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Letter A 
Fix the City 
Laura Lake 
Comment Letter Re: Mobility Plan 2035 FEIR Public Hearing 
May 28, 2015  
 
A1.  Incorporation by reference of previous comments and evidence submitted for “this 
project and the EIR.” 
 
The commenter is incorporating comments that are part of the administrative record and that have 
been addressed in accordance with CEQA as appropriate in the CEQA document including 
revisions to the EIR included in the RDEIR and responses to comments presented in the Final 
EIR. 
 
A2.  Adverse impacts to traffic (Tables 4.1-19 and 4.1-20). 
 
The commenter summarizes the FEIR accurately.  The FEIR identifies significant adverse 
impacts to traffic, as traffic impacts are currently measured.   However, it should be noted, as 
discussed in the FEIR (see page 4.1-2 to 4.1-3 of the RDEIR and pages 1-3, 2-10 and 2-31 ro 2-
33 of the FEIR, in accordance with SB 743, the State of California and City of Los Angeles will 
be moving to a methodology focused more on VMT and not on delay). 
 
A3.  Councilmember Koretz requested removal of Westwood Boulevard from the Bike 
Route. 
 
See Master Response 10.  Westwood Boulevard is a primary access to UCLA and solving safe 
bicycle access to UCLA remains a priority for the Department.  As noted throughout the Final 
EIR (see specifically the discussion of Plan Implementation in Section 3.5 of the Project 
Description), the ultimate route for access along a particular corridor may not ultimately use the 
specific streets currently identified in the MP 2035 and EIR. 
 
The comment indicates that no maps are provided; Figures 3-1 through 3-6 (as amended in the 
Final EIR Corrections and Additions) provide detailed maps of the proposed enhanced networks.  
 
Master Response 10 summarizes the enhanced network treatments on Westwood Boulevard.  In 
consideration of the multiple transportation demands on Westwood Boulevard, now and in the 
future with the opening of Exposition Light Rail Phase II, the MP 2035 proposes to include 
Westwood Boulevard on the TEN while retaining existing short portions on the BEN (Wellworth 
Avenue to Le Conte Avenue).  The comment is correct that the BEN does not connect to the 
Expo Phase II station on Westwood Boulevard.   This portion of the BEN was removed from the 
MP 2035 based on comments received on the DEIR, and alternative streets were selected along 
the Neighborhood Enhanced Network to satisfy this network connection for bicycle travel.  The 
remaining portion of the BEN provides bicycle access along the northern portion of Westwood 
Boulevard through Westwood Village and to the southern border of the UCLA campus.  Staff 
determined this portion of the BEN serves independent utility in order to support safety and 
accessibility goals for vulnerable road users traveling from UCLA campus into the Westwood 
Village, and provide connection to transit along Wilshire Blvd. The BEN would also connect to 
the existing bicycle lanes south of Wellworth Ave. and to bicycle lanes along Santa Monica Blvd.   
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The Complete Streets Design Guide provides treatments that can be applied to satisfy safe bicycle 
and bus integration. For example, potential bus and bicycle conflicts are reduced in a protected 
bicycle lane through placement of bus stops in islands that provides physical separation between 
the bus and the bicycle lane. While specific design treatments have not been identified, the 
Mobility Plan 2035 supports safe integration of bicycle and bus services.  
 
A4.  Immobility Plan 
 
The Final EIR identifies a number of significant adverse impacts including to traffic and 
potentially to emergency access. 
 
A5.  Fatal Flaw in Transportation Model. 
 
While the Wilshire Subway to the VA campus is not yet fully funded, such funding is imminent 
and reasonably foreseeable under CEQA (the RTP1 includes a subway to the VA in it’s 
financially constrained modeling).  In Appendix C2, the first sentence at the top of page 3 is 
further revised (in bold) as follows: 
 

The transportation projects improvements included in the model are documented in the 
attached table. include all transportation improvements that are fully funded, and/or 
otherwise reasonably foreseeable, as identified in the sources listed above, specifically the 
following notable improvements are included in the model: 
 

A6.  FEIR Reference to Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 
The third sentence of the second paragraph of Response 200-5 is clarified as follows: 

 
The City Council will need to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve the 
MP 2035.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations is required to explain why a project is 
being approved in spite of its significant unavoidable impacts, in this case to traffic in West 
Los Angeles and other areas of the City. 
 

A7.  Response 200-6 and Travel Pattern Behavior in Response to Loss of Parking 
 
Substantial removal of on-street parking is not anticipated for Westwood Blvd. as part of the BEN 
network. There is potential for limited parking removal if Westwood Blvd. were to include 
protected bicycle lanes, though such changes would not hinder access to local businesses. 
Protected bicycle lanes would promote local access by offering a more conformable connection to 
Westwood Village from the UCLA campus. Such changes, in coordination with improved 
parking management, would ensure continued parking availability upon demand. Several studies 
in other cities demonstrate robust performance in local sales revenue where protected bicycle 
lanes are installed along retail corridors. Local retails sales tax saw a 49 percent increase along 9th 
Avenue in New York City after a protected bicycle lane was installed compared to 3 percent 

1 The 2012 RTP explains financially constrained plan as follows: 
The 2012 RTP financial plan identifies a number of reasonably available revenue sources to provide additional funding 
to supplement existing transportation dollars. The SCAG region’s financially constrained plan includes a core revenue 
forecast of existing local, state, and federal sources along with funding sources that are reasonably available over the 
time horizon of the RTP. The plan also includes action steps to obtain the revenues necessary for implementing the 
region’s transportation vision. [See page 85, found at:  
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft/2012dRTP_03_Financial.pdf] 
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increase borough-wide.2 While New York City fosters high levels of pedestrian and transit 
activity, Westwood Village has similar potential of recruiting non-auto trips to local businesses. 
According to the 2013 data, 62 percent of all commuters travel to UCLA by some form of 
alternative transportation.3 33 percent of students living off campus walk or bike, 32 percent take 
public transit while only around 31 percent drive (including participation in carpool and van 
pools).4 In light of the evidence, minor modifications in street parking as may apply to Westwood 
Blvd. designation as part of the BEN would not result in adverse impacts to local businesses, and 
an urban decay study is not necessary. 
 
