources. Communities like Wilmington may 
have a high number of pedestrians because alternative modes are unaffordable. A second 
reason for higher concentrations of pedestrians in certain areas is because alternative routes 
and streets are unsafe to navigate. It is reasonable to conclude that low-income communities 
may support higher volumes of pedestrians by sheer necessity. Therefore, a “Pedestrian 
Destination Area” should not only be defined by the ability to attract pedestrians around 
existing resources, but attracting resources around existing pedestrians.  
 

3. Data & Communications. While it certainly is important to raise awareness about the role of 
goods movement in the Los Angeles economy (4.7 Goods Movement), this policy should also 
consider explaining or addressing  the environmental, community, and health impacts 
associated with such goods movement, especially at the source level, in neighborhoods like 
Wilmington and San Pedro.  

We agree with moving beyond Level of Service (LOS) measurements (5.2 Alternative Metrics) 
when considering street design, and would also recommend that an alternative metric consider 
how Port and Port-related truck traffic may need to be classified distinctly from other forms of 
transportation in San Pedro and Wilmington.  

4. Funding. Consider the example of HCBF’s funding source, the “Port Community Mitigation Trust 
Fund.” The Port of Los Angeles established this fund in response to increased growth and 
expansion at the TraPac terminal, and the trust fund allows HCBF to make strategic investments 
in the communities of Wilmington and San Pedro that address the environmental, community, 
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and health impacts from Port and Port-related operations. Special public-private partnerships 
such as this, which are focused on specific communities and specific impacts, can be an efficient 
and productive way to tackle mobility challenges. It is also a useful way to increase the use of 
independent organizations to ensure community benefit projects move forward, and for 
industrial entities to have a stake in supporting the communities surrounding them.  

 

Recommended Additions and Modifications to Action Plan  

The following are suggested additions and modifications to the Action Plan outlined at the end of the 
document. These suggestions are based on the aforementioned analysis of the entire document and its 
objectives and policies.  

Data & Analysis  

1. Pedestrian Survey of Wilmington and San Pedro and expanding the definition of “Pedestrian 
Destination Areas” (Section 2.2) to include areas with high volumes of pedestrians but a lack of 
community resources. 

2. Goods Movement Information (D.6). Also consider the geographical impacts of goods 
movement from source to destination.  

Education  

1. Include a layer to Goods Movement Awareness (ED.3) about the environmental and health 
impacts from the concentration of goods movements in particular communities, such as 
Wilmington and San Pedro.  

2. Ensure that Roadway Safety Education (ED.7) takes place in the communities of Wilmington 
and San Pedro and promote an awareness of sharing streets with multiple modes of 
transportation, and how Port and Port-related operations create different safety concerns than 
in neighborhoods without a Port or heavy goods movement presence.  

Engineering   

1. When considering Grade Crossing Elimination (ENG.8), also consider ways in which these re-
designed rail crossings can incorporate solutions that promote safer, green streets, multiple 
modes of transportation, and beautification buffers and/or features that improve access, reduce 
pollutants, improve safety, and reduce noise through “quiet zones.”   

Operations  

1. Operational Efficiencies (O.6). Consider soliciting community input (non-profit organizations, 
community organizations, etc) when discussing the operational efficiencies of goods movement. 
For example, the community can provide useful insight on how goods movement takes place on 
the ground level in their communities daily; this can provide policymakers with insight on how 
to improve goods movement operations.  

Points of Alignment 
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The following are policies outlined in the draft document that align with HCBF’s existing grantmaking 
and 2013-2016 Strategic Plan. Since our Strategic Plan priorities were chosen to address the impacts on 
Wilmington and San Pedro residents from Port and Port-related operations, the purpose of highlighting 
these points of alignment is to demonstrate how city-wide mobility priorities could further benefit 
residents impacted by Port and Port-related operations.  

Mobility Policy HCBF Alignment 
1.2 Complete Streets Grantmaking for beautification, urban greening, 

bicycle parking as public art, design that improves 
stormwater management/water quality, murals, 
etc. 

3.8 Bicycle Parking  
3.11 Adaptive Reuse of Space 
5.5 Green Streets  
1.4 Walk-able and Bike-able Communities Grantmaking for community safety, 

neighborhood safety, pedestrian and cyclist 
safety related to streetscapes and incompatible 
land uses 

3.1 Pedestrians 

3.3 Land Use Access and Mix Current land use research; grantmaking for 
community resources that increase the 
availability of, and improve access to, vital 
community services linked to workforce 
development, youth development, etc.  

3.4 Transit Services 
3.7 Regional Transit Connections 
4.9 Wayfinding  

 
Conclusion 

We applaud the efforts of the City to take a bold new approach in how it addresses mobility and 
circulation in the city. The document does an excellent job of considering how demographic and cultural 
shifts have created changes in the way we get from one location to the next. While we appreciate the 
consideration given to air pollution mitigation and mobility at the Port level, we strongly recommend 
considering how Port and Port-related operations create disproportionate impacts in the communities 
of Wilmington and San Pedro, which will require special strategies unlike other neighborhoods.  

Thank you for your consideration of our public comments.  

 

Harbor Community Benefit Foundation  

 

 

Sean Hecht, Board Chair     Mary Silverstein, Executive Director  
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May 6, 2014 
 
MyLA City Planner,  
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., MS 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Email: myla@lacity.org 

 
Subject: Comments on 
 

Draft Mobility Plan 2035 and Draft EIR 

Thank you for allowing Homeowners of Encino to comment on the proposed Draft 
Mobility Plan 2035 and Draft EIR

 

. Please enter our comments below into the official 
record: 

The Mobility Plan 2035 Project Description 
 
“The Mobility Plan 2035 is an Element of the City of Los Angeles's General Plan. It 
updates the City’s 1999 Transportation Element and integrates the 2010 Bicycle Plan, 
and lays the policy foundation necessary for the City to plan, design, and operate 
streets that accommodate multiple modes and users. The Plan responds to recent 
state legislation: Complete Streets Act (AB 1358) Sustainable Communities and 
Climate Protection Act (SB 375) Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) CEQA / Level of 
Service (SB 743).” 

“The Mobility Plan 2035 contains goals, policies, and programs that establish a vision 
for a balanced transportation system, accommodating all users and modes of travel. 
The Complete Streets Manual provides technical design guidelines for 
engineers/planners/urban designers for creating safer, multi-modal streets. The 
Mobility Map Atlas provides a collection of maps that highlight Los Angeles’ 
transportation landscape today and proposes where it’s headed in the future. The 
Atlas contains maps that prioritize streets networks for specific transportation modes 
and reclassifies arterial roads according to new citywide street standards. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is a required document that assesses the 
potential environmental impacts related to Mobility Plan 2035, and analyzes possible 
mitigation measures and project alternatives.” 

General Comments on the Mobility Plan: 
 
1. We question the wisdom in re-branding the Transportation Element as a Mobility 
Element. This is a poor choice of terminology because it changes the focus from 
traditional vehicular and bus transit transportation principles to poorly defined and 
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un-proven alternatives. This terminology opens the door to all modes of travel – much 
of which will hinder normal traffic flow rather than improving it.  
 
2. Traditionally, Los Angeles streets were maintained primarily for vehicle/bus 
transportation, not bicycles or outdoor recreational activities such as dining on public 
streets. Los Angeles streets are too dangerous for extensive bicycle use. Bicycles on 
city streets are incompatible with motor vehicles. 
 
3. Inadequate Outreach. The Planning Dept. received a total of only 33 responses to its 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). This clearly indicates that its outreach efforts were grossly 
inadequate relative to the scope and impact of the proposed transportation changes. 
This inadequate outreach effort led to faulty recommendations that are not be 
accepted to the public. The Planning Department should not accept its proposed goals 
since millions of impacted Los Angeles residents have not consulted. The Planning 
Dept. must ask the right questions of stakeholders before drawing any conclusions 
that will impact traffic or transportation: 
 

Should the flow of traffic on major arteries be improved or slowed down by 
“traffic calming” to make streets safer for bicyclists and more “pedestrian 
friendly”?  
 
Do residents and businesses want to use City streets for amenities such as 
parklets, outdoor dining, exercise facilities, bicycle corals, planters or other 
“complete street” uses?  
 
Do residents and businesses want transportation funds spent on slowing traffic 
--“traffic calming”, or instead to improve traffic flow?  
 
Do residents and businesses want increased or reduced parking spaces on City 
streets? 
 
Do residents and businesses want street right-of ways converted to light rail or 
exclusive bus lanes? 
 
Do residents and businesses want you want more reverse lanes, or one-way 
streets? 
 

These are only a few of the right questions that need to be asked, rather than open-
ended, vague questions such as: “Are you concerned about the impact on our natural 
resources and our physical health?”  
 
4. The missing link in the Mobility Plan goals is a strong nexus new between growth, 
development and transportation infrastructure. The failure to constrain new 
development until transportation infrastructure is actually in place dooms the Mobility 
Plan to failure. The faulty reasoning that effective “transit corridors” are actually in 
place allows more development thus creating even more traffic problems not less. 
 
5. The City should not “repurpose” City streets, or buy into current fads and buzz-
words, such as “Complete Streets”, “parklets”, or expanded bicycle usage, etc. While 
parklets may provide a cheap solution to the need for public open space with 
amenities like seating, planting, bike parking, and art, they are dangerous and greatly 
hinder the flow of traffic. Los Angeles is not like other cities. For Los Angeles, 
repurposing City streets into parklets, expanding bicycle lanes and reducing parking 
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spaces flies in the face of the increasing traffic demands that must be addressed by 
expanding roadway capacity, not reducing capacity. 
 
6. The proposed Mobility Plan fails to achieve its most important objectives -- to 
improve traffic flow, especially in Studio City, Sherman Oaks, Encino and Woodland 
Hills and the South Valley: 
 

According to Draft, page 4-1-27, peak AM traffic operating conditions in the 
South Valley will get worse with the proposed project. Levels of Service (LOS) D 
or better will drop from 95.1% to 90.7%. It will not get better for drivers, proving 
to be a failure of the Mobility plan to achieve its objectives. 
 
According to Draft, page 4-1-28, peak PM traffic operating conditions in the 
South Valley will get worse with the proposed project. Levels of Service (LOS) D 
or better will drop from 92.2% to 87.2%. It will not get better for drivers, proving 
to be a failure of the Mobility plan to achieve its objectives. 
 
According to Draft, page 4-1-27, peak AM traffic operating conditions in the 
South Valley will get worse with the proposed project. Levels of Service (LOS) F 
(grid-lock) will grow from 4.9% to 9.3%. AM grid-lock will not get better for 
drivers, proving to be a failure of the Mobility plan to achieve its objectives. 
 
According to Draft, page 4-1-28, peak PM traffic operating conditions in the 
South Valley will get worse with the proposed project. Levels of Service (LOS) F 
(grid-lock) will grow from 7.8% to 12.8%. PM gridlock will not get better for 
drivers, proving to be a failure of the Mobility plan to achieve its objectives. 
 

When South Valley residents and businesses understand the grim results of the 
revised Mobility Plan, “repurposing” City streets from motor vehicles to parklets, 
bicycles, etc., there will be a great public outcry, asking why this was done, and by 
whom! The Mobility Plan will have huge negative consequences for residents, schools, 
car-pooling, shopping and the business community. 

 
Specific Comments on the Mobility Plan: 
 
GOAL 1. SAFETY FIRST focuses on topics related to crashes, speed, protection, 
security, education, enforcement 
 

Comment: Los Angeles streets should be designed as functional tools for 
passenger vehicles, buses and movement of goods, not recast as “enjoyable 
places for all ages and all modes of travel.” Encouraging more bicycles on City 
streets is grossly unsafe for bicyclists. The Mobility Plan should not encourage 
“all modes of travel” on City streets, including skateboards, bicycles, roller-
blades, etc. 
 
We agree that with the need to decrease pedestrian and bicycle collisions with 
vehicles by 2020 – this is best achieved by reducing bicycle usage, not 
increasing it. We agree with the need to increase the number of adults and 
children who receive safety education and to increase the number of street 
segments operating at target speeds annually.  
 

 GOAL 2: WORLD CLASS INFRASTRUCTURE focuses on topics related to design quality, 
street trees, maintenance, multimodal facilities, active transportation, signal 
management (ATSAC), parking, bridges and system management. 
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Comment: The Mobility Plan should encourage more investment in streets, 
smoother flowing traffic, better street maintenance, more parking lots and 
parking structures. It should discourage reduced parking and dense 
development in a community. We do not agree with the need to implement 25 
percent of the Transit Enhanced Network (TEN) every five years. We do not 
agree with the need to Implement 25 percent of the Bicycle Enhanced Network 
(BEN) every five years, or to expand plaza or parklet locations, bike parking and 
corral program. 

 
We agree with the need to increase the miles of roadways, paths and sidewalks 
that are repaired every five years and to implement 25 percent of the Vehicle 
Enhanced Network (VEN) every five years and to bring City-owned bridges to 
good condition by 2035.  
 
 

GOAL 3: ACCESS FOR ALL ANGELENOS 

 

focuses on topics related to affordability, 
vulnerable users, land use, operations, reliability, demand management, community 
connections 

Comment: Focusing on “eliminating the need for physical movement to access 
goods and services, such as through online shopping or telecommuting” should 
not be part of the Mobility Plan. Efforts need to be made to improve traffic flow, 
not spend City resources encouraging on-line shopping schemes, etc. 
 
We agree with the need to increase the percent of population with access to 
high quality transit but should not encourage massive over-built apartments 
without adequate parking. The free market should be the means to increase 
walk, bike, and transit trips per capita annually and to increase the annual 
ridership of the transit system, not the heavy hand of government. 
 

GOAL 4: INFORMED CHOICES

 

 focuses on topics related to real time information, open 
source data, transparency, communication, monitoring and reporting, inter-
departmental cooperation, database management, parking options, loading and 
unloading, goods movement 

Comment: The free, open market is the most effective tool to enable residents 
to make transportation choices. Rather than “forcing” residents out of their cars 
and into public transit, the City should provide better, cleaner, faster, safer 
transportation options. Then allow the market place to determine the best 
usage of City streets, not central planners. We do not agree with a forced need 
to reduce share of single-occupancy vehicle trips annually. 

 
We agree that Informed Choice is best brought about by using new technology 
to manage and disseminate real-time information about changes in the 
transportation system through a centralized database and to improve 
coordination and cooperation with regional transportation agencies and 
neighboring jurisdictions. We agree with the need to engage Angelinos on 
transportation projects and outreach using more accessible digital platforms 
and to provide real time information at all major transit stations.  
 

GOAL 5: CLEAN ENVIRONMENT AND HEALTHY COMMUNITIES 

 

focuses on topics 
related to public health, clean air, stormwater management, clean fuels and fleets 
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Comment: Conservation of natural resources is important, but so is the 
comfort and convenience of the traveling public. While the conservation of 
natural resources is important, it should not be the means to dictate 
transportation options. High-rise mixed use housing, for example, may be more 
efficient than single family dwellings, but fails to address the needs of many 
families. We do not agree with a mandate for zero net increase in VMT per 
capita beyond 2013 base year,  increase the percent mode share of active 
transportation (pedestrian and bike) every year. The taxpayer burden and costs 
must be weighed carefully before implementing per capita greenhouse gas 
(GHG) reductions, conversion of the City fleet City refuse collection trucks and 
street sweepers to renewable fuels by 2020.  
 
We agree that Clean Environment and Healthy Communities are important – 
but this needs to be brought about by market forces. Items such as reduce 
transportation-related energy use, reduced maintenance requirements, reduce 
port-related diesel particulate matter emissions and reduced the pollutant load 
of stormwater and urban runoff may not be possible for many years until new 
economically feasible methods are found. 
 

GOAL 6: SMART INVESTMENTS focuses on topics related to fiscal responsibility, 
sustainable long-term funding, economic development, placemaking, performance-
based analysis and prioritization 
 

Comment: Exactly what expenditures are envisioned here for “capital 
improvements for all modes of travel?” Is the Mobility Plan contemplating 
spending a large portion of the transportation budget to go for costly and 
inflexible rail, subway or light-rail transit, rather than more effective and lower 
cost bus transit options? Who will bear the costs, or provide per-boarding 
subsides? 

 
We agree that Smart Investments should become best practice. We agree with 
the need to annually report on transportation investments, report on estimated 
transportation Return on Investment (ROI), and to increase the number of 
street segments that are an average level of B (Average Pavement Condition 
Index of 80) or better annually. 
The goals to increase the proportion of freight transportation provided by 
railroad and inter-modal services, road re-construction, street improvements 
and reducing the percentage of impervious surface area within parking lots and 
roadways may not be possible for many years until new economically feasible 
methods are found. 
 

 
General Comments on the Draft EIR: 
 
We believe that the proposed project will have significant impacts on the environment 
that have not been fully addressed in the draft EIR. The Mobility will have a significant 
impact on transportation, air quality, noise, energy, and population growth.               
 
The Lead Agency must take into consideration the effects of this and other projects 
which, will have individually limited, but cumulatively considerable impact on the 
environment. With the effects of past, current and probably future projects mandatory 
findings of significance should be found. Mitigations that are required by law or official 
regulations cannot serve as mitigations to satisfy the requirements of the California 
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Nor can mitigations be acceptable that are 
considered to be standard operating practices.  
 
In preparing your final EIR, you must recognize that any mitigation that you propose 
must go beyond those mandated by law or existing policy and practice. Compliance 
with the law and standard operating procedures establishes the baseline. CEQA 
mitigations are discretionary actions taken beyond the baseline. You must include 
verifiable mitigations in the final EIR, not merely a recital of legal requirements or 
standard operating practices.   We ask that you revise your findings and address the 
following environmental concerns which we believe have been overlooked or 
inadequately dealt with in your draft EIR. 
 
Specific Comments on the Draft EIR: 
 
Transportation and traffic circulation will be negatively impacted by the proposed 
project. There are a number of E and F level intersections in the vicinity of the project. 
The implementation of this project will impede traffic and circulation and make 
gridlock worse. The final EIR should explain how the E and F level, gridlocked 
intersections in the area will be mitigated to insignificance.       
 
Because of the project's magnitude it will generate significant traffic congestion 
problems. Traffic congestion resulting from the modifications of roadways, lane 
closures, detours, bicycle and bus lanes, and the installation of parklets and slower 
moving vehicles mean that commute times will increase significantly. 
 
Since the project has corridor level transportation impacts, the EIR should delineate 
the long term impacts, the impact on freeways and traffic on City streets. It must 
provide a detailed account on how generation rates, trip distributions, time of day 
analysis, effects on A.M. and P.M. traffic conditions, etc. were derived.   
 
The final EIR must comprehensively address the phasing issue. It must clearly report 
on the incremental impacts on traffic and how will the negative impacts of parklets, 
bicycle lanes and reserved bus lanes, and traffic calming will be mitigated to 
insignificance.  
 
The draft EIR fails to adequately address the No Project Alternative (Section 5.0 
Alternatives and Table 5.1, page 5.9.) An adequate and Alternatives analysis is a core 
element of each EIR.  An EIR must contain and analyze in depth "range of reasonable 
alternatives." The range must be sufficient "to permit a reasonable choice of 
alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned. This was not done. Table 
5.1, page 5.9 claims that proposed set of project improvements is superior to the No 
Project Alternative which is not borne out by the analysis.  
 