The research around the effects of on-street parking supply changes are heavily dependent on 
both the driver characteristics, the specific land use context, and the amount of information (e.g. 
parking Intelligent Transportation Systems -- ITS) that is available to people seeking an on-street 
parking space.5,6,7  There is no consensus in the literature about whether or not changes to on-
street supply can be generally associated with an increase or decrease VMT or “cruising” for 
parking. Specific analysis of the local context and driving population would be needed to draw 
more specific conclusions.  The EIR evaluates impacts at a programmatic level. Project-level 
details are unknown at this time and therefore a project level of analysis for parking impacts 
along specific corridors is not feasible and impacts at the parcel/street level would be speculative. 
See also Master Response 3 for further discussion of parking losses in the FEIR. 
 
A8. Response 200-6 and Loss of parking Impact on Land Use. 
 
See Master Response 3 pages 2-11 to 2-13 of the FEIR for further discussion regarding the loss of 
parking and potential impact on local business.   
 
A9.  Impact on First Responders/Emergency Access 
 
The commenter’s statements and/or arguments are misplaced for purposes of CEQA analysis for 
the following reasons:  (1) the “City standard” they reference of under 5 minutes 90% of the time, 
is not an adopted City threshold in the LA CEQA Threshold Guide for significant impacts;8 (2) 
the City conducted the level of analysis that was reasonably available at this time based on the 
proposed project (See Master Response 14 and 22); (3) based on the level of analysis available at 
this time, and to provide a conservative approach to potential impacts, the FEIR identifies a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact after all feasible mitigation measures are imposed 
(see Impact 4.5-1 page 4.1-44 of the RDEIR and Master Response 14 page 2-31 of the FEIR). A 
statement of overriding consideration will be required based on this impact. 
 

2 NYC DOT, 2012 - Measuring the Street. http://www.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/2012-10-measuring-the-
street.pdf 
3 2013 UCLA State of the Commute Report.  
4 2013 UCLA State of the Commute Report.  
5 July 2004, Applying Integrated ITS Technologies to Parking Management Systems: A Transit-Based Case Study in 
the San Francisco Bay Area, Susan A. Shaheen, Ph.D., Institute of Transportation Studies at UC Davis. 
6 2009, The Dilemma of On-Street Parking Policy: Exploring Cruising for Parking Using an Agent Based Model; 
Geospatial Analysis and Modelling of Urban Structure and Dynamics, GeoJournal Library 99, Springer Science 
Business Media B.V., pp. 121-138. 
7 2011, Right Size Parking Project King County Metro Transit; Center for Neighborhood Technology.  
8 http://www.environmentla.org/programs/Thresholds/3-Introduction.pdf 
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The CEQA threshold for significance for traffic impacts related to emergency response is:   
 

Result in inadequate emergency access? 9 
 

The LA CEQA Threshold Guide provides that the analysis and City adopted significance 
threshold for impacts related to emergency vehicles is found in K.2 FIRE AND EMERGENCY 
MEDICAL SERVICES. 
 
Section K.2 of the LA CEQA Threshold Guidelines, identifies the relevant CEQA Appendix G 
threshold for significance for public services related to fire and police as follows: 
 

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the above public services:  
i) Fire protection? 
ii) Police protection?10 

In the City’s Threshold Guidelines, the screening criteria for whether fire service impacts need to 
be studied more, include whether there will be increase number of intersections with LOS E or F 
(among other non relevant thresholds, such as, project distance to fire station, brush fire hazards, 
fire hydrant services, storage of combustible materials).11 But this is not the threshold of 
significance. This criteria just informs whether further study is required, including possibly an 
EIR,. The adopted threshold of significance in the City’s threshold guidelines is the following: 

A project would normally have a significant impact on fire protection if it requires the 
addition of a new fire station or the expansion, consolidation or relocation of an existing 
facility to maintain service. 12 

Based on this, the City does not have an adopted threshold of significance if the City does not 
meet a “under 5 minute 90% of the time” response time by fire and emergency standards.  The 
City’s adopted threshold is whether fire stations will foreseeably need to be constructed, 
relocated, or expanded. The FEIR analyzed these impacts at the level available and 
conservatively concluded impacts would be significant based on the identified impacts to LOS 
from the proposed project. 

Notwithstanding the FEIR analysis and conclusions, knowing exactly how fire and emergency 
service response times will be affected calls for a great deal of speculation based on the proposed 
project. The project as described in the FEIR is a “mix of policies and conceptual-level 
improvements to the transportation network.” (FEIR at 2-39.) As the FEIR explains, it is not 
possible to exactly predict the project impacts at the street and intersection level. (See Master 
Response 22 and 23.)  This is one factor as to why it is not possible to forecast response times. 
The other is that, as explained in the FEIR, the interrelationship between emergency access and 
traffic is complex.  The reason that the FEIR identifies the impact to emergency service access as 
potentially significant (which under CEQA is treated as a significant impact) is because the 

9 See LA CEQA Threshold Guide at p. 28. 
10 See  LA CEQA Threshold Guide at 26. 
11 See LA CEQA Threshold Guide at K.2-2. 
12 See LA CEQA Threshold Guide at K.2-3 
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relationship between adequate emergency access and traffic delay is complex and involves factors 
such as the following: 
 

● The proximity of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) (and other) facilities to those 
they serve.  
 