The EIR must always include analysis of the No Project Alternative which must 
discuss what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the 
project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services. We do not agree that “if the project 
improvements were not implemented transportation network conditions would remain 
in their current condition for a time but would deteriorate as cumulative development 
increases without multimodal improvements, mode shifts to pedestrian, bicycle, and 
transit it would not occur as rapidly, and streets 
could become increasingly congested – possibly more in the long term than would 
occur with 
implementation of the project.” In reality, just the opposite is true. 
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Under Alternative 1, planned transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements would 
occur which would not incrementally increase the multi-modal mobility in the study 
area. Therefore, impact would occur related due to the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
system. It is not true that no significant changes to lane configurations or removal of 
parking would occur under shifts to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit. 
 
In determining what constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives, there must be a 
set or group of such alternatives which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project. Guidelines section 15126.6(a). These were not fully explored. The 
term feasible is defined in Public Resources Code section 21061 .1 as "capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. The range of 
alternatives discussed does not foster informed decision making and public 
participation. The EIR must identify the alternatives considered in, and those excluded 
from, EIR analysis and should provide the reasons for their rejection – the draft EIR 
fails do this assessment adequately to meet the CEQA requirements. 
   
Thank you for considering our comments the Draft Mobility Plan 2035 and Draft EIR. 
 
Cordially yours, 

 
Gerald A. Silver, 
Pres. Homeowners of Encino 
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West of Westwood 
Homeowners Association 
 
May 12, 2014 

 
My La 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
E-mail: My.La@lacity.org 

 
 
RE: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035), ENV-2013-0911-EIR 
 
Dear Ms. La, 
 
The West of Westwood Home Owners Association (HOA) Board of Directors represents 
approximately 1,200 households in the Rancho Park area. Please accept the following 
comments as part of the record for ENV-2013-0911-EIR. This is our second letter to you on 
this project. We submitted scoping comments to you on 4/29/2013.  
 
Our main area of concern continues to be regarding the Bicycle Enhanced Network, most 
specifically the bike lanes proposed for Westwood Blvd. We continue to support Sepulveda 
Blvd as an alternative to Westwood Blvd.  
 
Removing a travel lane in each direction for bike lanes on Westwood is a mistake. Westwood 
has some of the worst traffic conditions in the entire area being a Secondary Highway that 
carries approximately 26,300 to 34,100 vehicles on a typical weekday. The existing Level of 
Service (“LOS”) at all intersections ranges from grade E to F at peak hours. The impacts 
would create parking disruptions, traffic disruptions, which would have negative impacts on 
both noise and pollution. We believe greenhouse gas emissions would increase due to the 
project. Emergency response times have not been fully evaluated and must be considered.  
 
Residents and businesses are the two groups likely to be most heavily impacted from the 
proposed changes. The prior group would be impacted as motorists cut through residential 
neighborhoods in an attempt to avoid traffic. The latter group would likely suffer from a loss of 
patronage due to increased congestion and parking limitations. The DEIR is incorrect and 
inconsistent with the determination that there would be “no impacts related to land use 
compatibility.” The report says that the projects loss of parking spaces could increase VMT 
that would “typically be off-set by a reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of 
constrained parking conditions.” Assuming this is true, it would create land compatibility 
issues to commercial venues via the decreased patronage associated with people who 
choose not to go to the businesses because of the constrained parking situation. 
 
 
West of Westwood Homeowners Association • P.O. Box 64496 • Los Angeles, CA , 90064 

email:wowhoa@ca.rr.com www.wowhoa.org Phone: 310.475.2126 
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The Expo project will contain light rail stations at Westwood (5,237 daily transit boardings) 
where it crosses Exposition Blvd in the area of the proposed bicycle lane project. The 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that any project seeking approvals 
which require an environmental impact study must consider, among other things, Cumulative  
Impacts. We fail to see where the DEIR has addressed the increased bus volumes and traffic 
resulting from the Exposition Corridor Transit Project Phase 2 (“Expo”). The Casden project 
located at Sepulveda and Exposition is also projected to impact most intersections in the 
area. There was no mention of the cumulative impacts with this project in the DEIR. Increased 
levels of delay, loss of neighborhood parking, the likelihood of cut-through traffic into the 
neighborhood, additional delay for emergency responders, and impacts to air quality must all 
be examined in light of other project approvals and anticipated approvals in the bike path 
project area. The cumulative impacts paired with train crossings, increased bus traffic and 
other changes threatens to increase bottleneck heading north and south on Westwood. 
 
Without a full study of the cumulative impacts, the proposed mitigation measures cannot be 
adequately evaluated and are not sufficient. T4, particularly, as it is not a pre-mitigation is not 
what this community would like to see because it fails to mitigate anything. The changes to 
Westwood Blvd should not be tolerated based on their environmental impacts that cannot be 
mitigated. Of the options offered, LU1 is perhaps the best. However, as of yet, the City has not 
offered any parking strategies to deal with the offsets to commercial parking described above.  
 
The project alternatives covered in the DEIR are much too broad and lack a realistic 
discussion of  the feasible alternatives in each localized area pertaining to each proposed 
change. For example, there is no discussion of bike lane alternatives to Westwood Blvd. As 
we have stated previously, completing a bicycle network on Sepulveda between Venice Blvd 
and Santa Monica would result in a route that connects Palms to Rancho Park with Century 
City. We believe Sepulveda to be a superior street to Westwood for bike amenities as it does 
not have to cross the LRT at grade. Furthermore, it still has the benefit of intersecting with the 
east to west to Phase II bikeway that is being built and connects directly to the LRT via 
Sepulveda Station. Since the alternatives in the Mobility Plan are evaluated in aggregate, 
individualized alternatives for each proposed change are not realistically considered. This is a 
problem because superior infrastructure possibilities could present themselves if given fair 
consideration as alternatives. 
 
We thank you for this opportunity to comment on the mobility project.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

Terri Tippit 

WOWHOA President  

cc Paul Koretz

West of Westwood Homeowners Association • P.O. Box 64496 • Los Angeles, CA , 90064 
email:wowhoa@ca.rr.com www.wowhoa.org Phone: 310.475.2126

208-3

208-4



OFFICERS
Terri Tippit, Chair
Steve Spector, Vice-Chair 
Mary Kusnic & Shannon 
Burns,  Recording 
Secretary
Aaron Rosenfield, 
Corresponding Secretary
Lisa Morocco & Melissa 
Kenady, Treasurer

BOARD MEMBERS

Brandon Behrstock
Barbara Broide
David Burke
Bob Guerin
Dick Harmetz
Colleen Mason Heller
John Padden
Eric Shabsis
Sarah Shaw

May 13, 2014

My La
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
E-mail: My.La@lacity.org

RE: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035), ENV-2013-0911-EIR

Dear Ms. La,

I am writing on behalf of the Westside Neighborhood Council (WNC) representing 
approximately 80,000 stakeholders in the Century City, Cheviot Hills and Rancho Park area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 
2035). The Westside Neighborhood Council (WNC) represents 80,000 stakeholders, including 
businesses and residents in the Cheviot Hills, Rancho Park and Century City area. Our 
comments are confined to those streets impacting our immediate vicinity, specifically 
Westwood Blvd, and related streets – Pico Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, Overland 
Avenue. While we have tried to be thorough, our comments should not be considered 
exclusive or dispositive.  

West LA is undergoing a major transformation with the expansion of light rail trains, plans for 
increased bus services, increased density, in addition to a focus on bike and pedestrian 
friendly streets. The City should be applauded for its efforts to make Los Angeles a bike 
friendly town. Programs that reduce car traffic, pollution and noise, while encouraging 
bicycling as a major means of transportation are exactly what we require.  The WNC and 
Stakeholders nonetheless have serious reservations and concerns regarding the Bicycle 
Enhanced Network (BEN), most specifically the bike lanes proposed for Westwood Boulevard.

TTHE CCITY OF LOS ANGELES MOBILITY PLAN 2035 DEIR FAILED TO DO SUFFICIENT 
IIMPACT ANALYSIS OF THE BICYCLE ENHANCED NETWORK ALONG WESTWOOD 
BOULEVARD.

The BEN apparently has, from whole cloth, adopted the City of Los Angeles 2010 First Year 
of the First Five-Year Implementation Strategy &Figueroa Streetscape Project Draft EIR (2010 
Citywide Bike Plan) within MP 2035. MP 2035 thus fails where the 2010 Citywide Bike Plan 
also fails, namely in its omission of any analysis of the impacts of making changes to City 
streets which favor bicycles which currently represent  less than 1% of all travel trips. Should 
people fail to embrace biking, what is the impact to the remaining 99% of all others from 
increased pollution, noise and traffic, parking reduction, economic cost to businesses?  In the 
event that bicycling doubles, do the benefits at that point ameliorate the impacts to the 
environment and the 98% who are not bike riders?  For instance, the City Mobility Plan fails to 
perform an urban decay analysis to identify and mitigate cut-through neighborhood traffic; 
congestion due to searching for parking; air quality impacts, including additional Ultra-fine 
Particle Emissions from increased vehicle delay; environmental and economic delay to 
citywide and regional bus network; impacts to City first responder times; the impacts of 
removing on-street parking for local residents, schools and businesses.
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MMB 2035 SHOULD NOT RELY ON TTHHE CCITY OF LOS ANGELES 2010 FIRST YEAR OF 
TTHE FIRST FIVE--YEAR IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY &FIGUEROA STREETSCAPE 
PPROJECT DRAFT EIR (2010 Citywide Bike Plan) FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
ANALYSIS.

The Westwood Boulevard bike plan as proposed, envisions in part, the following changes and 
impacts to roadways pertinent to WNC communities (2010 Citywide Bike Plan, 4.5 
Transportation, Traffic and Safety, p. 4.5-23; p. 4.5-24):

“Westwood Boulevard – The proposed project would eliminate one southbound lane 
between National Boulevard and Pico Boulevard. From south of Pico Boulevard to 
Santa Monica Boulevard, the northbound peak-period lane would also be eliminated. 
These changes would cause the project to result in potentially significant impacts at 
the following three intersections:
• Intersection #60: Westwood Boulevard/Santa Monica Boulevard (AM and PM)
• Intersection #61: Westwood Boulevard/Olympic Boulevard (AM and PM)
• Intersection #62: Westwood Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (AM and PM)”

The 2010 Citywide Bike Plan as proposed would result in the loss of 99 parking spaces on 
Westwood from National to Santa Monica Boulevard during AM and PM peak hours.  The loss 
of parking and other changes to parking patterns on Westwood Boulevard will increase 
spillover parking into the adjacent neighborhood streets, especially with three at-grade 
railroad crossings blocking the north-south streets (Westwood Boulevard, Military Avenue and 
Overland Avenue) as often as every 2 ½ minutes during AM and PM peak periods, closing 
those north south streets for 56-112 seconds with each train crossing. Congestion from the 
reduction in through traffic lanes on Westwood Blvd. will create a redistribution of traffic to 
smaller less congested neighborhood streets.
In addition, the Bike Plan did not look at the consequences of adding new traffic impacts to 
already identified impacts from Expo and proposed Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
projects such as the Casden Sepulveda in the same area. Nor was new development in 
Century City accounted for.  If the Bike Plan were subject to CEQA they would have been 
required to do a Cumulative Impacts analysis of all existing and planned future projects in the 
area.  Projects subject to CEQA also must provide effective, enforceable mitigation for 
impacts. For MB 2035 to accept the 2010 Citywide Bike Plan for Westwood Blvd. is short-
sighted and fails to include the concerns of and impacts to the WNC community.
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 2010 FIRST YEAR OF THE FIRST FIVE-YEAR 
IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY &FIGUEROA STREETSCAPE PROJECT DRAFT EIR 
CCONTRADICTS THE WESTWOOD BOULEVARD EXPOSITION PHASE II AT-GRADE 
CROSSING APPROVALS.

The Exposition Corridor Transit Project Phase II EIR failed to do any Cumulative Impact 
analysis of Casden Sepulveda Project, nor of any part of the Citywide Bike Plan, including 
down Westwood Blvd. crossing the light rail at Exposition.  Expo did not even address the part 
of the Bike Plan that Expo Authority contractor Skanska-Rados is currently building along the 
Expo ROW crossing Exposition at Westwood.  The light rail planning made no accounting of 
the City’s BEN.
The Expo authority did however make modifications to the Westwood Blvd. crossing design 
required as conditions of approval from Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
and from the CPUC.  Here are excerpts from the letter LADOT submitted to Expo’s DEIR on 
October 15, 2009 regarding construction of an at-grade train crossing at Westwood and 
Exposition.  The crossing design and street improvements as identified in the letter have been 
CEQA certified and subsequently sanctioned by the CPUC and LADOT. 
“Westwood Boulevard
FFifty-eight on-street parking spaces would be lost in order to provide two lanes in each 
direction plus a left-turn lane. This proposed striping of two lanes in each direction near the 
ccrossing would reduce excessive queuing. We have worked extensively with the Authority to 
develop viiable alternatives to minimize parking loss and street tree removal with minor street 
widening.
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TThe at--ggrade proposal would still prohibit parking to some fronting residences along 
WWestwood Boulevard near the crossing, although access from parallel alleys aand parking on 
ccross streets would still be available. We note that parking is not fully utilized on Westwood 
BBoulevard near Exposition Boulevard. The Authority's proposal to make park--and-ride spaces 
aavailable to residents would reduce the parking inconvenience to residents.

The designated school crossing at Ashby Avenue would become signalized as part of the 
pproject, thus providing more positive control.

The queue lengths that would extend upstream of the light rail crossing up to 5% of the
ttime, as modeled by the Authority, are as follows:

Northbound, AM peak: 258 feet
NNorthbound, PM peak: 190 feet
Southbound, AM peak: Not identified
SSouthbound, PM peak: Not identified

The northbound queue lengths would not impact the operation at the adjacent signalized 
intersection which is 1,220 feet upstream. Although the southbound queue lengths were not 
iidentified by the Authority, it is reasonable to conclude that they would not impact the 
operation at the adjacent signalized intersection which is 970 feet upstream.

The Authority did not identify delays due to light rail pre-emption at Westwood Boulevard. DDue 
to the relatively lighter volumes on Westwood Boulevard, it is reasonable to conclude the 
delay would be less than those shown for the other analyzed at-grade crossings.”

If the proposed Citywide Bike Plan removes one of the existing southbound lanes from 
Westwood Blvd., then Expo’s FEIR and at-grade crossing and mitigation are rendered invalid. 
The safety of the at-grade crossing as evaluated by Expo, LADOT, and the California Public 
Utilities Commission requires two traffic lanes in either direction at Westwood Blvd. 

In the Westwood light rail crossing plan described by LADOT and subsequently adopted by 
Expo, two southbound lanes are presumed so Expo did no southbound queuing analysis. 
Taking away a vehicle lane to restripe bike lanes on Westwood Blvd. will cause unacceptable 
queuing, possibly all the way back to Pico, as there will be two new traffic signals on 
Westwood, one at Ashby and one on Exposition just a short block away.  Access to Westside 
Pavilion driveways on both sides of Westwood Blvd. will be impacted, if not altogether 
impossible during peak periods.  

Further, the Expo light rail FEIR offers no more than residential neighborhood street parking to 
mitigate the loss of parking from the train crossings and station at Westwood Boulevard.  As 
the Westwood station is projected to have the largest volume of daily boardings on the entire 
Expo line, the ridership will rely heavily on buses to bring passengers.  The reduction of 
parking will increase Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as drivers circle for parking.   The 
additional removal of street parking on Westwood due to bicycle lane implementation will 
impede deliveries, handicap and elderly access, and first responder access for residents and 
businesses.

Moreover, Expo LRT anticipates near doubling of the frequency and numbers of buses 
required to bring passengers to the LRT station and thus they are doubling the length of the 
bus stopping areas at the Westwood crossing. Removing a traffic lane will delay buses which 
will delay other drivers leading to diminished air quality.

MB 2035 provides no specified standards or thresholds for impact mitigation.  With the 
reduction of CEQA requirements allowed by recent legislation, the mitigation for the Citywide 
Bike Plan will be a matter of “discussion” as opposed to environmental analysis.  The City’s 
message appears to be that increased congestion on City streets is a good thing as it slows 
down traffic making it safer for bike riders. Driver delay, transit delay, and increased air 
pollution seem to be mere collateral damage. The WNC does not agree with this approach at 
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Westwood Blvd. and neither should MB 2035.
WWNC STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS
The business community along Sepulveda and Westwood and from Century City have 
expressed concerns for the loss of parking and noted that additional congestion will block their 
driveways which will impede access. Area residents have commented that overflow parking 
already impacts residential streets and cut through traffic makes their narrow streets less safe.  
Our constituents are not against bike lanes in the City but many were opposed to the plan for 
Westwood and Avenue of the Stars, especially since the bike plan didn’t consider Expo Phase 
2 light rail impacts or impacts from planned development from projects like the Casden 
Sepulveda mixed used project. Many residents expressed the valid concern that first 
responders would be impeded by the reduction of traffic lanes, especially given the increased 
congestion and traffic impasse created by at-grade rail crossings in the same area as the 
proposed bike lanes on Westwood Blvd.  

Our stakeholders continue to have concerns with community quality of life, street safety and 
efficiency and diminished air quality from increased street congestion.

Unfortunately despite our community taking every opportunity to repeatedly express these 
salient concerns, the City Mobility Element appears to be willing to continue the Los Angeles 
City tradition of weak-willed, vague expressions of City Planning that fails to set standards and 
thus fails to acknowledge with proper mitigation when standards are not met. 

CCONCLUSION

The project alternatives covered in the DEIR are much too broad and lack a realistic 
discussion of the feasible alternatives in each localized area pertaining to each proposed 
change. For example, there is no discussion of bike lane alternatives to Westwood Blvd. 
Since the alternatives in the Mobility Plan are evaluated in aggregate, individualized 
alternatives for each proposed change are not realistically considered.  MB 2035 fails to 
provide sufficient details and analysis of individual street and crossing environments to 
provide adequate information to the public and decisionmakers. MB 2035 also fails to 
examine a reasonable range of alternatives to removing lanes and parking along Westwood 
Blvd. in light of other existing and proposed projects like Expo LRT, Casden Sepulveda and 
Century City development.

For the foregoing reasons, unless MB 2035 is not going to complete the adequate 
environmental analysis previously omitted by both the Exposition Corridor Phase II Light Rail 
and the 2010 Citywide Bike Plan, then Westwood Boulevard should be removed from the 
BEN in the in the CITY OF LOS ANGELES MOBILITY PLAN 2035 DEIR Mobility Element.

Respectfully submitted,
Terri Tippit

Chair, Westside Neighborhood Council
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COMMENTS ON BICYCLE ENHANCED NETWORK IN 
WESTWOOD AREA/DRAFT MOBILITY PLAN 2035
CConstance Boukidis <<constanceellen@sbcglobal.net>

May 13, 2014

I am Constance Boukidis, Chair of the Land Use and Planning Committee and Board 
Member on the Westwood Neighborhood Council. I am also a Board Member and Chair 
of the Land Use and Planning Committee for Comstock Hills Homeowners Association. 
My phone is 310-766-5030 and email constanceellen@sbcglobal.net. 

With respect to the below proposed BICYCLE ENHANCED NETWORK for the 
Westwood area and specifically Westwood Boulevard, I can tell you that I have heard 
nothing but opposition from local residents and business owners to the proposed bike 
lanes on Westwood Boulevard.

I am a lifelong Westwood resident and it is impossible to imagine that less driving lanes 
and less parking to accomodate buffered bike lanes going north and south on Westwood 
will not have anything but significant negative impacts related to land use 
compatibilities. It is already next to impossible to patronize its businesses due to the 
dearth of adequate parking. Believe me, I cannot tell you how many times I have gone 
to Westwood or driven down Westwood Boulevard to either eat at a restaurant or take 
out or patronize a business and NO PARKING IS AVAILABLE, PERIOD END OF 
STORY so I just keep going. Losing even one space on this street is intolerable for both 
the business owners on this street as well as their patrons. 