● The opportunity for LAFD and emergency responders to use alternative routes in an area. 
 

● In accordance with the mitigation measure T5 and the City’s practice, LAFD actively 
participates in the design of specific roadway changes in order to ensure adequate 
fire/emergency access is maintained.  LAFD, in reviewing street and right-of-way 
projects, comments on particular street configuration designs, and will raise concerns if 
roadways present particular access challenges, and can recommend no changes be done at 
all or alternative changes be undertaken if fire and emergency access are particularly 
impacted. Moreover, many of the roadway configurations as shown in the Complete 
Streets Design Guide would include continuous center left turn lanes, which facilitate 
emergency access when the thru lanes experience delays. In some instances, a roadway 
reconfiguration could improve emergency access where a continuous center left turn lane 
is introduced where it did not previously exist. Generally, multi-lane roadways allow the 
emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit other traffic to maneuver out of 
the path of the emergency vehicle.  
 

● LAFD is responsible for identifying and implementing capital improvements (such as 
new Fire Stations) as may be needed to respond to anticipated increased demand. LAFD 
does not have a capital improvement plan that identifies construction of new fire stations 
in specific locations and therefore it is not possible to forecast or identify any specific 
impacts associated with any potential new or expanded fire stations. Any impacts from 
building or expanding fire stations and facilities would be speculative at this point in time.  

 
● As identified in the CEQA Threshold Guide, on any given project review, LAFD can 

implement project specific mitigation requirements, such as requiring fire retardant 
landscaping, prohibiting construction in fire hazard areas, requiring design features that 
reduce fire potential and developing emergency response plans. 

 
● The changing demand for service is complex.  For example, with increasing populations 

there may be more density and more construction, though new buildings are constructed 
in accordance with increasingly stringent building and fire codes making them safer and 
more resistant to fires, such as requiring fire sprinklers.  The population is aging which 
may increase demand for service.  But the population may be becoming healthier with 
increased and improved healthcare.  
 

● Future factors that could increase efficiencies in response, including improvements in 
technology and management, such as changes in deployment of equipment and staff and 
mutual aid agreements. 
 

Finally, LAFD is responsible for maintaining adequate response times.  They were provided a 
copy of the NOP, Draft EIR and RDEIR and did not identify concerns. 
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A10.  Bike Plan EIR 
 
The MP 2035 does not treat the 2010 Bicycle Plan as if it has been fully vetted.  MP 2035 
includes components of the 2010 Bicycle Plan and analyzes them (at a programmatic level) in the 
current EIR, along with the other provisions in the MP 2035.  The 2010 Bicycle Plan was 
evaluated in a Mitigated Negative Declaration; specific projects were then analyzed in traffic and 
safety studies consistent with AB 2245 and in an EIR for the Figueroa Streetscape Project. 
 
A11. Consistency with General Plan Framework and Transportation Element. 
 
See FEIR Master Response 7 (pages 2-20 to 2-21) regarding Consistency with the Framework 
and Master Response 16 (pages 2-33 to 2-34) regarding the Circulation Element and relationship 
to the Transportation Element.  
 
The comment suggests that the project is a de facto land use plan and/or growth-inducing plan 
because it will create “by-right “development. “By-right” development refers to development that 
does not require discretionary review so long as the development complies with existing zoning. 
Development that does not require discretionary actions, but only a ministerial action, is not 
subject to CEQA review.  
 
The MP 2035 does not affect the entitlements required for any project. It makes no changes to the 
zoning ordinance or the right to develop any property with or without discretionary zoning 
entitlements. Based on this, the MP 2035 does not change whether any future development 
project will require CEQA review, including in conjunction with SB 743.  
 
Initially it should be stated that SB 743 does not eliminate CEQA review for any project. It does 
not turn any project into a ministerial project. SB 743 provides for streamlined CEQA review for 
certain projects. Specifically, SB 743, provides streamlined review for projects within one-half 
mile of a major transit stop.13 The 2012-2035 RTP identifies High Quality Transportation Areas 
(HQTAs) in the City of Los Angeles as shown in the figure below.  HQTAs reflect areas with rail 
transit service or bus service where lines have peak headways of less than 15 minutes.  As shown 
in the figure below, most of the urban areas in the SCAG region are already considered HQTAs.  
MP 2035 does not identify major transit stops (bus route schedules are within the jurisdiction of 
transit providers) or high quality transit corridors (which are identified in the RTP) and all 
corridors identified on the TEN provide existing transit service, or transit service that is already 
planned by the transit provider. The programming of Transit Stops, as defined in Section 12.22 
A.25 (b) of the LAMC, or Major Transit Stops, as defined by  Section 21064.3 of the California 
Public Resources Code, a are at the sole discretion of the transit operator, and could proceed 
without the designation along the TEN.  The proposed MP 2035 is a response to existing and 
proposed development patterns including those identified in the 2012-2035 RTP and existing City 
plans.  Therefore, nothing in the MP 2035 under SB 743 results in by-right development. Based 
on this, in addition to the discussion in the Master Responses discussed above, the project is not a 
growth-inducing project. See also Response A21 below. 

13 Major Transit Stop is defined as containing an existing rail station… or the intersection of two or more 
major bus routes with a frequency of service… of 15 minutes or less … during peak commute periods; 
major transit stops also include those identified in the Regional Transportation Plan [RTP]) or high quality 
transit corridor included in a RTP. Even the most streamlined review, a Categorical Exemption for Transit 
Priority Projects (TPP), SB 375 requires that a project meet stringent criteria in order to be eligible for the 
exemption, including being consistent with zoning, eight environmental criteria, seven land use criteria as 
well as additional requirements for affordability or open space. 
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The commenter suggests the EIR is inadequate because it fails to analyze 1999 Transportation 
Element policies. The EIR analyzes the MP 2035, not the 1999 Transportation Element. CEQA 
does not require a lead agency to analyze policies that are not part of the current plan. State 
Planning law does not require an amendment to an element of a general plan to be consistent with 
the element being amended. 
 