It is already impossible to navigate Westwood Boulevard and surrounding streets on 
weekdays. My office is near Pico and Beverly Glen and I am constantly driving in the 
Westwood area, having a high school age son. Losing one travel lane per direction to 
accomodate a buffered bike lane is incomprehensible to any of us who live, work, and 
navigate this area on a regular basis. It is already practically gridlock on this street 
many hours of the day and losing travel lanes will only exacerbate the situation. These 
proposals do not take into account the interests of senior citizens as well as young 
mothers who have limited navigation options. All of the statements below essentially 
stating that this proposal will not have any significant impacts on existing uses and are 
compatible with all uses are simply wrong. An alternative route to Westwood 
Boulevard must be identified and implemented.

The offer of subsequent mitigation measures worked out between DOT and residents 
will never address the problems that will be both exacerbated and created. A
tremendous amount of pass through traffic already exists on these surrounding streets 
and no more can be tolerated. At least three elementary schools and one middle school 
lie very close to Westwood Boulevard going north from Pico and increased traffic near 
them presents grave safety problems. 
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This is no low stress network. For those of us who live or work near, own or patronize 
businesses on Westwood Boulevard, this proposal will just heighten the tremendous 
stress we already endure navigating our neighborhood on a daily basis. This proposal 
presents tremendous safety and traffic concerns as well as those regarding the 
continued commercial viablity of Westwood Boulevard. 

On March 19, 2014 at the Regular Board Meeting of the Westwood Neighborhood 
Council with 15 of the 19 members present, the following Motion was passed 11 to 4:

“WWNC urges UCLA and Councilmember Koretz’s office to join it in opposing 
further exploration of a bicycle lane on Westwood Blvd. due to concerns of 
public safety and traffic. Instead we propose that LADOT explore alternative 
routes for safe bicycle transit.”

On February 12, 2014, at the Regular Board Meeting of the Westwood Neighborhood 
Council with 15 of the 19 members present, the following Motion passed 
unanimously:The Westwood Neighborhood Council adamantly opposes the 
construction or implementation of ANY new bike lanes on Westwood Blvd.or 
Sepulveda Blvd.between Exposition and LeConte (on Westwood)or ChurchLane (on 
Sepulveda)if it will result in the removal of any traffic lanes or the loss 
of parking. We believe that the impact of such lanes on
traffic,residents,and businesses willbe extremely
detrimental. Furthermore,we believe that these lanes would not
provide adequate safety for bicycles due to the tremendous volume of 
vehicles,including significant bus traffic, that use these thoroughfares. 
We support the desire to locate and designate safenorth/south bicycle 
routes in Westwood but request that these two streets no 
longer be considered. We strongly urge Councilmember Koretz and his office to 
actively promote this opinion
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City Clerk Number: EIR-14-002-PL 
 
Joseph P. Jordan <jpjordanseattle@hotmail.com> 
May 11 
 
City Clerk Number: EIR-14-002-PL 
Case No.: CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC, ENV-2013-911-EIR 
Project Name: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 
 
We strongly oppose this plan for the following reasons: 
 
1)      No identification of alternative modes of transportation being offered or explored 
 
2)      No time frame of hours where daily parking will not be available.  It can only be assumed that it 
would be the same as in the Olympic      Pico 1-way Pair proposal due to the tie-in to rush hour traffic. 
 
3)      No mitigation or mention of establishing parking structures to offset decreased daily parking.  
 
4)      No commitment to allow or pre approve future modes of transportation that may be shown to be 
cheaper, less expensive and faster to build, i.e. Personal Rapid Transit.  Even along a specific corridor this 
would be less expensive than some currently offered alternatives. 
 
  
We oppose this plan. 
 
Joe Jordan 
Wilshire Vista Neighborhood Association, President. 
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May 13, 2014 

Attn: Ms. Lys Mendez 
My La, Project Planner 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., MS 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Recommendations to the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, A Health and 
Wellness Element of the General Plan draft report 

Dear Ms. Mendez: 

The Coalition for Clean Air commends the City of Los Angeles for identifying the 
interconnection between health and the built environment and elevating this important 
issue. We are supportive of the City’s efforts to highlight health as a central priority for 
future growth and the direction of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles (Plan).  

As an air quality organization, we believe the prevention of additional sources of air 
pollution is critical to human health. And as the transportation of goods in Los Angeles is 
one of the largest contributors of air pollution in the City, we believe the following 
recommendations must be adopted into the Plan since they are neither mentioned in the 
Mobility Element of the Los Angeles General Plan or in this Plan.

1. Include a zero-emission truck objective to ensure the maintenance of air quality 
gains. 

The Port of Los Angeles and The Port of Long Beach (Ports) expect to triple their cargo 
volume in the next 20 years. This projected increase in volume will make the cargo 
processed through the Ports the largest volume ever experienced in the world to date. If 
not planned accordingly, the projected growth in cargo volume will result in increases of 
particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides and other port related emissions. The 
region is already in extreme non-attainment for ozone and in non-attainment for PM2.5. 
Therefore any increase in emissions will deprive the region of the air quality benefits 
gained over the last 10 years and place the health of Los Angeles residents at stake.  

As an example, the emissions from heavy-duty diesel trucks can cause serious health 
problems such as asthma, lung deficiency, heart disease and cancer. Nationally, diesel 
soot kills more people than drunk driving and residents living in metropolitan regions, 
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like Los Angeles are at higher risk for being exposed to diesel soot.1 Therefore it is 
important to mitigate, prevent and reduce exposure from heavy-duty diesel trucks, such 
as those most often used in the goods movement sector. However, neither this Plan nor 
the Mobility Element currently provides specific recommendations on how to address 
impacts from the Goods Movement sector on urban public health.  

The Mobility Element of the General Plan is limited in how it addresses health impacts 
from the Ports projected cargo volume growth, but does acknowledge that an increase in 
cargo projections “generates an enormous and growing volume of truck and rail trips in 
the City” (Mobility Element, 67). The objectives listed in the Mobility Element related to 
Goods Movement deal with transportation investments and public education. These are: 

2.6 Implement projects that would provide regionally significant 
transportation improvements for goods movement, and  
4.7 Increase public awareness about the importance and economic values 
of goods movement in the Los Angeles region.  

The objectives related to goods movement highlight the economic benefits but ignore the 
health impacts from Port related sources. The Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles must 
include specific recommendations on how to mitigate and reduce emissions from the Port 
of Los Angeles. Thus, we recommend that the following objective be added to Chapter 4
of the Plan:

Increase the percentage of trucks in the goods movement sector that are zero 
emission.

If cargo volumes from the Port of Los Angeles are projected to grow, it is only just that 
actions and steps are taken to minimize the health impacts from the projected growth. We 
acknowledge that the Ports have significantly reduced their emissions through the Clean 
Air Action Plan, but in order to maintain the air quality benefits gained and continue to 
reduce emissions from Port related sources, the City of Los Angeles needs to ensure that 
all future growth from the Port of Los Angeles results in zero emission.   

2. Identify heavily traveled truck corridors and designate them as zero emission 
corridors. 

In addition to increasing the percentage of goods movement trucks that are zero emission, 

An Analysis of Diesel Air Pollution and Public Health in America
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a zero emission truck corridor must be created. Several other planning agencies have 
already taken steps to identify truck traffic patterns in an effort to reduce congestion, 
mitigate truck emissions and to identify the possibility of clean truck routes. For example, 
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is exploring an east-west 
“clean freight corridor” alignment that would allow “clean trucks” to travel from the 710 
Freeway reaching I-15 in San Bernardino County.   

The City of Los Angeles should use SCAG’s approach as an example and work towards 
identifying heavily traveled truck corridors that expose Los Angeles area residents to 
poor air quality and begin to transition these “death alleys” into “clean corridors.” The 
Plan must include a Policy Topic on clean truck corridors, such as: 

Clean Truck Corridors: Reduce air pollution from highways, truck corridors and 
local streets by supporting the transition to zero emission trucks in Los Angeles 
County through identification of “clean truck corridors.”

As mentioned earlier, the volume of trucks carrying our region’s goods will increase over 
the next 20 years. Therefore it is important to begin the conversation on how to make the 
growth sustainable. If the Plan recognizes that the urban environment contributes to 
health outcomes, it is important that we address and proactively plan for future goods 
movement impacts on public health. We believe that we can achieve clean air and a 
strong economy without sacrificing one for the other.  

Again, we support the direction of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles and welcome an 
opportunity to further discuss the recommendations we have provided. You can reach me 
at my direct number: 213-223-6868 or via email at patricia@ccair.org.

Sincerely,  

Patricia Ochoa 
Deputy Policy Director   
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Cheviot Hills Home Owners’ Association 
P.O. Box 64458, Los Angeles, CA 90064 www.cheviothills.org  

 

July 23, 2014 

My La 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667, MS 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Fax: (213) 978-1477 
E-mail: My.La@lacity.org 
 
Re: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 Case Number: ENV 2013-0911-EIR 
RELATED CASE Number CPC-2013-0910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC State Clearinghouse No. 2013041012 Project 
 
Dear Ms. La, 

The Cheviot Hills Homeowners’ Association (CHHOA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the City of 

Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035). 

The CHHOA is incorporated as a non-profit homeowners’ association representing a geographic area that 

encompasses approximately 1,400 single-family homes.1  CHHOA was incorporated to support and defend 

quality of life issues defined by the mostly single-family residential neighborhood, whose first homes date back 

to the early 1920s. Within or adjacent to our boundaries are Overland Avenue Elementary School, the Riddick 

Youth Center, Beverly Hills Country Club, Rancho Park Golf Course, Palms Park Recreation Center, and 

Palms/Rancho Park Library.   

The CHHOA supports the “Key Policy Initiatives” of MP 2035 (page 7) and extensive efforts were made by the 

Westside Neighborhood Council neighborhoods (including Cheviot Hills) to be included in the Westside 

Mobility Study which is incorporated in the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035).  Many elements 

as proposed in this study neglect the impacts of existing and yet to be implemented transportation 

infrastructure which has evolved arbitrarily and irresponsibly in the long standing absence of an updated City 

Plan.  It would be folly to overlay new transportation protocols without addressing the existing liabilities and 

impacts and yet this MP 2035 draft is doing just that.  The rose-colored transportation dreams of year 2035 

make no real sense without first looking through a very clear lens at what already exists and what is currently 

planned.  This draft does not do that. 

                                                           
1
 Our northern border is Cushdon Avenue (south side only), Lorenzo Drive and Monte Mar Terrace. The eastern border is 

Patricia Avenue, near the Rancho Park Golf Course, and Anchor Avenue further east. The southern border is Queensbury 
Drive and Motor Avenue. Overland Avenue is the Western border, from Cushdon to Exposition/Northvale Road. Motor 
Avenue and Pico, in the shadow of Fox Studio and Century City, is the northern gateway to the Cheviot Hills Community 
and Motor at Manning Avenue is the southern portal. The southwestern border of the community is defined by the 
Exposition Right-of-Way (Expo ROW, or ROW) emerging from a tunnel under the I-10 Freeway into a trench where it rises 
gradually to street level a few blocks before Overland Avenue. 

mailto:My.La@lacity.org
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MP 2035 IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

There is a fundamental flaw in linking land use only to transportation capacity. The Framework policy 3.3.2 was 

described as follows by the City: “The policy requires that type, amount, and location of development be 

correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and services.” The Framework EIR further 

stated that policy 3.3.2 was important: “so that allowable increases in density … would not occur until 

infrastructure and its funding was available.” As a result of the above, MP 2035 is inconsistent with the 

Framework Element.  Transportation policies and projects proposed by MP 2035 that are intended to increase 

density in specific corridors should be tied to infrastructure improvements such as water supply, storm drain 

capacity and treatment for runoff, electricity, education, emergency services (including LAPD/LAFD response 

times), etc.  The Key Policy Initiative calling for a strong link between transportation and land use must also be 

linked to infrastructure.   

 
MP 2035 presents a disproportionate and short-sighted reliance on alternatives to driving, such as public 

transit, biking, and walking, without providing actual benchmarks for attainment which would better inform 

the public as to the cost and benefits of such policies.  Just because a policy is given the moniker of “complete 

streets” does not mean that its implementation is an improvement in terms of actual mobility or in reducing 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  For instance, what is the real health and economic cost to the 99% of roadway 

users delayed when bike riders who are less than 1% of the users are given 50% of the roadway capacity? 

Should people fail to embrace biking in dramatic numbers pollution, noise and traffic are likely to increase 

under the plan. How will the plan ensure mitigation for cut-through neighborhood traffic, congestion due to 

searching for parking, and the impacts of removing on-street parking for local businesses? Even if the number 

of bike riders doubled or tripled (currently there are three times as many walkers commuting as bicyclists!), at 

what point would measurable economic and health benefits accrue to other travelers and the larger 

community which would offset the impacts?  

 

UNADDRESSED ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF INAPPROPRIATE DENSITY 

 
All density is not equal.  Residential density in California is already 50% above the national average. Los 

Angeles metropolitan area ranks second in residential density of all national metropolitan areas.  Perhaps, 

however, because of its unique, expansive geographic foot print, Los Angeles employment density (the 

number of jobs per square mile) falls far below the national average and continues to plummet.  

 

Employment density matters more than residential density for encouraging transit use as an alternative to 

driving. Our long-standing density imbalance will not be righted until public policy prioritizes employment 

density over the short term developer profits of increased residential density.  

 

So far major transit investments since the early 1990s have not produced an overall reduction in VMT nor are 

they likely to.  The TOD currently planned for the new transit station areas in West Los Angeles do little if 

anything to reverse the density imbalance pushing up VMT.  For instance, mixed use TOD in high rent portions 

of the City like West Los Angeles target tenants or buyers who cannot afford to work for the wages supplied by 

the retail anchors attached to the projects.  The result is a daily inflow of low wage workers and an outflow of 

higher wage earning residents. To date, examples are lacking which show any transit ridership has been 

increased in Los Angeles County by these projects, or that VMT has been reduced anywhere.  
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3 

Historically local infrastructure has been impacted by poor planning and misplaced transit. Regions and 

localities should encourage greater commercial (that is, nonresidential) development around transit stations 

instead of additional housing as is currently supported by Los Angeles planning policies. The increased density 

should be tied to infrastructure stability. Transit ridership increases with employment density. MP 2035 needs 

to define and support clear and specific land use and mobility policies which will reduce VMT by supporting 

jobs near transit and transit near jobs.   

BICYCLE ENHANCED NETWORK (BEN) CONFLICTS WITH EXISTING APPROVED CITY PLANS 

MP 2035 fails where the 2010 Citywide Bike Plan also fails, namely in its omission of any analysis of the 

impacts of making changes to City streets in favor of bicycle traffic which currently represent  less than 1% of 

all travel trips. The Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN) for Westwood and Sepulveda Boulevards directly conflicts 

with the pathways of the new Expo light rail line.  It also conflicts with the intention and operation of the 

Transit Enhance Network (TEN) bus improvements which seek to increase ridership by speeding up the buses 

through traffic on Westside streets.  While there may be many streets where lane reductions and traffic 

calming are appropriate, placing such measures on major bus routes are counter intuitive to increased mobility 

and increased transit use.  If a single bicyclist is allowed to impede a bus carrying 60 passengers then 

intelligent, efficient transit has not been achieved.   

At the many light rail stations with no project parking included, increasing transit ridership relies on bus 

passenger transfers, passenger “kiss and ride” facilities and bike riders.  A very careful balance must be 

achieved to ensure that single occupancy bicycles, which by state law require a 3 feet clearance around them, 

do not further congest the road space leading to light rail stations?  

Moreover, MP 2035 Key Policy Initiative supporting “first mile last mile” is thwarted by the lack of sufficient 

passenger parking capacity attached to the Expo light rail stations in West Los Angeles.  Additional removal of 

existing street parking for bike lanes will ensure that traffic circulating for parking will increase VMT and will 

negatively impact air quality for neighborhoods abutting the train stations and crossings. It is unreasonable for 

MP 2035 to assume that with no site specific analysis, bicycle parking can poach additional vehicle parking 

without significant impacts to the surrounding community.  To reduce VMT MP 2035 should encourage 

construction of City parking lots or seek public/private shared lots that are appropriately priced.   

Any plan to replace vehicle parking requirements with bicycle parking requirements is inherently flawed if no 

analysis was performed to validate such replacements/reductions.  Likewise any replacement of vehicle curb 

parking with bike parking without an impact analysis for air quality, increased VMT due to vehicle delay, and 

overflow parking in residential neighborhoods is invalid.  Bicycle policy should be integrated into a 

comprehensive transportation plan that improves mobility and lessens impacts for all modalities. 

INCREASED FIRST RESPONDER RESPONSE TIMES 

LAFD reports increased rescue/EMT calls when bike ridership increases. Reducing bike/vehicle accidents 

depends on separating bikes and vehicles, which in turn depends on massive infrastructure expenditures which 

are currently unfunded and thus may not be feasible. An increase in biking without adequate infrastructure 

will cause a significant impact on rider safety and on first responders, not only in increased number of rescues, 

but in delayed response due to decreased vehicle capacity and diminished Level of Service (LOS) on major 

streets such as Westwood Blvd. and Sepulveda Blvd. MP 2035 is flawed if it does not consider the increased 

demand on rescue services which result from increased bike ridership.  
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In addition, the Expo environmental documents identify delay to first responders but they contend that the 

delay is acceptable.  We have since learned that the response times that Expo relied on in their assertions were 

longer than reported.  That means that the delay from the train’s at-grade crossings has a more significant 

impact than reported.  Is that delay still acceptable?  MP 2035 would result in even more delay from reducing 

vehicle capacity in favor of bikes.  Would the cumulative delay still fall within acceptable levels for public 

safety? MP 2035 should support analysis of emergency responder impacts as part of all mobility policies.  

 
GRADE SEPARATED RAIL CROSSINGS 
 
The CHHOA supports MP 2035’s attention to grade separated rail but feel that light rail crossings should in no 

way be distinguished from freight and commuter rail. The California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) 

stated policy  is to reduce the number of at-grade crossings.  That includes light rail crossings throughout the 

state.  Transportation agencies bear the burden of proving that crossings cannot be grade separated or they 

must be. While MP 2035 acknowledges that Southern California leads the nation in fatal collisions at at-grade 

rail crossings and that the crossings create life-threatening delay to emergency responders, the City here offers 

barely more than a suggestion that grade separated rail should become the standard.  A stronger commitment 

must be made. A stated intention of working towards a goal is not the same as an established policy and 

means to accomplish that goal. If grade separation improves travel time, air quality, public safety, noise and 

vibration impacts, emergency response times, and has a lower life time cost then MP 2035 should not fail to 

firmly commit to grade separation for all rail transit in Los Angeles.  

 

The reasons for grade separating are clear and always have been.  The failure to comprehensively address 

grade separation of light rail crossings is a critical omission. It is not sufficient to merely “consider 

“opportunities2 for grade separation.  CEQA compliance and public safety require much more. Grade separated 

rail for both freight and passengers is more economical by far when evaluated over the lifecycle of the project.  

Continuing to approve at-grade rail is simply building infrastructure on credit until the true costs ultimately 

come due.  The human costs to our communities are immediate. 

 

Neighboring Culver City resolved over two decades ago to prohibit at-grade rail in their city, and no 

unmitigated elevated rail in any residential community.  Period. That Circulation Element 2.N was respected, at 

great expense to Expo Phase 1’s budget, but it ensured that no citizen in Culver City will ever face catastrophic 

rail/auto accidents.  That City will not suffer the economic cost of delayed traffic, delay to emergency first 

responders, or degraded air quality from train blocked intersections. MB 2035 should develop defined and 

uniform rail crossing standards for Los Angeles that protects the health, safety and quality of life of its citizens.  