 
High Quality Transit Areas in SCAG Region   
Source: http://gisdata.scag.ca.gov/Lists/GIS%20Static%20Maps%20List/DispForm.aspx?ID=15 
 
A12.  Shared Bus-Bike Lane Widths 
 
The comment states that Metro has a design standard for 16.5 minimum bus/bike lane. The City 
recognizes that Metro Service Planning commented in the RDEIR at Letter No. R100, FEIR at 2-
173, the following:  
 

Based on conducted research, an appropriate width for shared bus bicycle lane 
should be at least 16.5 feet. This allows for buses and bicycles to safely pass one 
another without going into mixed flow traffic. Unfortunately, the accompanying 
street design manual calls for narrower widths which may compromise safety. 
Therefore, the City should reconsider the shared lane width standards. 

 
Metro’s comment does not constitute an adopted design standard by Metro or any other agency or 
transportation or transit planning organization. Metro’s letter from April 6th referenced a Bus Bike 
Interface Document, though has not presented this document to staff. Metro is currently 

 8 



undergoing internal review of bus bicycle conflicts to inform best practices.14  Importantly, Metro 
submitted a new letter on June 15, 2015 that stated that they have not formally adopted a 16.5 feet 
standard:  
 

Metro is in the process of developing a guidebook titled Buses and Bicycles: A Working 
Guidebook for the City Transportation Professionals (“Guidebook”) that will include a 
set of best practices for infrastructure that relates to bus and bicycle activities to enhance 
safety and efficiency for both modes. The Guidebook is currently a draft Metro document. 
In connection with the Guidebook, a technical study is being initiated to provide 
supporting data for best practices. Pending completion of our technical study and 
Guidebook we believe it is premature to conclude that the minimum width for a shared 
bus/bicycle lane must be 16.5 feet for safety reasons.  

 
State law allows bicyclists to ride on City streets whether or not the roadway is designated as a 
bicycle facility.  
 
No evidence has been presented that there is increased safety risks of shared bus-bike lanes for 
either bus occupants or bicyclists as compared to streets without shared bus-bike lanes. The only 
study that staff are aware of is a Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) study, which 
documents existing practices of shared bus bike lanes (SBBLs), evaluates the benefits and 
barriers to further implementation, and recommended that a 16.5 feet SBBL width to be 
considered for the Florida State Highway System.15 The 16.5 feet width was based on the 
expectation that a bus should be able to pass a bicyclist without changing lanes. 16  However, the 
authors further state the recommended width is not necessary for a SBBL to operate,17 and at the 
time of the publication, the FDOT study concedes there is no national or state standards for 
SBBLs,18 and that no research was found that demonstrated minimum widths.19  There has been 
no documentation of increased risk to bicyclists from riding in bus-only lanes with a minimum 
width of 12 feet in comparison to standard bicycle lanes20, and bicycle and bus collisions would 
be less than in mixed-flow lanes where most bicycle-related collisions are with cars. A UK survey 
found that most bicyclists perceive safety benefits in riding in a bus-only lane and would rather 
ride in a narrow bus-only lane than a standard mixed flow lane.21 
 
The Complete Streets Design Guide: Great Streets for Los Angeles (Guide) is consistent with 
current LADOT policy and the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA 
MUTCD). The guide provides a compilation of design concepts and best practices that promote 
the major tenets of Complete Streets—safety and accessibility. The Guide provides a shared 
bicycle-bus lane dimension of 12’-16’. It recommend a 14’minimum width  for a shared lane on 
streets with low traffic volumes, and/or low bus frequency, while permitting 12’ shared lanes in 
only very constrained areas.  The Guide is not meant to supersede existing technical standards 
provided for in other City or national manuals. Rather, it is intended to supplement existing 

14 Conversation with Basilia Yim, Transportation Planning Manager for Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) Countywide Planning and Development Division on May 26th, 2015 
15 Florida Department of Transportation. 2012. A Summary of Design, Policies and Operational Characteristics for 
Shared Bicycle/Bus Lanes. Page vii-ix. Accessed on June 9, 2015 at 
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/research-center/Completed_Proj/Summary_RD/FDOT_BDK85_977-32_rpt.pdf 
16 ibid. Page 78 
17 ibid. Page ix 
18 ibid. Page ix 
19 ibid. Page 66 
20 ibid. Page 85  
21 Reid, S., and N. Guthrie. 2004. “Cycling in Bus Lanes.” Transport Research Laboratory Report TRL610. United 
Kingdom: Charging and Local Transport Division, Department for Transport. 
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engineering practices with design guidance, and other benefits and considerations to facilitate the 
implementation of Complete Street practices. Due to specific site and operational characteristics 
associated with any given street, any proposed street improvement project must still undergo a 
detailed technical analysis by the appropriate city departments. Overall, this Guide hopes to 
indoctrinate the concept of Complete Streets into Los Angeles’ present and future street design so 
that all stakeholders are able to plan for, implement, and maintain safe and accessible streets for 
everyone.  
 
That said, it is understood that Metro is evaluating the safety performance of service routes 
throughout the county, as indicated in their most recent letter that include bicycle facilities to 
provide further guidance to the City. Interagency coordination is a key objective of the Mobility 
Plan 2035 and Metro Operations and Countywide Planning and Development are critical partners 
and the performance data (Policy 4.7) and guidance they provide will help inform design 
decisions in the implementation process. 
 
A13.  Analysis of Disabled Access 
 
Policy 3.2 of the Mobility Plan 2035 directs staff to accommodate the needs of people with 
disabilities when modifying or installing infrastructure in the public right-of-way. Due to specific 
site and operational characteristics associated with any given street, any proposed street 
improvement project must still undergo a detailed technical analysis by the appropriate city 
departments. Currently, the City coordinates review of plans with the Department of Disabilities 
to ensure disabled access in integrated into the project design. The My Figueroa Streetscape 
Project is a recent example that included a protected bicycle lane and accommodated disabled 
access. Bus stop islands were integrated into the design that had continuous grade with the 
sidewalk curb providing continuous access to bus stops for disabled passengers.  The Reseda 
Blvd. protected bicycle lane is the city’s first pilot of this facility type. In this design, the buses 
are able to pull over to the curb, crossing the protected bicycle lane and providing direct sidewalk 
access for disabled passengers. This is similar operationally to other bus routes that include 
standard bicycle lanes.      
 
MP 2035 does not introduce new policies or regulations that determine the location of any bus 
shelter.  See Response 200-9 and Master Response 24. 
 
A14.  Trash Bins in Bike/Bus Lanes 
 
Trash bins blocking standard bicycle lanes is a frequent complaint and is in violation of the 
California Vehicle Code (CVC) Section 21211. The Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) currently sends 
an investigators out to determine optimal location of trash bin storage so as not to obstruct bicycle 
and vehicle movement. The comment is not clear as to the nature of impacts of trash pick-up on 
designated facilities. The Mobility Plan 2035 does not introduce new policies or regulations 
regarding garbage pick-up on streets with bicycle facilities. The BEN comprises mostly of 
commercial arterial corridors, and would not include curbside garbage collection. For the few 
residential areas that overlap with arterials along the BEN, correct placement and access to 
garbage bins will be determined at the design stage of the facility in coordination with the BOS.   
 
The City accepted and responded to comments at the public hearing and is responding herein in 
writing to comments received after the close of the comment period. 
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A15.  Contradictions in FEIR 
 
The FEIR clearly explains the potential impacts to Emergency Services (see Impact 4.5-1 page 
4.1-44 of the RDEIR and Master Response 14 page 2-31 of the FEIR).  The following is added to 
third bullet on page 2-21 of the FEIR: 
 

(The project has the potential to significantly impact emergency access (see Master 
Response 14), this is an impact to emergency service providers; infrastructure in an EIR 
is generally considered to be the so called hard infrastructure that is the physical 
components that serve a City.  Emergency services are part of the so-called soft 
infrastructure.) 

 
A16.  Further Environmental Review  
 
Each project as it moves forward will be subject to environmental review in accordance with 
CEQA.  Until January 1, 2018, AB 2245 exempts from full CEQA review restriping of streets 
and highways to allow for a bicycle lanes.  However, AB 2245 still requires: 1) analysis of traffic 
and safety impacts, 2) public hearings, and 3) filing of a Notice of Exemption. 
 
A17.  Inadequate Program EIR, Baseline and Need for an Initial Study 
 
The MP 2035 FEIR provides an evaluation of impacts to all issue areas that could be affected by 
the proposed project. As indicated in the discussion of Other CEQA Considerations (page 6-7), 
“[s]ection 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the EIR.  Such a statement may be contained in an 
attached copy of an Initial Study.  For this EIR the City chose not to prepare an Initial Study (as 
indicated on page 8 of the Notice of Preparation included in Appendix A and as allowed under 
Guideline Section 15063(a)) and therefore the brief discussions of less than significant impacts 
are included in this subsection of the RDEIR (and were included in the Draft EIR).” 
 
The commenter provides no substantial evidence that issues that could be significantly impacted 
by the project are not discussed. 
 
A18.  Rise in GHG Emissions 
 
GHG emissions will decrease in the future between now and 2035, primarily as a result of 
emission controls.  See Response to Comment 305-2 regarding Mr. Edelsohn’s calculations. 
 
A19.  Pedestrian Safety – Bicycles on Sidewalks 
 
The comment requests that the City prohibit bicycle use on the sidewalk. In general, riding on the 
sidewalk is legal as long as the individual is not operating the bicycle in ‘a willful or wanton 
disregard for the safety of persons or property’ (LAMC Section 56.16). As the comment concedes 
there are inherent risks to bicycle travel in the current operating street conditions of the roadway, 
mainly due to differential travel speeds. Safety is a primary goal of the Mobility Plan 2035 as 
reflected in Policy 1.1: Design, plan and operate streets to prioritize safety for the most vulnerable 
road users. As the City is successful in building out safe and convenient low-stress bicycle 
facilities, there will be less incentive for sidewalk riding. Sidewalk riding trends have declined in 
other cities that have invested in protected bicycle lanes. Sidewalk riding immediately fell by an 
average of 56 percent where protected bicycle lanes were installed in New York and Washington 
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D.C.22  However, individuals and organizations have expressed the need to review the sidewalk 
riding regulations where the City has built out adequate bicycle facilities, and nothing in the 
Mobility Plan precludes future sidewalk riding prohibitions.   
 
A20.  Adequacy of Water Supply 
 
MP 2035 would not impact existing water lines.  Most improvements would occur within existing 
rights-of-way; the commenter’s concern about whether modes will fit is not clear.  MP 2035 
provides a plan to optimize use of existing roadways with identified constraints consistent with 
applicable regulations (including the Complete Streets Act).  The commenter provides no 
substantial evidence supporting an argument that implementation of the project would cause 
adverse impacts to the City’s water infrastructure. The only infrastructure MP 2035 may 
potentially implicate would be streets, sidewalks and other related infrastructure. Additionally, to 
the extent a particular project would be proposed to implement an aspirational component of MP 
2035, this future decision would require additional study, engineering and environmental review 
in order to assess the site specific projects impacts that may affect existing public services and 
existing conditions in the project area, including degraded water pipes, sidewalks, etc. Identifying 
any potential impacts to such infrastructure at this point in time would be speculative at best. As 
such, identification of existing conditions of the infrastructure as called for by the commenters 
would serve no purpose for assessing the project’s impacts and is not required by CEQA. 
 