Nowhere is that more important than in West Los Angeles communities, including Cheviot Hills.  

MP 2035 fails to address the proper placement of transit in relation to potential ridership and connectivity.  

We in Los Angeles are still saddled by incomplete, poorly designed and often misplaced transit options which 

require huge capital outlay by taxpayers with little payoff. As planned density supported by this draft increases 

around rail corridors, the health, safety, travel time benefits and economic benefits of grade separation also 

increases.  The human cost and the economic cost of rail crossing accidents3 can be avoided.  

                                                           
2 2.8 Transit Right-of-Way Design Consider opportunities to grade-separate and incorporate bikeways, into all transit projects located 

within an exclusive right-of-way. 
 
3
 LACMTA advises that the financial cost of light rail accidents averages $500,000 per incident.   
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On a related note, MP 2035 addresses reducing automobile speed but neglects to address the at-grade light 

rail crossings with approved crossing speeds of 55 mph through residential neighborhoods, across highly 

congested streets and at Overland Avenue and Exposition, 70 feet from an elementary school.  Los Angeles is 

not bound to adopt Metro’s policies and should not do so out of convenience or political expediency.  MB 2035 

should establish speed policies for sensitive areas with a high probability for accidents or in areas with at-risk 

populations such as seniors or minors. A Los Angeles mobility plan should be able to distinguish wherein the 

City’s interests diverge from those of the County, and be able to override County interests where safety 

demands it.  As has been previously pointed out, many neighboring Cities chart their own course where they 

see benefit.  Los Angeles needs to do the same lest we continue to bear the dire and significant impacts of 

transit on its way to “somewhere” but never see the benefits.  

GREENHOUSE GASES 

It is not enough to simply recognize that 38% of the greenhouse gases come from transportation in California. 

MP 2035 needs to examine the forces that create that 38%.  For instance, 30% of all vehicle miles traveled are 

cars looking for parking.4  The Draft neglects to tie parking to the mobility plan in a way that will decrease the 

30% of travel wasted in pursuit of insufficient parking options. While squeezing parking options may force 

some people onto alternative transportation, increased density and “latent demand” will limit any perceptible 

improvement. Net VMT and resulting GHG will not be reduced by removing parking. 

Further, failing street infrastructure causes additional air contaminating vehicle delay on Los Angeles streets.  

Expansion of mass transit should be tied to greenhouse gas reduction, including in ways that capture the 

impact mass transit has on delay to existing and future road traffic patterns.  Automobiles and trucks moving 

goods and people are not going to go away.  To the extent that MP 2035 fails to address the delay caused by 

at-grade passenger rail, they fail to account for the GHG emissions resulting from light rail in Los Angeles.  MP 

2035 fails to address the energy use associated with its proposals, including the energy use required to power 

expanded light rail service.  

AIR QUALITY 

Expo’s environmental documents predict local air quality impacts for light rail station areas. Stalling bus and 

auto traffic on route to train stations increases local air contamination.  MP 2035 reports, “Statewide vehicle 

emissions result in more than twice as many premature deaths as car crashes.” The “linkage” between land 

use, transportation and air quality is broken for communities with at grade rail crossings, multiple stations with 

no parking, and bicycle-priority road diets. Cheviot Hills is impacted by that perfect storm of air quality impacts 

and has the additional disadvantage of being located between Century City commuters and the I-10 FWY.  

Those commuter pathways were not studied by Expo, nor are obstructions to those pathways addressed by 

MP 2035.  CHHOA thus supports the Key Policy initiative pledging increased interagency cooperation to end 

“stove pipe” projects creating unexamined cumulative impacts and taxpayer waste. 

 

Further, the air pollution section fails to recognize the health impacts on bicyclists exerting themselves in 

corridors that are choked by pollution. The Western Extension of the Exposition Corridor Light Rail Bike Path is 

a prime example of a bike path planned and currently under construction proximate to at-grade light rail 

crossings and stations where significant air quality impacts are predicted by the project’s EIR. Additional legs of 

the City’s 2010 bicycle plan also put riders in harm’s way by placing new bike lanes on already congested City 

                                                                                                                                                                                                       
 
4
 http://www.uctc.net/access/38/access38_free_parking_markets.shtml   

http://www.uctc.net/access/38/access38_free_parking_markets.shtml
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streets and further decreasing road capacity.  The resulting lung searing contamination from cars and buses 

delayed by reduced street capacity must be accounted for and the economic costs of the resulting healthcare 

needs to be acknowledged. 

 

Finally, the MP 2035 draft fails to take into account new pollution indices released by the California EPA, 

including for Ultrafine Particles. Most of Cheviot Hills is located within a mile of the I-10 Freeway or major 

pathways to the freeway like Overland Avenue. Any mobility element that increases additional tailpipe 

emissions should be studied and any net increase should be considered significant.  The draft should be 

recirculated once an analysis of that data is completed and included.  

 

NOISE POLLUTION 

 

“Automobile and truck traffic is a leading source of noise in the urban environment, increasing stress levels 

and reducing quality of life. In contrast, non-motorized modes of transportation such as walking and bicycling 

generate little or no noise.” (MP 2035) 

 

Although auto and truck traffic are identified as a leading source of urban noise which increases stress and 

reduces quality of life, no mention is made of the noise impacts to homes and schools  located as close as 30 

feet from active light rail crossings citywide.  Analysis of the dramatic noise impacts of imposing an at-grade 

light rail with more than two hundred seventy daily crossings between 4:30 a.m. and 2:30 a.m. was not 

addressed by MP 2035. Light rail communities like West Los Angeles along the Expo line will never experience 

another quiet night.  The degraded quality of life from three at-grade crossings sited within ½ mile (Overland, 

Westwood, and Military) sounding the CPUC required train horns and crossing bells will be nearly constant for 

many homes.  MP 2035 misses the opportunity to examine and set reasonable quality of life standards for 

transportation projects in residential communities.  MP 2035 should encourage mandatory minimum study 

areas for transit projects in Los Angeles in order to truly capture the impacts. If impacts are not identified as 

part of the project’s environmental study, then the costs of mitigation after the fact improperly falls to 

residents or the City. 

By neglecting to establish environmental standards for one transit modality which has projects operating, in 

construction, and still on the drawing board. MP 2035 falls short public as an information document. Cities like 

Beverly Hills, Culver City, Santa Monica and El Segundo have been able to control their transportation 

planning.  However, the City of Los Angeles time and again capitulates to the transportation agency 

responsible for the nation’s deadliest light rail and the deadliest commuter rail in the country. 

At a minimum MP 2035 should require that no transportation projects go forward without qualifying and 

receiving New Starts and other federal funding.  A commitment to seeking the superior federal performance 

standards and increased funding would remove a huge burden from taxpayers and a City who continually find 

themselves bankrolling highly impacting, skeletal projects with scant mitigation. The safeguarding of the City 

treasury and public health demands such a policy. The City cannot afford to continually remediate the 

unmitigated impacts of poorly planned transit. Phase 2 of the Expo project has no federal funding or oversight. 

The resulting budget constraints required Los Angeles to commit $5 million dollars to grade separate the 

Sepulveda Expo crossing as a “betterment” even though letters from the Expo Authority to the CPUC sited 

safety and circulation reasons that the crossing should be approved for grade separation.  If the project had 

the benefit of federal funding perhaps the City of Los Angeles would not have had to pay for an apparently 

necessary grade separation at Sepulveda.  
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CONCLUSION 

Years overdue and beyond the threshold of a new century, Los Angeles is updating its Mobility Plan in the face 

of global challenges to our environment.   Unfortunately, there is so little specificity in MP 2035 that the public 

cannot feel confident that our City is going forward with city-centric focus on improving mobility for all 

modalities.  MP 2035 shows an apparent willingness to choke traffic to a standstill but fails to provide evidence 

showing reduction of GHG or other air quality benefits.  Our City appears ready to further reduce parking 

options even as businesses who depend on that parking are struggling to keep their doors open. In West Los 

Angeles communities like Cheviot Hills, sited in the crosshairs of the I-10 and I-405 freeways and facing the 

impending Expo light rail project, we see much more to be done by MP 2035 in defense of our City and our 

neighborhood.   

The Cheviot community is not encouraged by mobility policies that fail to balance residential density and job 

density and inappropriate density; that reduce vehicle street capacity by adding bike lanes while increasing 

buses on the same street; that reduce parking options without surveying parking needs or considering building 

lots; that fail to set standards for air quality and GHG around sequential light rail stations which do not provide 

parking, and the myriad other circulation changes suggested. Ambition and hard work are in conflict in this 

unfinished Mobility Plan. CEQA documents are meant at their core to provide information to an apprehensive 

public that their interests are being considered.  There is not enough information in MP 2035 for residents of 

Cheviot Hill to have confidence that their quality of life will not continue to degrade from the unexamined 

traffic, air quality and growth inducing impacts of MP 2035 and the mobility pathways outlined.  

We thank you for your continued work on MP 2035 with the understanding that in a city as diverse and 

geographically complex as Los Angeles your task is daunting.  We have addressed those elements in MP 2035 

which have impact or bearing on our specific community  but with the knowledge that all Los Angeles 

communities need to work in consideration of a greener and more multi-modal future. 

We look forward to your response and incorporation of our comments as your work goes forward. 

Respectfully, 

/Colleen Mason Heller/ 

 

Colleen Mason Heller 

President, CHHOA 

Mobility Chair, Westside Neighborhood Council 

 

Phone: 310-837-8651 
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NO ONCE AGAIN to changing parking on PICO
Inbox x
Draft Plan Comments Feb-May 2014 x

AALR <ppacificpc@ca.rr.com> 1:45 PM (52
minutes ago)

to me, John

We are residents of South Carthay and are once again outraged over the proposed change to 
traffic on Pico and Olympic.

We live in a neighborhood within a large city where we try to keep out excess traffic and try to 
have a good quality of life. Along Pico and Olympic there are mostly mom and pop shops that 
depend on street parking and must have this to survive financially. Your proposed change will 
only make these businesses close and force more traffic into our neighborhoods.

This proposal is another indicator of why people are leaving Los Angeles as this will only 
diminish further any good quality of life.

This was defeated already several years ago for perfectly reasonable reasons and this proposal 
must be stopped and put to rest once and for all.

Sincerely,

Amy Raff and Abe Rotchel

COMMENT LETTER NO. 300
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ENV-2013-0911-EIR City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 
 
Cohon Family <cohon@cohon.net> 
6:52 PM May 13, 2014 
 
As residents in the Westwood South of HOA area, we are expressing our concerns about the Bicycle 
Enhanced Network, especially as it relates to Westwood Boulevard.  As part of a coalition of the regional 
HOAs, Neighborhood Councils, and local businesses, we have tried to find workable answers to the 
traffic and safety issues in our community.  Many of the suggestions presented by the City would have 
had critical negative impacts on the residential streets surrounding Westwood Boulevard, the small local 
businesses which form the commercial backbone of our neighborhood, and the traffic flow to UCLA and 
the other major employment centers in our area. 
 
In addition to those impacts, the EXPO light rail line will soon open, with stations at 
Westwood/Exposition and Sepulveda/Exposition.  The Westwood station is expected to generate over 
5000 daily boardings.  This will require nearly continual bus/shuttle traffic along Westwood Boulevard to 
accommodate that level of commuter volume. Much of Westwood Boulevard was designed in the eaerly 
20th Century and remains a narrow streets, barely accommodating the current 25,000 - 35,000 vehicles.  
There is little off-street parking, and the local independent businesses would be quickly shuttered if 
parking would be impacted. 
 
For those of us hopeful that the growing light rail system will thrive and will address some of our critical 
transportation problems, to remove traffic lanes or parking lanes, and interfere with the bus/shuttle 
network to get transit riders to and from their actual destinations, to accommodate the few dozen 
bicycle riders per day, would be a massive blunder, and terribly short-sighted. 
 
We urge you to truly work with the community 
 
Cohon Family <cohon@cohon.net> 
6:59 PM May 13, 2014 
 
Re: ENV-2013-0911-EIR   City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 
 
As residents in the Westwood South of HOA area, we are expressing our concerns about the Bicycle 
Enhanced Network, especially as it relates to Westwood Boulevard. As part of a coalition of the regional 
HOAs, Neighborhood Councils, and local businesses, we have tried to find workable answers to the 
traffic and safety issues in our community. Many of the suggestions presented by the City would have 
had critical negative impacts on the residential streets surrounding Westwood Boulevard, the small local 
businesses which form the commercial backbone of our neighborhood, and the traffic flow to UCLA and 
the other major employment centers in our area. 
 
In addition to those impacts, the EXPO light rail line will soon open, with stations at 
Westwood/Exposition and Sepulveda/Exposition. The Westwood station alone is expected to generate 
over 5000 daily boardings. This will require nearly continual bus/shuttle traffic along Westwood 
Boulevard to accommodate that level of commuter volume. Much of Westwood Boulevard was 
designed in the early 20th Century and remains a narrow street, barely accommodating the current 
25,000 - 35,000 vehicles. There is little off-street parking, and the local independent businesses would 
be quickly shuttered if parking would be impacted. 
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For those of us hopeful that the growing light rail system will thrive and will address some of our critical 
transportation problems, to remove traffic lanes or parking lanes, and interfere with the bus/shuttle 
network to get transit riders to and from their actual destinations, to accommodate the few dozen 
bicycle riders per day, would be a massive blunder, and terribly short-sighted. 
 
We urge you to truly work with the community to find streets adjacent to Westwood Boulevard to 
create a truly low-stress network of streets, and omit Westwood Boulevard from this plan.  We need to 
preserve what is wonderful about the community, and help prepare it thoughtfully for the thoughtful 
transportation realities of the next decades. 
 
Thank you, 
Bennett and Marilyn Cohon 
1906 Prosser Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 
cohon@cohon.net 



City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 
Inbox 
x   
Draft Plan Comments Feb-May 2014 
x  
 
Andy Crist <atcrist2@yahoo.com> 
May 9 (4 days ago) 
 
to me  
We are residents of the South Carthay neighborhood and we are opposed to the subject. 
  
We already lack sufficient parking in our area, and have too many one-driver vehicles passing too quickly 
through our neighborhood. This plan will exacerbate both of those problems. 
  
We urge you to promote personal rapid transit instead. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Beverly and Andy Crist 
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Project Name: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 
 
Carole Lynn <carolelynn@sbcglobal.net> 
May 11 
 
Regarding the City Clerk Number: EIR-14-002-PL 
Case No.: CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC, ENV-2013-911-EIR 
Project Name: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 
  
My name is Carole Miller.  i have lived in the Wilshire Vista Area on Hauser Blvd for 27 years. 
 
This is a BAD PLAN for our neighborhood. 27 years ago Pico Blvd consisted of all auto body shops. 
Dozens of them.   After the riot in 1994 many shops on Pico were burned to the ground.  It’s take almost 
20 years for Pico to rebuild and become vital.  Now in 2014 we have many new shops, restaurants, 
boutiques, and just about everything on Pico.  The neighborhood has changed, property values have 
increased 600% since 1987, and Pico is now starting to be a cool place to walk around.  The businesses 
still struggle, we need more FOOT  traffic, NOT MORE TRAFFIC.  THIS PLAN WILL DEVASTATE THE 
BUSINESSES ON PICO.  They will be forced out, the shops will become empty again.  This plan will turn 
Pico in a freeway.    NO ONE WANTS THIS. 
Property rates will go down.  Real estate taxes will go down.  Rents will go down.   
 
From my understanding when this came up several years ago, there has been NO ENVIRONMENT 
IMPACT STUDY made on this proposal.  I have also heard that it is estimated that the total time saved by 
drivers would be around 12 minutes.   Why would the city do something like this; it does not make good 
sense.  THIS IS A BAD IDEA. 
 
 
PLEASE DO NOT DESTROY OUR NEIGHBORHOOD.  YOU WOULDN’T WANT THIS IN YOUR AREA.    
 
Carole Miller 
Jeff Miller 

COMMENT LETTER NO. 303
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Parklets
CCarolyn Flusty <<cflusty@gmail.com> Mar 

30

The Encino area on Ventura Blvd. going East has major traffic backup many days for a number of hours. 
We cannnot afford to lose any space in the curbside lane. We already have a park on Ventura Blvd.just 
east of Balboa that is underused which is a good indication of the lack of need for a parklet.
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Charles Edelsohn P.E.
California Board of Registration for Professional Engineers    E 7224  CS 3599

10334 Wilkins Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90024 

May 12, 2014

My La 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street 

Room 667, MS 395 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Phone: (213) 978-1194 

E-Mail: my.la@lacity.org 

Reference: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 

Case Number: ENV 2013-0911-EIR

RELATED CASE Number CPC-2013-0910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC

State Clearinghouse No. 2013041012

Comments

I am a Professional Engineer, licensed by the State of California.  I am a long time resident of the

Westside of Los Angeles.  I am a Director of the Comstock Hills Homeowners Association but I

write as an individual.  I retired as a Chief Scientist of the Hughes Aircraft Company where I

invented, designed, and analyzed satellites, mostly military, for 23 years.  I am the proverbial rocket

scientist who is not needed to solve simple problems.  

In my professional career I solved complex problems.  A bikeway plan is a complex problem

because it must meet contradictory requirements, such as:

1. Safety for cyclists and motorists

2. Cost 

3. A balance of positive and negative impacts for both cyclists and for motorists.

4. An improvement in air quality.

While most of my comments  will be limited to the Westside area, I will start with some comments

applicable to all areas of Los Angeles.  

I. General Comments Applicable to All Geographic Areas of Los Angeles 

Bikeways are good but must be carefully planned with respect for the local area.

1. Historically, public thoroughfares have evolved from footpaths to horse and carriage trails to

bicycle paths and automobile streets.  During this historic evolution, there have been a succession

of favorable and unfavorable interactions between these modes of transport. Horseless carriages

scared horse traffic and horses made messes on the streets.  Accommodations had to be made.  For

example walkways to the side of the roadways developed into sidewalks which separated vehicular

from pedestrian traffic for the mutual safety of both types of transport.
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We are in a similar situation now in 2014.  In line with the excellent goals stated in the Mobility Plan

and in the EIR, we should increase the ability of bicyclists to share the common space and replace

some automobile traffic. However a significant problem is created when painted bicycle lanes are

added to heavily trafficked automobile roadways.  This creates dangerous potential conflicts over

the right-of-way and increases the likelihood of accidents.   One of our goals should be to achieve

maximum separation between bicycle traffic and automobile traffic for the safety of all.  I view it

as a failure of this EIR that not enough attention is paid to this crucial need for maximum separation.

2. My second general comment is that all neighborhoods and streets are not alike. Neighborhoods

close to freeways and other high traffic areas are different than low density areas.  High speed and

high traffic streets are different from low traffic streets.  Yet these plans make too little allowance

for such differences.

3. The second point leads to this final one.  Section 3.2, PROJECT OBJECTIVES states,”The

primary objectives of the First Year of the First Five-Year Implementation Strategy and the My Fig Project

are as follows:

“��Achieve substantial air quality improvements as a result of mode shift from auto to bike, for example

achieve a reduction in ROG, NOx, PM10, and CO emissions;1"

The analysis which follows this statement attempts to quantify the improvement in emissions

resulting from conversion from automobile to bicycle transportation.  However, it does not take into

account the increase in emissions caused by the traffic delays predicted in these very same

documents as being caused by the impact of  bicycle lanes on major streets.  In my analysis below

I show that the increase in noxious and greenhouse gases caused traffic delays generated at just two

intersection near a freeway may be 200 times the pollution saved by the bike lane.  