A21.  Indirect Population and Housing Increases 
 
See the discussion of Item A11 Consistency with General Plan Framework and Transportation 
Element, above.  No by-right entitlement or increase in density is provided for by MP 2035.  
Section 12.22 A.25.(b) of the LAMC defines Transit Stops to include any bus stop located along 
a Metro Rapid Bus route, in addition to stations stops on an existing or funded fixed rails system. 
According to Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code, a Major Transit Stop is 
defined by either an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either rail or bus 
service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes operating at 15 minute peak headway.  
The development of the Transit Enhanced Network (TEN) in the MP 2035 used as a basis the 
network of existing major bus routes, bus routes that were already planned by the transit operator 
and only proposes operational improvements, and does not in itself create new Transit Stops or 
Major Transit Stops. The programming of Transit Stops or Major Transit Stops are at the sole 
discretion of the transit operator, and could proceed without the designation along the TEN.  
 
SB 743 expands the definition of Major Transit Stops to also include future major transit stops 
that are included in the applicable regional transportation plan. This definition is also similar to 
that found in Section 12.22 A.25 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The TEN does 
not create new Major Transit Stops that are not already included in a regional transportation plan 
or funded by Metro, or already planned by the transit operator.  Therefore, The TEN does not 
create any development incentives as described in the comment.  In addition, there would be no 
development incentives offered by proximity to the other networks proposed by this Plan, 
therefore the MP 2035 only responds to existing plans and would not result in cumulative impacts 
based on indirect population and housing increases. 
 

22 Eric Jaffe.2014. Tired of Cyclists Riding on the Sidewalk? Build More Bike Lanes. The Atlantic Citylab website 
http://www.citylab.com/cityfixer/2014/08/tired-of-cyclists-riding-on-the-sidewalk-build-more-bike-lanes/375984/ 
accessed on June 5, 2015 
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The analysis and discussion regarding Mandatory Findings of Significance are located in Chapter 
6.0 of the REIR. 
 
A22.  Traffic Flow, Emissions and Impact to Pedestrians and Bicyclists 
 
The EIR evaluates impacts to traffic and emissions.  The EIR was prepared in accordance with 
CEQA and industry standards by professional consultants with extensive qualifications and 
experience in the preparation of environmental documents.  City staff including land use and 
transportation planners with applicable experience in planning and environmental analysis 
provided oversight and independent review of all the analyses in the EIR. 
 
A23.  Signal Phasing and Relationship to ATSAC Mitigation in Project EIRs 
 
Mitigation Measure T1 states: 
 

LADOT will adjust traffic signal timing after the implementation of the proposed project 
(both along project routes and parallel roadways if traffic diversions have occurred as a 
result of the proposed project). This adjustment would be necessary, especially at the 
intersections where roadway striping would be modified. Signal timing adjustment could 
reduce traffic impacts at impacted intersections. (LADOT routinely makes traffic signal 
timing changes and signal optimization on an as-needed basis to accommodate the 
changes in traffic volumes to reduce congestion and delay in the City.) 

 
As stated in the mitigation measure, LADOT routinely makes traffic signal timing changes.  This 
applies to all traffic signal timings in the City, including ATSAC (Automated Traffic Surveillance 
and Control) locations.  Mitigation measures adopted as part of other EIRs often require City 
traffic signals to be upgraded to provide ATSAC and/or Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) 
technologies.  These traffic signal control systems allow LADOT to monitor traffic conditions 
and update them on a real-time basis.  Project EIR mitigation measures in the City of LA do not 
dictate the exact signal timings that should be implemented, rather they require the signal 
technologies provide the ability to adjust the signal timings to respond to real-time travel 
conditions.  Mitigation Measure T1 does not proposed changes to traffic signals beyond signal 
timing adjustments.  Master Response 22 addresses the level of analysis contained in the EIR 
based on the programmatic level of analysis.  
 
A24.  Piecemeal Approval 
 
MP 2035 includes and is not separate from the 2010 Bicycle Plan.  MP 2035 replaces the 
Transportation Element.  The WLA-TIMP Specific Plan is a separate (cumulative) project that 
affects one part of the City.  See Section 6.1 Cumulative Impacts for a discussion of how the 
environmental review of this project is related to review of other related cumulative projects. The 
MP 2035 is consistent with all relevant plans as required by State and local laws, including the 
State Planning Law. Commenter has not provided any evidence or even an allegation to support 
finding that the MP 2035 is inconsistent with any local, regional or state plan, including those 
listed under paragraph 21. 
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A25.  Consistency Between Citywide and Local Plans 
 
The City of Los Angeles is a large City; it maintains substantial and legally required, consistency 
among City planning documents, including all elements of the General Plan, the MP 2035, as 
well as other elements of the General Plan, are being updated to respond to rapidly changing 
environmental conditions and State and local regulatory requirements, especially those that relate 
to climate change. The City of Los Angeles is moving as rapidly as possible to update planning 
documents in a logical, efficient manner. Amending the transportation element and all 35 
community plans at one time is not economically or practically feasible. As part of MP 2035, 
relevant portions of all 35 Community Plans are being updated to maintain consistency pursuant 
to State Planning law.  The commenter does not provide specific evidence challenging the 
conclusions of the EIR. 
 
A26.  Stormwater Drainage 
 
At the project specific level, as part of standard design requirements and review, separated 
bicycle lanes would be designed to ensure that adequate stormwater drainage is maintained. 