Westside Comments:

I will limit the rest of my comments and analysis to that portion of the Plan which applies to the

Westside.  As a long time resident of the Westside I know the area well enough to be able to make

reasonable comments. 

The current plan does not meet the criteria I listed above in the Westside because the routes are

wrong.  Thus, while I am in favor of bicycle lanes in general, I am opposed to the plan presented in

this Plan and EIR.  Let me explain my reasoning:

I.  Safety to Cyclists

From conversations with cyclists and reading the literature, I have learned that safety of the cyclist

is best accomplished when the bike lanes and motor traffic lanes are physically separated.  Yet when

I look at the descriptions of the plans for the Westside, for Westwood Boulevard and Sepulveda

Boulevard, I find that there is no physical separation, just a line of paint on the common roadway. 

While this may be sufficient for broad roadways, it is dangerous for crowded and high motor traffic

road ways such as these.  I urge you to listen to the wisdom of the cycling public and the existing

literature and modify these plans to provide physical separation of motor and bicycle vehicles.
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II.  Cost 

At first glance the cost of this plan seems to be minimal because only paint striping is involved.

However, when the inherent safety issue is considered the opposite is likely to be true.  If the City

provides bikeways that are unsafe, a reasonable legal case can be made that the City is liable for

damages if, or more likely when, a cyclist is injured.

III.  Balance of Impact for Cyclists and Motorists

There are two roadways with bicycle lanes that I use as a motorist.  Sepulveda Boulevard south of

Pico and Motor Avenue between Manning and Venice.  The difference is stark.  

Sepulveda is a wide right of way with enough room to accommodate two lanes of traffic plus parking

plus a bicycle lane in each direction.  The impact of installing the bicycle lanes has been negligible

on motorists, at least when I have driven that roadway.

By contrast, Motor was a narrower two lane road with parking on both sides.  Traffic moved well

and there were seldom delays that caused traffic to back up at intersections.  A year ago bicycle lanes

were installed between National and Venice and this required removing two lanes of auto traffic. 

The southbound problem occurs at National Boulevard.  During evening rush hours, at first traffic

was backed up past Manning Avenue.  After people learned how bad the situation was and diverted

to other streets such as Overland, it only backs up half way to Manning.  I drive that route about

twice a week.  Since the bike lanes were installed a year ago, I have seen perhaps a dozen bicyclists. 

We have added significant congestion to provide two empty and unused bike lanes.  This is an

example of a severe unbalance between the negative impact on motorists and the benefit to cyclists. 

During the times of my personal observation I have seen few bicyclists benefit while I have seen

hundreds of motorists delayed about ten minutes each to traverse the less than one mile route south

from Manning to Venice.  

Thus I support the addition of bicycle lanes on Sepulveda south of Pico but I think the addition of

similar lanes on Motor between Manning and Venice has been a disaster.

III.  Air Quality

Using a bicycle to reduce air pollution is one of the arguments used to justify their installation.  The

California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board says the following on their

website:

Bicycling is important to the health of Californians -- and not just to those doing the cycling.

Statewide, about seven tons per day of smog-forming gases and almost a ton of inhalable particles

are spared from the air we breathe due to use of bicycles rather than motor vehicles.

People choosing to pedal rather than drive usually replace short automobile trips that are

disproportionately high in pollutant emissions.

The statement in Section 3.2 of the Plan which I quoted above includes some vague generalizations
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on improvements in air quality to be expected by increased bicycle usage but no analysis of the

specific routes recommended.  I found no data on the improvement in air quality provided by the

proposed installation of bicycle lanes in the Westside.  Possibly I missed it.  So, as a Professional

Engineer used to solving problems, I thought I would try to do a calculation of the pollution benefit

resulting from the implementation of the LA DOT Bicycle Plan in the Westside.  I took just two

proposed bikeways, Sepulveda Boulevard and Westwood Boulevard and their impact on just one

street, Santa Monica Boulevard.  

I assumed that each bikeway might have about 50 riders during a typical rush hour (about two hours)

for a total of 100 trips.  Favoring the bicycle argument, I ignored the possibility of ride-sharing and

calculated that this might remove 100 car trips which might average 15 minutes each.  So the City

would save about 1500 minutes of car pollution.  Very good.

But wait!  To balance this I looked at how much pollution might be generated by delays in

automobile traffic.  The EIR indicates that delays to traffic on Santa Monica Boulevard would total

about 5 minutes if we combine the delays at Sepulveda and at Westwood Boulevard.  Presently the

westbound backup east of the 405 freeway extends to about Westwood Boulevard at rush hours.  I

judge that a five minute delay would extend the backup to about Beverly Glen Boulevard, about a

mile.  If the average spacing of bumper to bumper cars in a backup is about 12 feet, then in the mile

of added backup we will have 440 cars in each of three westbound lanes.  To a reasonable

approximation the same delays will occur for east bound traffic.  The bike lane at Westwood

Boulevard will generate an eastbound backup past Sepulveda and the Sepulveda bike lane will

extend it well past the freeway.  So we will have three eastbound lanes of automobiles also tied up

for about a mile.  So a total of six lanes of traffic are affected.  Multiply the 440 cars by the six lanes

and we have 2640 cars stuck in traffic over the two hour rush period.  This means that in the two

hour rush we will have 2640 times 2 hours times 60 minutes per hour of added pollution.  This

comes out to be 316,800 minutes of car pollution added by the implementation of the two bike lanes

on just one Westside street, Santa Monica Boulevard.

Here is the comparison.  To save 1500 minutes of car pollution by encouraging bike riding, the bike

lanes will cause 316,800 minutes of car pollution.  That is, we increase pollution by a factor of 200

times on just one street near the 405 Freeway for one of the two rush hours per day.  I think this is

a bad trade off.  It is the Law of Unintended Consequences coming home to roost with a vengeance.

On the other hand, perhaps my numbers are wrong.  But then where are the numbers in the Plan or

the EIR or the supporting documents?  Have such comparisons of the benefits versus the unintended

problems caused by this plan been done?  Until this is done I claim this planning is not ready for

prime time, except as an example of poor City planning.  

I am in favor of bikeways, but only in the right places, where they will do more good than harm.  I

do not think the Westside of Los Angeles, already a traffic nightmare, is the right place for this kind

of plan.  

On the other hand, as a Professional Engineer, I like to solve problems even more than to point them

out.  I believe there are imaginative and creative solutions to implementing bikeways in the

Westside.  Here are two ideas which include thinking out-of-the-box.  
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Rather than placing the bikeways on highly traveled major streets such as Sepulveda and Westwood

Boulevard in the Westside, they could be placed on adjacent secondary streets such as Bentley and

Glendon Avenues where the cyclist would be much safer and the impact on motorists would be

minimized.

Rather than cross major east west streets such as Santa Monica Boulevard at street level, we could

install overpasses for cyclists.  This would eliminate the traffic delays and the resultant air pollution

and also greatly increase the safety of the cyclists.  This could be done at relatively low cost and 

without significant visual impact if both the Sepulveda and the Westwood bicycle lanes were

diverted to the 405 freeway right of way for such crossings.  A light weight bicycle lane, physically

separated from the freeway roadway could be constructed at fairly low cost using much of the present

bridge structures and a gradual ramp up to the bridge level.

What I have attempted to do is analyze the pros and cons of the current Plan and EIR, point out the

salient weaknesses and propose some innovative alternative solutions.  If I can be of further help I

will donate my service as a Professional Engineer.

Sincerely yours,

Charles Edelsohn, PE

Appendix:   Presentation Viewgraphs
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Mobility Plan 2035 
 
carrera01@verizon.net 
Apr 6 
 
Any plans to remove traffic lanes and convert them into a Class II bikeway needs to account for the 
number of vehicles that will be affected by the reduction, the effects of further congestion on the street 
where the traffic lanes will be removed and the spillover of congestion onto other streets. This needs to 
done before any decisions are made. 
  
New buildings that are outside of 1/2 mile from Metro Rail stations need to be required to keep current 
parking standards. Metro bus stops are not the same as Metro rail and therefore any buildings near 
Metro bus stops should keep the current parking regulations. 
  
Congestion pricing for highways needs to be eliminated from consideration. 
  
  
Thank you 
  
Chris 
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Comments on City of Los Angeles MP 2035 Draft EIR 
 
H&D Nussbaum <nussbaum3@earthlink.net> 
May 13  
 
Comments on City of Los Angeles MP 2035 Draft EIR 
May 13, 2014 
  
  
To:  my.la@lacity.org 
  
From: 
Debbie Nussbaum 
(310) 476-4342 
Nussbaum3@earthlink.net 
  
Comments on City of Los Angeles MP 2035 Draft EIR 
The Westwood area is very unique from greater Los Angeles do not shoehorn “fixes” on to already 
congested and built out streets.  Bike lanes belong on side streets or residential streets if the intent of 
this MP 2035 Draft EIR is really to improve safety to bike riders and increase the number of riders.  
Westwood Blvd.’s road width is built out and currently accommodates more vehicles daily than most 
other street in the city.  Most of the intersection in the Westwood area currently function at LOS E or F, 
especially along Wilshire, Westwood, and Sepulveda Blvd.’s  Don’t make things worse for the vast 
majority of people.  
·         Cotner Av or Manning Av are both low vehicle volume street that currently have traffic signals 
where they intersect with Pico, Olympic and Santa Monica Blvd.’s. place the bike lane on either of these 
streets! 
 
  
We all look back and comment on how stupid it was that The City’s Red Car Trolley lines were taken out, 
let’s not make the same mistake by removing vehicle lanes to accommodate a small bicycle commuting 
population!  LA is unique its spread out over 400 sq. miles, not a condensed 20 sq. mile dot like NYC per 
Mike Bonin.  The population of LA is close to 4 million, comparing it to much touted (4-6%) biking 
population of Portland, Oregon with an entire population of only 600K spread over a much lower 
density, it’s just apple and oranges being compared there is room for bike lanes in less dense cities or 
areas.  Westwood is already one of the most dense section of Los Angeles, currently there are lots of 
pedestrians and transit riders.  LA is an exciting city, exciting cities all over the world exist with traffic, 
the two seen to go hand-in-hand.  
·         Improve the sidewalks and add more trees and park benches to Westwood Blvd. 
 
·         The Subway will be an improvement for all. 
 
  
Our state and local government just added additional lanes to the I-405 between the I-10 and US101, all 
to accommodate more cars and improve ramp access.  LA will remain a car culture.  People raising 
families often choose to live in houses in safe neighborhoods far from their jobs and need to commute, 
buses can’t and don’t reach everyone.  
·         I suggest promote carpooling. 
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·         Continue to heavily subsidize the low transit fares to attract ridership. 
 
·         Connect the San Fernando Valley with the Westside with a north south tunnel. 
 
  
The vehicle movement at the intersects of Westwood/Wilshire and Veteran/Wilshire are staggering, a 
good percent of these head to the new 405 Wilshire On-ramps in the PM peak hours.  For example, from 
the I-405 Widening Project FEIR, in the PM peak hours at the Veteran/Wilshire intersection 1099 
vehicles per hr. turn west from SB Veteran and 516 vehicles turn west from SB Westwood, both of these 
streets have double right turn lanes to accommodate these commuters. One of the bike lanes plans 
suggests removing right turns from SB Westwood Bl. at Wilshire, the numbers don’t add up to promote 
safety.    
·         Neither Westwood Blvd or Veteran Ave have the road width to add bike lanes in addition to the 
existing vehicle lanes. 
 
  
Improve health and safety for citizens of all ages. 
·         Incorporate more parks (Westwood are is very underserved). 
 
·         Place bike lanes on residential or side streets to encourage bike ridership of all ages. 
 
·         Encourage construction in lower density areas of LA in walking distance to current public transit. 
 
·         Don’t overbuild the Westside, don’t cower to developers. 
 
·         Consider lowering the speed limit on major streets by 5mph to improve the safety of gung-ho, 
mostly male, 20 to 39 year old cycling commuters.  
 
·         Encourage all commuters to take the bus. 
 
  
We hope the Mobility Plan 2035, LA/2B are steps forward in our exciting city. 
  
  
Sincerely yours, 
  
Debbie & Howard Nussbaum 
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Objections to City of LA Mobility Plan 
 
doctor Robert <theholodoc@gmail.com> 
May 8  
 
City Clerk Number: EIR-14-002-PL 
 
Case No.: CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC, ENV-2013-911-EIR 
 
Project Name: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 
 
Dear City Clerk.. 
 
in reference to the above EIR, I raise the same questions and concerns that were expressed by Brad 
Kane, President of South Carthay Neighborhood Association. e.g. 
 
 1)      No identification of alternative modes of transportation being offered or explored 
 
 
2)      No time frame of hours where daily parking will not be available.  It can only be assumed that it 
would be the same as in the Olympic      Pico 1-way Pair proposal due to the tie-in to rush hour traffic. 
 
3)      No mitigation or mention of establishing parking structures to offset decreased daily parking.  
 
4)      No commitment to allow or pre approve future modes of transportation that may be shown to be 
cheaper, less expensive and faster to build, i.e. Personal Rapid Transit.  Even along a specific corridor this 
would be less expensive than some currently offered alternatives. 
 
While my neighborhood is one remove from the area in question (Carthay Circle). We cannot bear any 
further traffic congestion nor parking competitions, especially with the massive changes coming to us on 
Wilshire Blvd and Fairfax Avenue. 
 
Please see that the planners thoroughly address the four items. 
 
Thank you 
 
Dr. Robert Newport 
 
Past President, CCNA 
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Part 1: 
 
Comments to DCP Mobility Plan 2035 due 5.13.2014 
 
Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com> 
May 13 
 
Government Code Section 65302 reads: 
  
(b) (1) A circulation element consisting of the general location and extent of existing and proposed 
major thoroughfares, transportation routes, terminals, any military airports and ports, and other local 
public utilities and facilities, all correlated with the land use element of the plan. 
(2) (A) Commencing January 1, 2011, upon any substantive revision of the circulation element, the 
legislative body shall modify the circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation 
network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel 
in a manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the general plan. 
(B) For purposes of this paragraph, “users of streets, roads, and highways” mean bicyclists, children, 
persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, users of public 
transportation, and seniors. 
  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research uses the 2003 General Plan Guidelines (Guidelines) with a 
Notice for revision in 2014 with a focus on Economics, Equity, Climate Change and Healthy Communities 
with a Online Mapping Tool to provide planners with customizable city maps with access to State GIS 
Geographic Information System data for each element. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
Consistency Within Elements 
Each element’s data, analyses, goals, policies, and implementation programs must be consistent with 
and complement one another. Established goals, data, and analysis form the foundation for any ensuing 
policies. For example, if one portion of a circulation element indicates that county roads are sufficient to 
accommodate the projected level of traffic while another section of the same element describes a 
worsening traffic situation aggravated by continued subdivision activity, the element is not internally 
consistent (Concerned Citizens of Calaveras County v. Board of Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal.App.3d 90). 
  
And 
  
In addition, preparing, adopting, implementing, and maintaining the general plan serves to: 
·         Identify the community’s land use, circulation, environmental, economic, and social goals and 
policies as they relate to land use and development 
  
And 
  
The plan’s text and diagrams must be reconciled, because “internal consistency requires that general 
plan diagrams of land use, circulation systems, open-space and natural resources areas reflect written 
policies and programs in the text for each element.” (Curtin’s California Land-Use and Planning Law, 
1998 edition, p. 18). 
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Without consistency in all five of these areas, the general plan cannot effectively serve as a clear guide 
to future development. Decision-makers will face conflicting directives; citizens will be confused about 
the policies and standards the community has selected; findings of consistency of subordinate land use 
decisions such as rezonings and subdivisions will be difficult to make; and land owners, business, and 
industry will be unable to rely on the general plan’s stated priorities and standards for their own 
individual decision-making. Beyond this, inconsistencies in the general plan can expose the jurisdiction 
to expensive and lengthy litigation. 
  
You state: 
  
As an update to the City’s General Plan Transportation Element (last adopted in 1999), Mobility Plan 
2035 incorporates "Complete Streets" principles and lays the policy foundation for how future 
generations of Angelenos interact with their streets. 
  
Comments: 
  
The Update is not being prepared in relationship to the Statute and limits the definition to “Mobility,” a 
term not in the Statute and with no relationship to Land Use. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
The circulation element is correlated with the land use element and identifies the general location and 
extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares, transportation routes, terminals, and other local 
public utilities and facilities. 
  
And 
  
Jobs-housing provisions most directly affect the land use, circulation, and housing elements 
  
Comments: 
  
Circulation Element was required since 1955. In 1982, Appeals Court says land use and circulation 
elements must correlate (Twaine Harte). 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
The Twain Harte and Concerned Citizens decisions also discussed the close relationship between the 
land use and circulation elements. Pursuant to the decisions of the Concerned Citizens, Twain Harte, and 
Camp v. Mendocino courts, the general plan must reflect both the anticipated level of land development 
(represented in the land use element) and the road system necessary to serve that level (represented in 
the circulation element). The road system proposed in the circulation element must be “closely, 
systematically, and reciprocally related to the land use element of the plan” (Concerned Citizens, supra, 
at p.100). 
  
You state in Key Initiatives: 
  
Consider the strong link between land use and transportation 



  
Comments: 
  
This is not an option.  The Plan does not take into any consideration the closeness of those two factors. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
Demographic Information 
Identifying population trends is necessary to the development of realistic community goals. Population 
data are particularly important when preparing the land use, circulation, and housing elements. 
  
Comments: 
  
Community Plans and Specific Plans are part of the Land Use, yet are not considered in this document.  
Each plan should be included, in detail, to the Circulation Element. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
Data collection, data analysis, and special studies should be coordinated with the needs of the CEQA 
document being written for the plan. In the interest of efficiency, data collection and analysis should be 
comprehensive enough to satisfy the needs of both the CEQA document and the general plan. For 
instance, the traffic analysis prepared for the land use and circulation elements must be complete 
enough to allow the evaluation of alternative plans, the final plan, and the project alternatives discussed 
in the general plan’s final EIR. 
  
Comments: 
  
The two alternatives in the EIR with includes No Project and Less Comprehensive Mobility 
Improvements, leaves all aspects of the Circulation Elements vulnerable and risking the Public Health 
and Safety.  Underground aspects of the Circulation Element are omitted. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
Similarly, the noise element is directly related to both the land use and circulation elements. Most 
general plans mix and consolidate some or all of their elements. The important thing is that the 
elements and issues form an integrated, internally consistent plan of which all parts are equally weighed 
in their application (Sierra Club v. Board of Supervisors of Kern County (1981) 126 Cal.App.3d 698). 
  
Comments: 
  
You do not even have the term “consistency” in this document. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
Court and Attorney General Interpretations 
The following legal interpretations have addressed the land use element with regard to the land use 
diagram, population density, building intensity, the designation of solid waste disposal sites and its 
relationship to the circulation and noise elements. 
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Topic/Issue Area 
  
Airports (topic closely related to statutory requirements) 
Land Use (topic identified in statute) 
Railways & Yards (topic closely related to statutory requirements) 
Transportation Routes (topic identified in statute) 
Transportation Terminals (topic identified in statute) 
Utilities/Easements (topic identified in statute) 
 
Comments: 
  
You omit the required topics. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
The circulation element is not simply a transportation plan. It is an infrastructure plan addressing the 
circulation of people, goods, energy, water, sewage, storm drainage, and communications. By statute, 
the circulation element must correlate directly with the land use element. The circulation element also 
has direct relationships with the housing, open-space, noise and safety elements. The provisions of a 
circulation element affect a community’s physical, social, and economic environment as follows: 
  
·         Physical—The circulation system is one of the chief generators of physical settlement patterns and 
its location, design, and constituent modes have major impacts on air quality, plant and animal habitats, 
environmental noise, energy use, community appearance, and other environmental components. 
  
·         Social—The circulation system is a primary determinant of the pattern of human settlement. It has 
a major impact on the areas and activities it serves, on community cohesion, and on the quality of 
human life. The circulation system should be accessible to all segments of the population, including the 
disadvantaged, the young, the poor, the elderly, and the disabled. 
  
·         Economic—Economic activities normally require circulation for materials, products, ideas, and 
employees, thus the viability of the community’s economy is directly affected by the circulation 
element. The efficiency of a community’s circulation system can either contribute to or adversely affect 
its economy. 
  
Comments: 
  
You have not addressed the Infrastructure needs, projected improvements and related costs. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
No city or county can ignore its regional setting. The local planning agency should coordinate its 
circulation element provisions with applicable state and regional transportation plans (see §65103(f) 
and §65080, et seq.). Likewise, the state must coordinate its plans with those of local governments 
(§65080(a)). The federal-government is under a similar obligation (Title 23 USC §134). 
  
Comments 



  
You ignore many regional relationships, such as the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan in 
relationship to storm water as well as the Enhanced Watershed Management Groups. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
Caltrans is particularly interested in the transportation planning roles of local general plans and suggests 
that the following areas be emphasized: 
  
·         Coordination of planning efforts between local agencies and Caltrans districts 
  
·         Preservation of transportation corridors for future system improvements. 
  
·         Development of coordinated transportation system management plans that achieve the maximum 
use of present and proposed infrastructure. 
  
These areas of emphasis are addressed through Caltrans’ Intergovernmental Review (IGR), Regional 
Planning, and System Planning programs. One of the program’s major purposes is to resolve 
transportation problems early enough in the local land use development process to avoid costly delays 
to development. Coordinating state and local transportation planning is a key to the success of a 
circulation element. 
  
Comments: 
  
You underplay the important role of other agencies in areas such as congestion management. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
If the circulation element is to be an effective basis for exactions, it must be based upon traffic studies 
that are sufficiently detailed to link land uses and related demand to future dedications. Additionally, ad 
hoc road exactions must be roughly proportional to the project’s specific impacts on the road system 
(Erhlich v. City of Culver City (1996) 12 C4th 854 and Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 114 SCt. 2309). The 
circulation element alone may be an insufficient basis for exactions otherwise. 
  
Comments: 
  
Piecemeal is not acceptable. 
  
Guidelines state: 
  
Relevant Issues 
  
Mandatory circulation element issues as defined in statute are: 
·         Major thoroughfares 
·         Transportation routes 
·         Terminals 
·         Other local public utilities and facilities 
  



The list below was derived from the mandatory issues and also includes possible local optional issues. It 
is not meant to be all-inclusive. 
  
·         Streets and highways 
·         Public transit routes, stops, and terminals (e.g., for buses, light rail systems, rapid transit systems, 
commuter railroads, ferryboats, etc. 
·         Transit-oriented development 
·         Private bus routes and terminals 
·         Bicycle and pedestrian routes and facilities 
·         Truck routes 
·         Railroads and railroad depots 
·         Paratransit plan proposals (e.g., for jitneys, carpooling, van pooling, taxi service, and dial-a-ride) 
·         Navigable waterways, harbors (deep-draft and small-boat), and terminals 
·         Airports (commercial, general and military) 
·         Parking facilities 
·         Transportation system management 
·         Air pollution from motor vehicles 
·         Emergency routes 
  
Comments: 
  
You have omitted most of the issues and created inconsistency. Your Key Policy Initiatives fall short of 
the responsibilities of the City and of the persons we elect to protect our Public Health and Safety.  You 
are confusing the much talked about Green Streets Initiative (bond) with the realities and 
responsibilities of Urban Planning. 
  
You state: 
  
Six Goals: 
1.    Safety First 
2.    World Class Infrastructure 
3.    Access for All Angelenos 
4.    Collaboration, Communication and Informed Choices 
5.    Clean Environments 
6.    Smart Investments 
  
Comments: 
You have planned for none of the above.  Complete Streets is not just a Bicycle Plan but requires the 
detail of the Community Plans. This Update needs scrapped and redone to the Statutes. 
 
  
Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 
 
 
 
 



 
Part 2: 
 
Comments to ENV 2013-0911-EIR City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 due 5.13.2014 
 
Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com> 
May 13  
 
Alternatives: 
  
·         Alternative 1 -- No Project Alternative 
·         Alternative 2 -- Less Comprehensive Mobility Improvements or Moderate Package of 
Enhancements. 
  
You have statutory obligations to fulfill the Circulation Element and Alternative 1- 
No Project Alternative would be opposite from the requirement of the law. 
  
Alternative 2 lists: 
·         Pedestrian Enhanced Districts 
·         Bicycle Enhanced Network 
·         Transit Enhanced Network 
·         Vehicle Enhanced Network for 
  
You bypass Relevant Issues and include some possible local options: 
  
Mandatory circulation element issues as defined in statute are: 
·         Major thoroughfares 
·         Transportation routes 
·         Terminals 
·         Other local public utilities and facilities 
  
The list below was derived from the mandatory issues and also includes possible local optional issues. It 
is not meant to be all-inclusive. 
  
·         Streets and highways 
·         Public transit routes, stops, and terminals (e.g., for buses, light rail systems, rapid transit systems, 
commuter railroads, ferryboats, etc. 
·         Transit-oriented development 
·         Private bus routes and terminals 
·         Bicycle and pedestrian routes and facilities 
·         Truck routes 
·         Railroads and railroad depots 
·         Paratransit plan proposals (e.g., for jitneys, carpooling, van pooling, taxi service, and dial-a-ride) 
·         Navigable waterways, harbors (deep-draft and small-boat), and terminals 
·         Airports (commercial, general and military) 
·         Parking facilities 
·         Transportation system management 



·         Air pollution from motor vehicles 
·         Emergency routes 
  
We need to see Alternatives that address ALL the mandatory Circulation Element issues and includes 
relevant optional issues based on real data.  You do not include Federal regulatory requirements 
including guidance from Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board (disabilities) 
  
Public sewer and storm drain systems as well as pipelines and communication and/or fiber optic 
networks are omitted from the discussion. 
  
You have not identified all sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions such as Methane and its role in the 
Circulation Element. 
  
Mandatory Findings of Significance fall short of the detail needed to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Report on all aspects of the required Circulation Element, not just a selective approach to some issues. 
  
We are attaching the 2010-2011 Infrastructure Report Card which shows the shortfalls of the system 
and its funding. 
  
Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 
  
Attachment: 
2010-2011 Infrastructure Report Card 
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City Clerk Number: EIR-14-002-PL Case No.: CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC, ENV-2013-911-EIR Project 
Name: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 
 
Lori Matson <lori.m.matson@gmail.com> 
May 11 
 
Dear City Planner, 
 
I am very much against this nearsighted, thoughtless, uncaring proposal. Have you given no thought to 
the businesses along these thoroughfares? How can they survive on these one-way traffic lanes that will 
be mini freeways? 
 
Pico revitalization has finally made a foot hold in our community. (I have lived in the Wilshire Vista area 
for that past 12 years.) There are nice little shops and restaurants that offer the residents places to walk 
and hang out. If this proposed project is approved we will all be living by a freeway. It will destroy small 
businesses, real estate values, and our community. The property values around Beverly Grove have 
increased so dramatically because of the walkability of the neighborhood. That is what we are in the 
process of creating in the Pico/Fairfax/Hauser neighborhood. These kinds of neighborhood are more of 
what LA needs. 
 
We have sacrificed much too much in LA to car transportation. I strongly oppose this inane project. The 
planners behind this are not aligned with the community they represent if they approve it. 
 
It is time we came together in LA to support one another - all of us living in LA - to have prosperous 
enjoyable lives instead of sacrificing the quality of life of the less affluent to make life better for just a 
few. 
 
Would this type of project be considered in Beverly Hills or around the Grove? Why not? Traffic is worse 
on on Third than on Pico or Olympic. The reason why it will not even be considered there is because it 
will destroy the neighborhood, and people too influential and invested in the neighborhood will not 
allow it. 
 
As a resident of the Pico community I will do everything I can to not allow this project to come to 
fruition. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lori Matson 
Property Owner 
5538 Packard Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90019 
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Comments on the Mobility Plan 
 
Luke Klipp <lukehklipp@gmail.com> 
May 7  
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
My name is Luke Klipp, I live at 1320 N Hoover St 90027, and my cell phone is (415) 203-3102. I've been 
a resident of Los Angeles for four years now, and, in full disclosure, I recently started working for LA 
Metro in its Office of Finance and Budget. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Mobility Plan. Following are my 
comments. 
 
------------ 
Thank you for including plans for bike, pedestrian, and transit access as part of the draft Mobility Plan. 
What concerns me, and my reason for writing, is the emphasis given to the Vehicle Enhanced Network. 
 
What seems missing from the plan is an acknowledgment or awareness that Los Angeles has already 
poured billions of dollars over decades to enhance its vehicle network, tearing up thousands of miles of 
railway, slicing through and decimating whole neighborhoods with freeways, shrinking sidewalks and 
cutting back corners more and more to give drivers wider lanes and faster speeds, removing crosswalks 
from thousands of intersections along major thoroughfares, and creating a signal sync program that is 
ostensibly the envy of the nation. 
 
And yet, here we are in 2014, and we are proposing a "Vehicle Enhanced Network"?? Please forgive my 
incredulity, but we've done nearly everything we can to serve our cars already, and we pay dearly for 
that, with thousands of pedestrians injured or killed every year (we were just declared the most unsafe 
or second-most-unsafe city for pedestrians in the nation, and the number of people killed in car crashes 
in LA equals the number killed by guns), a bike network that is pathetic compared to any of our peer 
cities, and a transit network that largely suffers from near-total lack of priority over single-occupant 
vehicles that take up 20+ times the roadspace to carry the same number of passengers that our buses 
do. 
 
I live within 100 feet of a major intersection that has been enhanced to serve cars over the past few 
decades, with stripes to direct cars around turns, sidewalks cut back to give cars ease of tuning and wide 
lanes, and even an entirely unnecessary right-turn cut-out that serves perhaps 5-10 cars/day and 
removes a giant section of sidewalk for the thousands of people who walk it every day. The end result of 
all these "enhancements" is that they just encourage drivers to zip around corners more quickly, 
endangering pedestrians and other drivers. In the past year, I've witnessed several accidents and myself 
been nearly hit by cars on several occasions. This intersection is traveled daily by thousands of people on 
foot and many on bike, including students at a nearby middle school and visitors to local businesses all 
within the immediate vicinity. 
 
Has LA not learned our lesson? There's ample evidence now available that widening streets only does 
two things: (a) encourages drivers to go even faster (if they can) and (b) increases accidents. The latter 
might seem counter-intuitive since widening roadways and improving sightlines should giving drivers 
better vision and more space, but in fact it simply encourages them to take more risks and move more 
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quickly, which significantly hampers their ability to see all things happening in front of them and reduces 
their ability to react quickly to issues on the road ahead. Additionally, for pedestrians, the likelihood of 
being killed by a car traveling 35 MPH is 3-4 times greater than if that car were traveling 20 MPH. 
 
Rather than talking about trying to squeeze even more highway-like streets out of limited urban space, 
we should move in precisely the OPPOSITE direction, trying to figure out how to make our streets more 
pleasant for EVERYONE. And that means all streets. Remarkably, as shown in example after example 
around the world, if we slow down our streets and make them more accessible for everyone, it calms 
down drivers, makes streets more livable (and successful for local businesses), and doesn't negatively 
impact traffic. Traffic only gets created when we think that our goal is to move as many cars as quickly as 
possible through a given space to some unknown destination. What this neglects to understand is that 
the destination is far more important than the journey. We must think instead about seeing the journey 
as the destination, rather than the journey merely a means to an end. 
 
This may sound radical in concept, but it's been shown to work. Even on a massive scale, where South 
Korea's capital city of Seoul has recently begun completely removing major highway thoroughfares and 
daylighting creeks and creating pedestrian districts, traffic has actually decreased while air quality has 
dramatically improved and hundreds of thousands of people now walk and bike areas that they used to 
avoid altogether or try to cram themselves through by car. Yes, there's a big difference between Seoul 
and LA when it comes to transportation alternatives, but I'm not suggesting anything here as radical as 
their program; and my point is that the results have stunned even the most enthusiastic proponents of 
the original plan prior to their implementation, let alone the skeptics. 
 
We can do this, LA. But it requires more forward thinking than this draft Mobility Plan represents. It's 
imperative for us that we stop perpetuating the same bad policies that got us into this mess in the first 
place. 
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to provide comment on this document. I appreciate the work that you 
are doing and look forward to seeing what comes next. 
 
-Luke Klipp 
-------------- 
 
---- 
email: lukehklipp@gmail.com 
phone: (415) 203-3102 
 
Work like you don't need the money, 
Love like you've never been hurt, and 
Dance like nobody's watching. 
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Comments on the Mobility Plan 
 
Ronald Ziff <rzbiz@pacbell.net> 
May 13 (1 day ago) 
 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
Comments re: Mobility Plan 
 
The Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Council has read the Draft Mobility Plan and opposes it as written. We 
have noted several deficiencies in the plan and have made suggestions below that we believe should be 
made in the text. 
 
The plan is lacking in two respects. 
 
First, it envisions an increase in the number of intersections with service levels of D and F of more than 
20%. This should be addressed and every possible solution considered.  
 
Second, the worst traffic and mobility problem in the country is right here in Los Angeles. Specifically, 
the problem is the traffic in, through, and around the 405 corridor and the Sepulveda Pass. The plan 
briefly states that it will not do anything to address the situation. The exact quotations are below. How 
can a Mobility Plan be drawn up in a manner so as to disregard the greatest Mobility problem? 
 
The fact is that there are approximately 600,000 daily car trips between the San Fernando Valley and 
West LA. 500,000 of these are through the Sepulveda Pass and another 100,000 through the nearby 
canyon roads. Every one of those car trips passes through Sherman Oaks. The result is a traffic jam that 
clogs every commercial street and many of the residential streets in Sherman Oaks for three hours every 
morning Monday Through Friday. This problem can not be ignored. Yet, the Mobility Plan does ignore it. 
Metro has talked about operating a train in 25 years. That is a solution for another generation. The 
Planning Department should consider alternative plans to give relief to this generation. They endure 
traffic daily on the way to work. They will have retired before Metro's train makes its first trip. 
 
What solutions are available? Buses would help, even though they would not solve the problem. For 
instance a bus route that travels Sepulveda Blvd. from the North Valley to LAX and makes a stop at every 
East/West connecting bus route along the way would allow Valley residents to get to any point in the 
city by transferring only once and using only two buses. That bus route has the potential of taking 
50,000 cars off the road. That could be done now. It deserves to be studied and addressed in the 
Mobility Plan. 
 
We respectfully request that these recommendations be taken into account and made part of an 
amended plan. 
 
Yours truly, 
Ronald Ziff 
1st Vice President Sherman Oaks Neighborhood Council 
 
Below are two quotations from the plan: 
 
2) “Key Connections: 
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Sepulveda Pass/405 Corridor: While not an actual destination, the 405 
Corridor through the Sepulveda Pass represents a vital connection 
between the San Fernando Valley and the West side of Los Angeles. 
It carries 331,000* cars daily. Despite the freeway widening to 
make room for an HOV lane, both short-term and long-term transit 
options are urgently needed to provide drivers with an alternative 
of driving.” 
*(the 331,000 figure is inaccurate. Metro uses a figure of 498,600. Source Metro “Projects & Programs” 
page 46) 
 
3) “There are select corridors such as the 405 (Valley to LAX to San 
Pedro) where the long-term strategy would be to upgrade the 
corridor to subway and/or light rail treatments but these are most 
likely outside the horizon year* of this plan.” 
(*The horizon year of this plan is 2035) 



Comments on Mobility Plan 2035 
 
ROSALIE PRESTON <rosalieannp@hotmail.com> 
May 12 
 
I strongly support the cycle tracks proposed for Vermont Avenue from Artesia?? to the Green Line 
station (cannot see a map in the Mobility 2035 Booklet, but saw a chart at one of the Public Hearings) to 
the Green Line station at the 105 Freeway and that the bike lane will be located next to the curb, so that 
parked cars next to the bike lane will be an added protection for cyclists.  In regards to this dedicated 
lane, the habit of Metro bus layovers taking place on Vermont Avenue next to the Ralphs store pictured 
in your booklet will need to be discussed with Metro and a better-located layover location found that 
does not interfere with bike traffic and entrance to and exit from the Ralphs at 11922 S. Vermont 
Avenue. 
  
I am concerned about placing a cycle track on Imperial Highway from Vermont Avenue to Watts because 
this is a very heavily trafficked street and 120th Street can be used by cyclists more safely.  Also, our goal 
in the Harbor Gateway North Neighborhood Council is to eventually have a nice median placed down 
the middle of Imperial Highway with shade trees and wider sidewalks along Imperial Highway to 
encourage walking with larger shade trees there. These improvements will take up some of the existing 
Imperial Highway roadway and thus limit the space for cycle tracks. 

313-1
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Project Name: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) Case No.: CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-
MSC, ENV-2013-911-EIR 
 
Sarah LaBrache <sarahlab1@gmail.com> 
May 12  
 
City Clerk Number: EIR-14-002-PL 
Case No.: CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC, ENV-2013-911-EIR 
Project Name: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) 
  
 
I am writing in reference to the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035. 
 
I live in Wilshire Vista near Pico and Fairfax.  This area is JUST beginning to experience a beautiful 
transformation into a lovely, walkable neighborhood with restaurants and coffeehouses, clothing and 
gift shops.  If MP2035 goes into effect, these shops on Pico will be SEVERELY impacted as will our 
property values.  It will destroy the walkable neighborhood we are beginning to enjoy and have worked 
so hard to build.   
 
Many of the adjacent blocks have apartment buildings with restricted parking that is already congested 
making parking for shops & restaurants unrealistic. 
MP2035 does not mention the following to mitigate the negative impact of the on-street parking: 
1)      No identification of alternative modes of transportation being offered or explored 
2)      No time frame of hours where daily parking will not be available.  
3)      No mitigation or mention of establishing parking structures to offset decreased daily parking.  
4)      No commitment to allow or pre approve future modes of transportation that may be shown to be 
cheaper, less expensive and faster to build, i.e. Personal Rapid Transit.  Even along a specific corridor this 
would be less expensive than some currently offered alternatives. 
 
 
 We have worked so hard to make our neighborhood feel like a neighborhood, to reduce crime & to 
bring retail shops to what was once a strip of car autobody repair centers.  If the goal is to make LA more 
livable, please let parking on Pico remain so that these mid-city neighborhood gems can shine. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Sarah LaBrache 
Resident of Wilshire Vista 
1216 S. Curson Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 90019 
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OPPOSITION to City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035) CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC, ENV-
2013-911-EIR/ EIR-14-002-PL 
 
Linda Friedland <linda_friedland@yahoo.com> 
May 10  
 
     The "Mobility Plan"  is an effort to speed traffic to Downtown for those living on the Westside 
at the cost of  diminishing  the quality of life in residential and commercial neighborhoods closer to 
downtown. 
    Do you really wish to destroy the economic vitality of the many small businesses along streets 
such as Pico and Olympic?   Do you really wish to encourage increased traffic and parking in the 
wonderful residential neighborhoods along the route such as South Carthay?  This, so the that those 
with long commutes might save 5 to 10 minutes. 
    Rather, west-side residents should be encouraged to use the new mass-transit options that are 
being provided at massive cost to the taxpayers. 
    Please reject this "Mobility Plan". 
 