 14 



Letter B 
Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning (HELP) 
May 24, 2015 
 
B1.  Source of Population Assumptions 
  
The commenter argues that the population projections are in error. Commenter’s arguments, if 
true, would raise questions as to the adequacy of the EIR in assessing impacts. Specifically, the 
comments impliedly argue that the City’s impact analysis is in error because the City is 
inaccurately forecasting the population in the City in the future and/or is inaccurately assessing 
the population as it exists at the time the EIR was started (i.e., “baseline conditions.”) These 
comments are misplaced because the City’s population projections relied on in the EIR are 
supported by substantial evidence in the EIR and its appendices and the City’s identification of 
baseline conditions is supported by substantial evidence in the EIR and its appendices. Moreover, 
nothing provided by the commenter or in the administrative record has shown otherwise.   
 

Population Projections 
 
The population projections contained in the EIR are from the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG). Under federal law, SCAG is designated as the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) and under state law as a Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the 
region that includes the City of Los Angeles.  As an MPO, SCAG is required to forecast growth 
(based on California Department of Finance statewide projections and input from local 
jurisdictions) for the region and plan transportation projects in accordance with the growth 
forecasts.  SCAG updates the population data for the region every four years as part of the RTP 
update (federal and state laws require MPOs to prepare a long-range Transportation Plan every 
four years).  Individual cities plan in accordance with regional plans so that they are vertically 
consistent with applicable regional plans including the RTP and AQMP).   Individual cities rely 
on SCAG forecasts for the region as a whole when conducting major planning efforts, such as 
General Plans, Community Plans and Specific Plan updates.  The conclusions cited to by the 
commenter from a 2013 study by the Sol Price School of Public Policy, a 2012 article in the 
Manhattan Institute, and data from the US Census, while arguably provocative, do not provide an 
adequate evidentiary basis to compel the City’s departure from using the growth projections 
provided by SCAG or demonstrate that the City’s reliance on the SCAG projections is 
unreasonable.  
 
The 2035 population assumptions of future project population in the City contained in the 
Mobility Plan are consistent with the 2035 population forecast for the City of Los Angeles 
contained in the most recent adopted RTP (2012-2035 RTP/SCS).  This same 2035 population is 
also assumed in the Mayor’s Sustainability pLAn. The MP 2035, the EIR, the Mayor’s 
Sustainability Plan all forecast 4.3 million people in the City of LA by 2035.    
 

Population “baseline” 
 
The difference between the Sustainability Plan and the MP 2035 EIR in population increase is 
based on a different starting population number rather than forecasted population. The difference 
is summarized below, as well as why, the estimated existing “baseline” population used by the 
EIR of approximately 4 million people is appropriate: 
 

• The MP 2035 population increase of 318,500 people by 2035 shown in Table 4.1-15 is 
based on a comparison to the “baseline” population data for the City of Los Angeles 
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contained in SCAG’s 2012-2035 RTP.  The baseline population estimates for the 2012-
2035 RTP is for the year 2008.  The baseline City of Los Angeles population in 2008 
(approximately 4 million people) was estimated prior to the recession and prior to the 
release of the 2010 Census data (that identifies a 2010 population of approximately 3.8 
million people).  

 
• Between 2008 and 2010, the City of Los Angeles and region as a whole experienced the 

Great Recession, from which we continue to recover.  A decrease in population of 
approximately 200,000 people between 2008 and 2010 as a result of the Great Recession 
is not unreasonable. 

 
• The Sustainability pLAn is a visioning document, and is not a formal element of the 

City’s General Plan.  The pLAn is a roadmap to achieving short-term sustainability 
results while setting a long-term vision.  The Sustainability pLAn population increase of 
500,000 people is based on a comparison to the 2010 Census data that shows 3.8 million 
people in the City of LA at that time.  
 

• In May 2015 the California Department of Finance released a report showing a 
population of 3.96 million in the City of Los Angeles as of January 2015.23 This 2015 
population is similar to the population shown in Table 4.1-15 (3.96 million compared to 
4.0 million); i.e. the City of Los Angeles population has nearly returned to pre-recession 
levels as of January 2015 and therefore the data for 2008 is representative of mid-2015 
conditions. 
 

• To the extent that in 2013 (the baseline year for purposes of the EIR) the population was 
not yet at the 2008 level or mid-2015 level, substantial evidence shows that it does not 
affect the accuracy of the impact analysis in the EIR as discussed below.  

 
EIR Baseline and Impact Analysis 

 
For purposes of CEQA, the relevance of the population numbers goes to a fundamental question 
of whether the City used the appropriate baseline to measure impacts. CEQA requires that the 
EIR to “delineate environmental conditions prevailing absent the project, defining a ‘baseline’ 
against which predicted effects can be described and quantified.” (Neighbors for Smart Rail v. 
Exposition Metro Line Constr. Auth. (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447.) Environmental conditions must 
be described as they exist when the notice of preparation is published. CEQA Guidelines, section 
15125(a). For purposes of the MP 2035 EIR and its impact analysis, the existing setting against 
which its impacts are analyzed is not “population.” As discussed throughout the EIR and this 
response, the MP 2035 is not a land use plan and is not a growth-inducing project. The existing 
physical setting for impact analysis in the EIR is determined through the transportation 
modeling.24 
 
As identified in the Appendix C2, the base year is based on the City developed Traffic Demand 
Model (“TDM”) and the model starts with the 2008 data from the SCAG model but was updated 
for 2009, 2010 and 2011 conditions: 
 

23 http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-1/view.php 
24 Traffic, Air, Noise impacts rely on an existing setting identified in the transportation demand model. Baseline for 
other impact areas is identified in the impact analysis section. 
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Base Year Land Use/SED: The City of LA’s TDF model base year land use and socio-
economic data (SED) was compared to SCAG’s baseline (2008) data. Since the City’s 
model was originally developed, calibrated and validated to Year 2008 conditions, and 
later updated in certain areas of the City to further refine the land use/SED to more 
current (2009, 2010 and 2011) conditions, the City of LA base year model was reviewed 
to ensure that the City’s baseline land use/SED was at (or above) SCAG’s data.  