Stephen and Linda Friedland 
1130 S. Orlando Ave. 
Los Angeles  CA 90035 
323-857-0057 
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May 8, 2014
4630 Willis Oaks Avenue, No. 203
Sherman Oaks CA  91403

I do not understand why this is called a Mobility Plan.  Mobility is about facilitating the 
movement of people and goods from one place to another while minimizing travel cost 
and delay for everyone as a whole.  Yet Draft EIR tells a different story.   Here, Tables 
4.1-19 and 4.1-20 shows the percent of street segments at Level of Service E or F 
increasing 19.2% in the AM peak and 16.4% in the PM peak with the plan.  Meanwhile 
nothing is mentioned about the change of vehicle hours miles traveled on major arterials 
despite the fact that it mentions the change for freeways which not the focus of the plan
(Table 4.1-32).  Maybe it is because it increases.  Finally there is nothing about person
throughput and speed, major indicators of mobility utilized by Metro, SCAG and others.  

Instead the focus is on traffic calming, bicycling, reducing parking and widening 
sidewalks.  This may explain why improving mobility is not one of the six stated goals in 
the plan.   I do not believe this is what most Angelenos expect or want from a Mobility 
Plan.  But if this is what the City leaders want, then at least change the name of the plan
to reflect what it is actually proposing.

Sincerely;

Stewart Chesler, AICP
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City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (MP 2035), Case No. 

CPC-2013-910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC, ENV-2013-911-EIR 
 

Robert Pflug <rbp1957@aol.com> 
 

May 27, 2014 
 
 
 

 
  

I am a resident of the Wilshire Vista Neighborhood, and am writing to oppose the mobility plan, identified 
above.   
 
By limiting parking on Pico Blvd., the plan would cripple local businesses, destroy the emergent walking 
culture on this stretch of Pico, and would force commercial traffic onto already overcrowded residential 
streets.  All this would lead to a reduction of property values, and stifle the ongoing improvement of the 
neighborhood. 
 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Robert Pflug 
1256 Masselin Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA  90019 
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Subject: Mobility Element: Recent Decision re SB 375 GHG  Reduction Targets 

I am attaching a July 2, 2014 decision from the Alameda County Superior 
Court in a CEQA lawsuit challenging the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
adopted by the Association of Bay Area Governments, Plan Bay Area. As I read 
this decision, the Court ruled that the legislative and regulatory history 
of SB375 required the development of regional transportation plans 
independent of the Pavley mileage regulations and low carbon fuel standards 
(page 12-17 of the attachment). 
 
As I read Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR for Mobility Plan 2035, its analysis 
of SB375 and greenhouse gas emissions, and conclusion that the Mobility 
Element would have a less-than-significant impact, is based entirely on the 
Pavley mileage regulations and low carbon fuel standards. In this regard, 
the Draft EIR's SB375 analysis, and analysis of compliance with SCAG's 
RTP/SCS, does not seem to comport with the Alameda Supeior Court's 
interpretation of SB375.  
 
There is a compelling reason why these analyses must be separate for the 
Mobility Element. The City of Los Angeles has near exclusive control over 
its own local land use and transportation policies and programs; due to its 
representation on the Metro board, the City has a direct role in countywide 
transportation policies and programs. Through the adoption of robust, 
enforceable policies and programs to promote biking, walking and transit, 
the City has the ability to substantial reduce GHG emissions.   Conversely, 
the City has no role in the development or implementation of the Pavley 
mileage regulations or low carbon fuel standards.  
 
Mobility Plan 2035 and its accompanying EIR should separately analyze GHG 
environmental impacts of the transportation policies in the Mobility Element 
(and/or land use policies that might be included in other documents) vs. 
impacts of policies that might (or might not) be adopted and enforced at the 
statewide or federal level. 
 
This issue was raised in the Bicycle Advisory Committee's letter on the 
draft Mobility Element and Draft EIR. This recent decision obviously could 
not have been submitted earlier.      
 
Thanks! 
 
Jeff Jacobberger 
 
323.646.3308 
 
<mailto:Jeff.Jacobberger@gmail.com> Jeff.Jacobberger@gmail.com 
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From: Bennett Cohon [mailto:bennett@cohon.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 4:38 PM 

To: WestsideMobilityPlan 

Cc: paul.koretz@lacity.org 

Subject: Mobility Plan 2035 

 

Dear Ms. La: 

 

I would like to comment on some of the Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN) features. 

 

The proposal for Westwood Blvd. should be removed from the BEN, and the Boulevard 

should be removed from the 2010 Bike Plan.   

 

(1) Westwood Boulevard is heavily congested and adding bike lanes will reduce vehicular  

traffic capacity.   

 

(2) Two large developments are set to be built on Westwood Boulevard, one just north  

of Pico and one just north of Santa Monica Boulevard.   

 

(3) In addition, the Westwood Expo Station will add considerable vehicular traffic when  

it is completed. 

 

(4) Finally, the proposed upzoning on Pico Blvd just west of Westwood Boulevard will  

add substantial vehicular traffic. 

 

I suggest that you consider an alternate bike-friendly route, on one of the north-south  

residential streets adjacent to Westwood Boulevard, with considerably less traffic. 

 

Thank you, 

Bennett Cohon 

 

mailto:bennett@cohon.net
mailto:paul.koretz@lacity.org
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Robert A. Rouge Arleta Crime Watch 

Team
robertarouge@yahoo.com 9650 Arleta Ave, 

91331
Woodman Ave business corridor (b/t Roscoe 
Blvd and Branford St) has collisions and no 
sidewalks; Removing parking lane will hurt 
small businesses; Little room for a bike lane, 
sharrow would work better

Rene Trinidad Granada Hills South 
Neighborhood
Council

renetrinidad@reactor.com 16401 Tulsa St, 
91344

Supportive of bikeways but concerned about 
safety alongside car traffic; Trees uproot the 
sidewalk; Against bike lane on Wilbur, not 
enough bicycle traffic to justify

Jack n/a n/a n/a Neighborhood Native Trail does not need 
asphalt for bicycle commuters; new Northside 
path would need tree removal, be directly in sun, 
and closer to the freeway; recreational bicyclist 
say existing path is fine; 

Mobility Plan 2035 - North Valley Public Hearing Comments on 3/15/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Kenny Easwaran easwaran@usc.edu 4117 Cumberland Ave, 

LA, CA 90027
Wants to see designated bus lanes, and they should be on 
particular routes. Only one version of TEN plan involves 
comprehensive enhancements. Believes people should 
always have option for rapid transit.

Keenan Sheedy SEIU Local 721 keenansheedy@yahoo.co
m

429 Marmion Way, CA, 
90065

We should look at shuttle services between transit hubs. 
Promotes increasing protected bikeways. We need more 
safety in relation to bikeways. 

R.J. Strotz Windsor Village 
HPOZ

rjstrotz@yahoo.com 816 S. Windsor Blvd, 
LA, CA 90012

There is a lack of outreach for both plans. States that 
outreach is only from the computer. We aren't doing 
enough advertisements, such as LA Times, LA Weekly, 
etc.. We also don’t have any PSA/radio announcements. 
States that we are seeing little commentary from citizens. 
He doesn't think there is enough outreach to Korean, 
Hispanic, Middle Eastern communities. Wants to know 
what the plan is for residential neighborhoods. 

Mobility Plan 2035 - Central Public Hearing Comments on 3/19/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Rudy Barbee Watts/Westlake 

Stakeholder
rudybarbee@gmail.com 6329 Zircon Ave, Alta 

Loma, CA 91701
Will recent setbacks of the Hollywood plan effect 
these plans? We shouldn’t get sidetracked with all the 
legal problems of the Hollywood plan. It is important 
to be steadfast in the implementation of the plan. 
Little has actually happened in communities that 
adopted plans, how will this be different. 
We should incorporate back-in angled parking. The 
growth of bikeways combined with reckless 
automobile drivers has created a dangerous situation. 
Should consider bikeways proximity to rec centers 
and fire stations. Need safe crosswalks around 
community centers. 

Sherri Franklin Urban Design Center sherri@urbandesigncent
er.com

1100 Hope Street, Ste 
103, LA, CA 90015

There needs to be interagency cooperation, including 
external agencies such as Metro and LA County. We 
need to create fundable plans and implement them. 
Data should be made available via census tract and be 
made available to the general public. We need special 
zones for bike facilities. 

Mobility Plan 2035 - South Public Hearing Comments on 3/22/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Susan Rocha car2532002@yahoo.com 3314 Idell St., LA, CA 

90065
On 610 Cypress ave. there is a church that attracts 
lots of people and there is always double parking. 
There is too much traffic on this street which causes 
noise issues. 

Aracely Rosas hrsparky@aol.com 5915 Monte Vista St., 
Los Angeles, CA 90042

The community needs immediate action. Happy that 
the city has a goal. There are safety issues such as no 
lights. Need to focus on ped/bike safety. The 
sidewalks are tiny in the community. Hyperion 
Bridge needs pedestrian access . There are safety 
issues, no  lights. Says that they need a skate park. 

Richard Zaldivar The UAU Las 
Memorias

rzaldivar@thewaivasmemorias.org 610 S. Main Street, LA, 
CA 90014 #730

There is a disconnect between transportation and 
residence. Need better bike lane education. There is 
an increased commute time due to traffic. This 
places stress on local neighborhoods. We should 
phase in bike lanes to test their effectiveness. There 
is an environmental impact from slower cars. 

Mobility Plan 2035 - East Public Hearing Comments on 3/29/2014

400-9

400-11

400-10



Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Jack Fujimoto Japanese Institute of 

Sawtelle
jack.fujimoto@verizon.net 1673 Pandora Ave, 

LA, CA 90024
We need better traffic enforcement. He is concerned about 
traffic, especially along sawtelle Blvd. Wants to have a 
signal there to help calm traffic flow. Sawtelle has a lot of 
stop signs, but there are still many areas that don't have 
any. Need more stop signs on the corners.

Jean Kuntz Mar Vista 
Community
Council Green 
Committee

jeanne@yogasalad.net 3440 Cabrillo Blvd, 
LA, CA 90066

Sees that mobility and health plans are related. Need to 
focus on alternatives to single use vehicles. Position 
alternatives to allow smaller vehicles to commute between 
transit stations. Biking an walking can be increased 
through education. We need more education for everyone 
on how to use our streets safely. We should add safety 
questions to drivers tests. Believes that an increase in 
alternative mobility options will increase health. States that 
pedestrian signals have backfired. It should be made clear 
that pedestrians have the ROW .

Stephen Resnick WHA/WCC/WWN
C

Opposes bike lane on Westwood Blvd. States that entire 
community is opposed to the plan. Losing parking spaces 
will hurt businesses in the local community. It will back up 
intersections. Doesn’t believe that removal of turn lane is 
appropriate.

Margaret Healy Westwood South of 
Santa Monica 
(HOA)

thehealyfamily@verizon.net 2370 Midvale Ave, 
LA, CA 90064

Believes that the bike plan for Westwood is a bad idea. 
Bike counts showed low volume, while car traffic is still 
high. Businesses need on street parking. Do not increase 
density along Pico Blvd, the infrastructure can't handle it. 
The local schools are already overcrowded, where will the 
new students go? Believes that 5 story buildings next to 
SFDs are a bad idea. The current zoning around Expo is 
sufficient, don't need more density. 

Steve Sann Westwood 
Community
Council

stevesann201@yahoo.com 10940 Wilshire Nlvd, 
Suite 1400, LA, CA 
90024

The Westwood business community is opposed to the bike 
lane on Westwood Blvd. It would negatively impact 
businesses, residents, and public safety. If you look at bus 
traffic, there are 14 lines to UCLA. Bike lanes would be 
cut off by the bus stops. The removal of a right turn lane 
on Wilshire will cause huge impacts. He served on the 
station advisory board for purple line extension. Believes 
that when the subway opens massive pedestrian activity 
will only worse safety problems with bike lanes. We need 
to study reasonable alternatives on other streets near 
Westwood.

Jerry Brown Westwood NC Would like to reiterate opposition to Westwood Blvd. bike 
lane. He is very concerned about safety and loss of right 
turn lane. Disturbed that we did not seek the neighborhood 
council for more input. Proposed bike lanes appear to be 
far along in the process. 

Wolfgang Veith North Westwood 
Village Residential 
Association

wolfgangveith@hotmail.com 476 Landfair Ave, LA, 
90024

States that new development has gone on without respect 
for the community plan. Says that proposed bike lane on 
Westwood Blvd. is insane, the previously proposed 
veloway was a much better idea. Bus density on 
Westwood is very high. We should connect to existing 
bikeways on Veteran Ave. and other side streets. He was a 
bike rider and prefers neighborhood streets. He is 
concerned about safety since he has been hit twice by open 
car doors while biking.

Steve Fox Temple Isaiah 
Green Team

minusksf@aol.com 3262 Gran View Blvd, 
LA, CA 90066

We cant keep adding more people without being 
concerned about the traffic. We need alternatives before 
we start adding more people. He does not support toll 
lanes on freeways, as it will hurt those of lesser means. 

Mobility Plan 2035 - West Public Hearing Comments on 4/2/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comments
Meg Foss Homeowner/Bike 

Rider
fossmeg@yahoo.com 5455 Sylmar Ave #803, need bikeways b/t Sepulveda and 405; handle 

presence of homeless on bike path; need security 
on bike path

Quirino de la Cuesta Van Nuys 
Neighborhood

quanticdesign@yahoo.com 6911 Matilija Ave, 
91405

More bike corrals; better street lighting for darke 
areas; dangerous to bike at night 

Dianne Arleta Neighborhood 
Watch, C-PAB, 
LAFD Stn 7 Liason 

n/a 9233 Dorrington R, 
91331

Terra Bella is a busy thoroughfare b/t Woodman 
to the 5 fwy; bike path that's going in will create 
monumental traffic; people use this street for 
freeway access

Michelle Klein-Hass Panorama City NC msgeek703@gmail.com 8820 Van Nuys Blvd #2, 
91402

Have a lot of transit/bike-dependent constituents; 
Van Nuys Blvd needs a separated bike lane 
because traffic is hazardous, discourages 
bicyclists; there are no amenities for bike 
parking/racks; need separated bike lanes other 
than plastic bollards; need k-rail separation

Ron Ziff Sherman Oaks NC rzbiz@pacbell.net 14939 Sutton St, 91403 Sepulveda Blvd listed at 331,000 daily trips in 
the Plan is more than 5 years old; the figure it too 
low, Metro's recent stats say 498,000 trips w/ 
another 100,000 trips occuring through the 
canyon; need bus service from Valley to West 
LA, and have it connect to Expo, will remove 
33,000 cars off the road, affects 1 in 7 city 
residents; have a chapter in the plan devoted to 
transit b/t the Valley and West Side;

Lisa Sarkin Studio City NC lsarkin@studiocitync.org 4024 Radford st, 91604 Each neighborhood has special circumstances; 
Ventura Blvd has the most traffic on their stretch 
(Studio City) next to the 101; no sidewalks in 
palces even though there's $; removing parking 
hampers movement, bicycle use won't grow 
dramatically

Gregory Wright Wright Thinking; 
Sherman Oaks NC; 
Green Community 
Council; LA Worlds 
Fair, TradeTech 
Architecture Dept

greg@newciv.org 14161 Riverside Dr, 
91423

Vehicle idling causes air and co2 emissions, anti-
idling signage is needed; headlight glare is 
dangerous; vehicle noise pollution impacts peds, 
residents of arterials, transit users; exhaust 
modifications and after-market devices need to 
be outlawed and removed via biannual smog 
inspection; hybrid people street parklet that 
double as metro bus stops; effective shade 
structures on bus stops with public art; improve 
wayfinding; DASH connectors need to be much 
better promoted (e.g. put at retail stores); 
Static/dynamic signs that inform drivers of 
arterial traffic signal progression speed; mobile 
app to warn drivers of approaching intersections 
with high collision frequency; more toilet and 
sink facilities at stations; lenticular panels as art 
on kiosks

Esther Ahn USC estherahn@gmail.com 11411 Ohio Ave #114, 
90025

Supports the plan; fear of cars when bicycling; 
fear of bicyclists when driving; 

Mobility Plan 2035 - South Valley Public Hearing Comments on 4/5/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Dean Cohen Sylmar Civic Association deancohen@dslextreme.co

m
15233 Ryan St, 91542 Concern about equestrians ridership 4 and 5 abreast at night and not leaving any room for 

cars to get by. If you honk then you can startle the horse; they should be restricted to 2
abreast to improve safety

Mark Lopez Arleta NC malopez818@aol.com 14131 Gruen St, 91331 Maps should emphasize North Valley Area; Please describe what TEN is

Tony Wilkinson Panorama City NC; North 
Hills East NC

lawilkinson@acm.org 8133 Hazeltine Ave, 91402 Chase St bt Woodman and Van Nuys is proposed for a lane reduction to enable a bicycle 
enhanced network. The Panorama City NC has already opposed a lane reduction between 
Wakefield or Tyrone and Van Nuys. 
The Van Nuys Blvd and Roscoe Blvd is the highest traffic intersection in the valley during 
peak hours. And the peak hours are increasing in duration. Chase St is increasingly being 
used as an alternative East-West corridor. Removing a lane now because current traffic 
density permits, it may well cause significant disruption as this bypass traffic increases. 
Suggest Parthenia from Woodman to Van Nuys; and Rayen from Van Nuys to Sepulveda as 
a shared lane East West solution.
Van Nuys Blvd has the highest traffic density in the San Fernando Valley (City? US?). It has 
high adjacent population density. This make it an ideal corridor for federal funds for mass 
transit.
Van Nuys Blvd is the ideal site for the East San Fernando Valley Transit Corridor, based on 
federal transportation guidelines. (The consideration of sepulveda Blvd is influenced 
strongly by some political opposition to transit on Van Nuys)
If the East San Fernando Valley Transit Corridor is placed on Van Nuys blvd, it will take 33 
feet out of the middle of the street. This makes it unsuitable for a bicycle enhanced network. 
A Transit Enhanced Network is the best use.
Woodman Ave is the better alternative for a BEN--a wide, long street with lower traffic 
volumes.
Van Nuys Blvd and Roscoe Blvd is not only the highest traffic density intersection in the 
valley, it also has the highest accident rate. LAPD Valley Traffic Division studied the 
accidents with an eye to making, remediation recommendations or specific enforcement 
actions.
They were frustrated because of the wide disparity of the accident types and the lack of 
correlation with one cause.
Van Nuys and Roscoe is a classic example of a "pink" intersection (old mobility plan maps) 
where a bicycle solution had yet to be identified. I believe the best solution to these 
intersections is to find a safer path around them when laying out the grid.

The hard and vocal element of the cycling lobby will say "we're there now -- make it safer." 
the plan serves all cyclists, including non-active dad and kids. The city has an obligation to 
consider all cyclists in its safety plan for BENs.
The population density maps presented with the bicycle, vehicle, and transit enhanced 
networks appear to differ on the same streets -- example NS Van Nuys and Roscoe area.
Some factor other than population density must have been involved. I suspect that too much 
information has been removed from the display maps. The single-scale presented for all 3 
maps is not enough to explain whyy the scale color differ in the same area.

Mobility Plan 2035 -  North Valley Public Hearing Comments on 3/15/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Kenny Easwaran easwaran@usc.edu 4117 Cumberland Ave, LA, 

CA 90027
Wants to see designated bus lanes, and they should be on particular routes. Only one version of TEN 
plan involves comprehensive enhancements. Believes people should always have option for rapid transit

Berta Avila Multicultural Communities 
for Mobility

betty@multicultimobility.o
rg

2663 Thorpe Ave, 90065 How does MP2035 connect/overlaps with LA Bike Plan, particularly in terms of prioritization in low 
income communities of color? Would like to see more outreach about this plan in these communities. 
Are efforts being made to connect w/ non profit orgs that can act as connectors/gateways. It's so 

RJ Strotz Windsor Village rjstrotz@yahoo.com 816 S. Windsor Bl, 90705 Ineffective outreach - many residents have no computer access. Why didn't you use newspapers, local tv 
stations, psa announcements on local radio. Your outreach is the most ineffective for our citizenry

Skylar Boorman n/a skylar.boorman@gmail.co
m

2616 Adelbert Ave, 90039 Avid cyclist here, interested in my own safety and the health of my community. Glad to hear bike lanes 
(My Fig) are in the works, and I strongly believe that change in this direction can't happen quickly 

Dennis Hindman n/a dennis.hindman@att.net 4406 cahuenga blvd, 91602 Remove on-street parking on arterial streets. That space could be used to move people in buses and on 
bicycles. Parking is storage, not movement of people. 

People who drive should not have veto power over whether there is safety improvements on a street for 
bicycling. auto makers are required to install seatbelts, safety glass, crush zones, air bags, and abs brakes
in cars. pedestrians and bicyclists do not have extoskeletons to protect them, they deserve continuous 
safety improvements like occupants of motor vehicles.

bicycling is denied bicycle lanes on arterials due to low modal share. what is the modal share for park 
motor vehicles on arterial streets and why do they get preferential treatment?

Allocate lanes on major streets according to modal share. Bicycling has a 1% commuting modal share 
according to the Census ACS avg over the last 5 years. Bicycling should get 1% of the lanes on arterial 
streets, which would include parking lanes.

Marc Caswell Climate Resolve mcaswell@climateresolve.
org

2974 Bellevue Ave, 90026 Cycle track network should connect always. One gap would make the rider a cycle track is designed for 
have to become an "experienced cyclist instantly". N/S needs to at least connect to E/W to create a fully 
integrated grid. The gap in central LA on proposed BEN needs cycletracks to connect rest of network.

mandatory parkining minimums must be eliminated. These policies create undue burden on small 
businesses and create traffic by inducing driving in communities. LA should end traffic by inducing 
driving in communities. LA should end all mandatory parking minimums and instead consider parking 
maximums, such as parts of SF and Portland. LA can't handle more cars -- and there are 5 parking spots 
for every car. Also, the updated code should prohibit "bundling" parking spots with residential units, 
allowing property owners to recoup costs associated with consturction and allow residents to choose if 
they want to pay for parking.

Mobility Plan 2035 -  North Valley Public Hearing Comments on 3/15/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Michael Macdonald Resident Michael.s.macdonald@gma

il.com
2290 W 24th St, 
90018

I support and applaud the mobility elemement 2035 and its focus 
on safety and health first. It is an important step for our city to 
recognize that our public streets belong to all of us, and should 
be focused on servicing our safety and quality of life, before 
convenience offered to those that choose to commute in single-
occupancy vehicles.

I would like to see the plan go further to outline a "vision zero" 
plan with a goal of eliminating deaths on our roadways. It 
appears to me that elements of the VEN are in direct conflict 
with the plan's goals to this effect. Setting aside corridors at 
street level that maximize vehicle lanes to maximize vehicle 
speeds does not benefit stakeholders along those corridors, and 
allows safety and health to run secondarily to the desires of those
who choose to commute by car.

fF this city is to truly become a multimodal city, it needs to 
provide benefits in terms of convenience, safety, and comfort for 
those that choose transit, walking, and bicycling for their 
commuting mode. 

Jessica Medina resident su.messy@gmail.com 1347 30th St, Los 
Angeles, CA

More focus/clear and strong language on pedestrian and cyclist 
safety at the level/geography of the of/off ramp. How can we 
make sure these streets are also safe and usable by the 
community members who live there? Question: what kinds of 
plans for collaboratin exist in places where LA city boundaries 
interact with county or other cities' boundaries? (jurisdictional 
conflict/collaboration)

Mobility Plan 2035 - South Public Hearing Comments on 3/22/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Lisa Duardo Friends of Highland 

Park
liska-fish@yahoo.com 5556 Echo St, 90042 Integrate all LA City depts toward the same goals - 

reducing co2 and climate change - integrate plan and 
dollars

As the city is looking into sidewalk and street repairs - 
look into more permeable repairs and tree retention < 
mature trees are worth keeping and saving over planing 
new small trees

Be careful bike lanes don’t create more CO2 by increasing 
auto idling in traffic.

Look into allowing dogs on public transportation wearing 
soft dog muzzles (see catalina express)

Use shared right lanes instead of eliminating a lane
Michelle Rivera n/a rivera.michelle71@yahoo.com 3731 Middle Rd, 

90063
I think we need a lot more trees along our sidewalks as 
well as some improvement on thebike lanes we currently 
have. For example the current bike lanes we have in 
downtown la are very unsafe considering the bad traffic 
within the city. Cars don't respect the lanes and don't even 
see them.

Mobility Plan 2035 - East Public Hearing Comments on 3/29/2014
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comment
Margaret Healy Westwood South of Santa 

Monica Blvd HOA
thehealyfamily1@verizon.net 2370 Midvale Ave, 90064 Specifically, the bike plan for Westwood Blvd. This is a bad idea because 

Westwood Blvd is a very congested street, an artery that carries cars, 
service vehicles, buses, ambulances, fire trucks, etc. toward UCLA and 
back. I have personally helped with a bike count on Westwood and 
counted only a chandful of bikes but observed a constant stream of the 
vehicles listed above. The plan calls for the removal of parking on the 
west side of Westwood where most of the small businesses that serve 
families (tutoring centers, day care, hair cutting salons, restaurants, are 
located. These serve the neighborhood and would deprive the community 
of these amenities).
ECTNP: Please do not overload one small strip of Pico (between 
Westwood and Sepulveda) with a density burden that the infrastructure 
cannot support. Specifically, 
1.) parking-we already accomodate the parking needs of the small 
businesses on Pico. There simply will not be sufficient space on our 
streets for 5 stories of shoppers and renters.
2.) Schools - our local school is overcrowded. Where will the children go 
who would move into the buildings? People in our community have 
bought homes so that they could send their childre3n to our local school. 
An alternative school, which was once suggested in our community, is not 
a good school.
3.) Traffic: our narrow streets cannot take the extra traffic that would be 
circulating on our streets.
4.) Proximity to R1: the idea of place 5 stories adjacent to one/two story 
homes will result in an outrageous imblanace of building size - creating 
shadows on nearby properties and destroying the single-family character 
of our community.
If you allow this plan to go forward, you will be creating a magnet for 
developers to zero in on our few blocks and unfairly ask us to bear the 
buden of development for Expo.

The current zoning will bring about sufficient development spread out 
along the whole area - also very near train stations. 
I have taken the Expo from Culver City to downtown and have observed 
mile after mile of areas where there is no development and which would 
welcome housing and the jobs that development would create. Please 
incentivize development there.
We have worked hard and been good stewards of our properties. Please do 
not punish us by throwing all the development on our area. Please 
maintain the balance in planning we now have. I assure you there will be 
plenty of development under the current zoning codes. Remember, too, 
that there is already more than enough ridership for Expo. Thank you.

Jean-Marie Winikates n/a jwinikates@ie.edu 10511 Ilona Ave, 90064 I am super concerned about the impacts of a new planning constitution. 
What are the effects of these changes related to education and 
neighborhood density? We don't need more traffic or few car driving lanes 
for bikes when we cannot accommodate the density that already exists in 
the area. We need less population, greater organization and more 
prosperity far-ranging. WE don't need more high rises of houses and 
overimpacted schools. We need fewer houses and more people graduating 
from schools that can create better social welfare in other areas.

Charles Healy homeowner/emeritus UCLA 
professor

realy@gseis.ucla.edu 2370 Midvale Ave, 90064 RAZ4 ------ of Pico Blvd from Westwood to Sepulveda Blvd:
This proposal seriously compromises the functioning of an established 
neighborhood - directly contradicting one of the alleged intentions of the 
plan. Creating residences without sufficient parking requirements will 
overwhelm our already difficult parking problem in the area. The rentals 
of the 4 and 5 story buildings will be more costly than renters will be able 
to afford or lack amenities wanted by higher income renters. LA City 
demographic trends predict more lower income, younger residents with 
children. Westwood Charter is already oversubscribed and will be hard 
pressed to accept even the small numbers of children whose parents will 
be able to afford their rents. There is continuing traffic congestion on 
Pico, even with elimination of parking during peak hours. It is fantasy to 
believe new renters will use public transportation for work, leisure, and 
shoppong. Why exasperate current traffic problems? As a resident for 40+ 
years, I have helped create a desirable community and resent a Texas form 
dictatory changes to undo a healthy, diverse community.

Mobility Plan 2035 - Westside Public Hearing Comments on 4/22/2014
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Dylan Smith UCLA dylansmith@ucla.edu 10844 Rose Ave Apt 6, 
90034

I want to express my support for improving bike infrastructure along the 
Westwood Blvd corridor for too much public space is currently allcoated 
for street parking at the expense of the safety of the hundres of bicyclists 
who already use this local connector (Palms to UCLA). If the plan for a 
cycletrack from the Expo/Westwood light rail station is implemented, the 
public benefits of decreased traffic and cleaner air and water will greatly 
exceed the costs in losses of parking. As an "interested but concerned" 
urban cyclist, I support the installation of cycle tracks throughout the 
Westside, especially Westwood

Ann Sewill Resident asewill@calfund.org 2311 Glendon Ave, 90064 Plan for a healthy LA and Mobility Plan should reference importance of 
lower income residents being included in new developments near transit as 
a GHG reduction strategy

On Expo Neighborhood Transit Plan, and in general, we want to 
encourage more density where appropriate to get the most use of our new 
transit opportunities. BUT ONLY IF at least 25% of the new homes are 
affordable to lower income residents who will take transit more than 
higher income residents with more cars. Projects must earn higher density 
and parking reductions by providing affordable units. Especially in the 
RA4 zone on Pico

n/a n/a flo.nakano@gmail.com n.a You fail to take into consideration the character of the communities. You 
bomard your ideas/plans on. You think the grass is greener on the other 
side and fail to see we love our current lifestyle

Roxane Stern n/a roxane.stern@gmail.com Strathmore Dr, 90024 Remove preferential parking districts. They favor high income 
neighborhoods and they 'own' the street. Very undemocratic

Judith Pacht S.B.H.A n/a 910 Gretna Green, 90049 Yes: more public transit
Yes: enhanced bike paths
Limit auto traffic as much as possible

Scott Sing Santa Monica Spoke/LACBC ss@249wiresic.com 621 Woodlawn Ave, 90291 Love all the cycletracks! A cycletrack or in the very least, a bike lane is 
essential on Westwood Blvd. for the health and safety of all residents. I 
support all the bicycle, public transportation network enhancements. All 
rail lines should intersect Union Station! Pedestrian activated crossing 
signals should blink RED not yellow.

Reilly Myers Westwood Homeowners n/a 10727 Ashton Ave, 90024 Bike lane on Ohio. This 1.2 treacherous road for both cars and bicycles -- 
too narrow a street. To avoid the bikes, you have to drive over the stripe 
lane of the opposite sides become a problem. Nobody wins. What is the 
alternative

Marilyn Tusher Westwood Gardens Civic 
Assocation

mltusher@att.net ; 
westwoodgardens@gmail.com

PO Box 642001, 90064 We, Westwood Gardens - single family homes are totally against any 
rezoning or upzoning of our neighborhood - especially along Westwood 
Blvd from Pico to National and Exposition Blvd from Sepulveda to 
Westwood.

Help maintain our community as it is -- we represent over 600 single 
family homes and have been since 1948. 

Do not bring in ore development especially Transit Oriented - our 
community is saturated and cannot accomodate any more.

Fix our streets and sidewalks. no more development or traffic or cars

Andy Ikeda n/a andymikeda@yahoo.com 11512 Mississippi Ave, 
90025

We want sustainable, creative, innovative and sensible development. For 
example: large developments on Sawtelle bt Santa Monica and Olympic 
makes sense on a two lane street? Maintain community character.
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Name Affiliation Contact Information Address Comments

Gregory Wright Wright Thinking; Sherman 
Oaks NC; Green & 
Beautification Committee 
Los Angeles World's Fair 
2020-2022

greg@newciv.org 14161 Riverside DR, #3, 
91423

Vehicle Idling causes unnecessary air and CO2 emissions, and 
healight glare along sidewalks and in parking lots: anti-idling 
signage is needed.

Vehicle noise pollution-recreational exhaust modifications and 
after-market devices need to be outlawed and removed via 
biannual smog inspection prgoram; residents of arterials, 
pedestrians, transit user all impacted.

Hybrid people st parklets and metro bus stops
effective shade structures on bus stops; create priority list of 
hottest
Bus stops made more visually prominent with dramatic and 
beautiful public art - e.g. double-image lenticular back panels, on 
kiosks

much-improved wayfinding signage at all transit nodes to LA 
venues, services, etc.

More toilet and sink facilities at more transit nodes
DASH Connectors need to be much better promoted! - for 
example, large route-map posters or murals at retail stores on 
DASH routes

Signs (dynamic or static) informing drivers of (set or current) 
arterial traffic signal progression speed.
GPS-enabled mobile app for cars warning drivers of approaching 
intersections and sites of high collision frequency.

LADOT/LA2B and Plan for A Healthy Los Angeles should work 
with Metro and other agencies to devise, create, and promote
Veterinary Dessert MTA bus and LADOT dash routes to enable 
car-less "veterinary desert" residents to bring their pets to and from 
veterinaries; HSUS projec this in Boyle Heights

Margaret Shoemaker Arleta Neighborhood 
Watch, CPAB

mshoemarker4@veriz
on.net

13544 Bracken St, 91331 My concern is with the possible plan to reduce the car lanes for a 
bike lane on Terra Bella between Woodman Ave and the I5 
freeway. This is a busy thoroughfare to the freeway. To reduce the 
car lanes on Terra Bella will cause traffic congestion on this 
already busy thorough fare.

Jim Houman n/a jim@westside-
stone.com

2130 Cotmer Ave, 90025 If these plans take place, LA will be a better place to live in. I 
wanna encourage you to pursue the design for VEN, where lanes 
can change directions during traffic hours. I lived in a city that 
they implemented this idea and have confidence it works and 
improved traffic in LA.

I also am not in favor of buying and selling density shares in high 
density area. It creates a chopped up physical shape in the city as 
well as creating a new line of brokers to push for buying the 
density rights of some properties and devalue them for a long 
period of time, until a new Density plan comes in place and 
reevaluates the density differences.However,I think it is not a bad 
idea to sell the density of public properties in high density zones

Sarah Ramsawach North Hollywood 
Northeast NC

sramsawack@mac.co
m

91605 Mobility Element is a plan to manage population explosion and to 
encourage the continued increase in people.

Mobililty Element is trying to manage the chaos of our 
undisciplined right to reproduce. We need to look to the end of 
2035 and work backwards to today's level of the consequences of 
overpopulation. This plan expands today's problems, rather than 
relieving the stresses. This plan promotes increased congestion, 
accidents and the chaos of confusion.

Penny Meyer Van Nuys NC penelopemeyer@sbcg
lobal.net

6753 Katherine Ave, 91405 I want to encourage bike and walk friendly Van Nuys Blvd. 
Business district needs to be beautiful, clean, safe and well 
planned. Parking needs mitigating.

Mobility Plan 2035 - South Valley Public Hearing Comments on 4/5/2014
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Daniel Rodman UCLA Bike Coalition daniel.rodman@gmail.com 3456 Vinton Ave, 90034 This plan is great. Please put a cycletrack on 

Westwood Blvd. This would be a positive 
traffic mitigation to the West side traffic 
situation

Mobility Plan 2035 -  Harbor Public Hearing Comments on 4/12/2014
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Comment 
Type Date Name Comment

Mind Mixer / 
Online Forum

Apr 23, 2014 
at 11:04 PM  

Joseph S.

I believe that the Mobility Plan represents strong positive steps. I would urge the City to 
adopt a "Vision Zero" approach to traffic safety. I also have these comments on the TEN:

- The Mobility Plan represents an opportunity for the City to lay out its ideal scenario for 
future transit, as well as to reflect resource-constrained reality. This should be the City's 
pitch for the next Metro LRTP and a possible Measure R2.
- To that end, the City should lay out its proposed visions: a Northern extension of the 
Crenshaw line to Pico/Rimpau, Wilshire, and perhaps through WeHo to Hollywood; a Valley-
to-LAX extension of the Sepulveda Pass Project; a Purple line extension to Santa Monica; 
more frequent Metrolink in the North SFV; and perhaps more connections between 
disadvantaged areas like South LA and employment centers like DTLA and the Westside - a 
Vermont line from Wilshire south and a Crenshaw-Blue connection along Slauson or 
Florence.
- Light Rail signal priority is long overdue 

Mind Mixer / 
Online Forum

Apr 23, 2014 
at 11:24 PM  

Joseph S.

Regarding the VEN and Freeways:
- For better or for worse, cars are and will remain central to LA mobility. The Mobility 
Element should, however, emphasize the importance of reducing the negative side-effects - 
pollution and risk of collisions.
- Again, Vision Zero is an aspirational goal that the City should adopt
- The Mobility Element should set forth a vision for freeway mitigation - aspirational rather 
than a firm commitment - including cap parks and possible particulate matter mitigation 
measures.
- Electric Vehicle/Plug In Hybrid Infrastructure will be increasingly important moving 
forward
- The State recently released a map of pollution impacts weighted by population factors 
such as poverty. The City should use both the population-factor-weighted and pollution-
impact-only versions of the map to target vehicle pollution mitigation measures toward the 
neighborhoods that need it most. 

Mind Mixer / 
Online Forum

Apr 23, 2014 
at 11:14 PM  

Joseph S.

Regarding PEDs:
- More is needed. The entirety of the TEN should be assigned PED (or transition-to-PED) 
status. Too much of the length of major rail or Rapid Bus (Metro or other providers e.g., 
BBB on Pico) corridors is non-PED.

Other proposals:
- I would suggest the creation of Transportation Environmental Mitigation Districts for 
districts particularly impacted by the negative externalities of transportation, particularly 
pollution. These would provide priority areas for targeting any available mitigation funding.

Mind Mixer / 
Online Forum

Mar 25, 2014 
at 11:47 AM  

Kenny E

Scenario 2 of the Transit Enhanced Network provides an adequate number of permanent, 
dedicated transit facilities to ensure rapid travel at any hour on Santa Monica, 
Wilshire/7th/Whittier, Venice, Highland, Vermont, and Broadway. Someone in the LA basin 
who needs to cross town will always be within a mile of a means of rapid transit, no matter 
how congested car traffic has become, especially with the proposed buildout of the rail 
lines on the west side.

The San Fernando Valley will eventually need some more improvement in its transit 
options than is provided here - we can't leave an entire section of the city dependent on 
the whims of traffic congestion for their travel needs.

Scenario 1 is unacceptable. Peak-hour-only transit lanes will be much harder to enforce 
than dedicated ones, and will result in major slowdowns for transit riders with only tiny 
gains for those in cars. Cars cannot continue to provide rapid movement across a 
polycentric city like Los Angeles. Transit can.
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