 
Additionally, the following considerations are important factors in defining existing conditions in 
the EIRs and analyzing future impacts from the project: 
 

• While population is an important consideration in planning documents, the transportation 
modeling is actually conducted based on households and employment data and the model 
is calibrated to actual traffic counts.  While population is estimated as part of SCAG’s 
travel demand model development process, the trip generation in the model is computed 
based on employment and household information from multiple sources, including 
Census data, California Department of Finance, California Employment Development 
Department (EDD), and County Assessor’s Parcel Database. Table 4.1-15 has been 
updated in the Corrections and Additions (below) to incorporate the household and 
employment data (that was previously included in Appendix C of the EIR).   
 

• Traffic in a region is based on a number of complex factors including population, 
households, employment, and a variety of other socio-economic variables.  During and 
following the Great Recession, population, households, employment and economic 
activity dropped considerably, leading to a drop in traffic.   In the expert opinion of the 
City of Los Angeles transportation staff and the City’s consultant, Fehr & Peers, based on 
their experience with recent traffic counts, the best approximation of existing conditions 
in the City of Los Angeles when analysis of MP 2035 began was reflected in the baseline 
conditions of the City’s Travel Demand Model.   

 
• While more recent population data is available, as explained in further detail below, 2008 

is the most recent year in which a consistent data set of population, employment and 
households (reported at the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level of detail) is available for use 
in the model calibration process.  A new TAZ data set will be available when SCAG 
produces its 2016 RTP update, which will reflect year 2012 conditions as a baseline.   

 
• Fehr & Peers confirmed the adequacy of using the TDM (which relies in part on the 2008 

data) by testing the LOS results to 2014  (See Corrections and Additions for pages 4.1-14, 
4.1-15, and 4.1-32 through 4.1-34).  This test showed that only a modest difference 
(weighted average V/C ratio for City roadways changed from 0.712 to 0.722 in the AM 
peak hour and from 0.743 to 0.764 in the PM peak hour) between model year 2008 and 
model year 2014. Any difference was well within the margin of error.  In general, traffic 
counts have an error margin of +/- 10% to 15%, and the model itself in 
estimating/forecasting traffic in any given year has an error margin of 5% to 
15%.  Therefore, use of the year 2008 to approximate existing conditions was reasonable 
and supported by substantial evidence.  
 

• Since no land use changes are proposed as part of the MP 2035, the City of LA model 
accurately reflects the most recent and applicable data at a citywide level to report 
baseline and future transportation characteristics. It also reflects consistent 
socioeconomic baseline and future conditions in the surrounding region as defined in the 
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SCAG 2012-2035 RTP model.  The City of LA model was calibrated and validated to 
statewide standards (Travel Forecasting Guidelines, California Department of 
Transportation, November, 1992) showing that the traffic flows on regional and City 
roadways matched recorded traffic counts as explained in the Transportation Strategic 
Plan City of Los Angeles Travel Demand Model Validation Report (Appendix A of the 
EIR, P. 9 of report).  For the City of Los Angeles Model, the static validation consisted of 
1,166 roadway link locations within the City and an additional 342 locations outside the 
City of Los Angeles during both the AM and PM peak hours.   
 

• The updated LOS from the 2014 validation test did not show any changes to the impacts 
related to traffic operations (Impact 4.1-2) or corresponding Mitigation Measures T1 and 
T2.   Existing Conditions for mode split/trips by mode, vehicle trips, CMP freeway peak 
hour conditions, VMT, VHT and transit boardings were not tested because such tests 
would not result in changes to the significance of impacts for the following reasons: 1) 
the updated Year 2014 roadway operations analysis resulted in minor V/C changes and 
therefore VMT, VHT and CMP results would be expected to be similarly minor and 
would not affect EIR conclusions; 2) transit data boardings are already for 2013 the year 
the NOP was issued, and 3) the mode split data reflects the most recent readily available 
data at a Citywide/regional scale. 
 
Conclusion 

 
The City of Los Angeles model is calibrated and validated to industry standards.  Based on all of 
the above, the differences in baseline population (i.e., 3.96 million in 2015 compared to 4.0 
million in 2008) are not expected to change the assessment of existing conditions. Given the 
programmatic nature of the impact analysis and large study area, the City’s travel demand model 
reflects the most recent and applicable data at a Citywide level to report baseline and future 
transportation characteristics. The City’s growth projections in MP 2035 are consistent with the 
2012-2035 SCAG RTP and supported by substantial evidence.  These growth assumptions were 
held constant throughout the alternatives analysis, including No Project, as MP 2035 does not 
propose changes to these growth projections. Based on all of the above, the defined baseline, the 
forecasted growth and identified impacts are all supported by substantial evidence. 
   
B2.  Changing Demographic Factors and Effect on Traffic 
 
Refer to B1.  In forecasting population for the region including the City of Los Angeles, SCAG 
takes in to account all applicable factors.  Population forecasts may change as a result of various 
factors, SCAG adjusts the forecasts accordingly every four years.  A new TAZ data set will be 
available when SCAG produces its 2016 RTP update, which will reflect year 2012 conditions as a 
baseline.  
 
B3.  Range of Alternatives 
 
See Master Response 12 in the FEIR (pages 2-24 through 2-28). 
 
Our travel demand modeling approach is consistent with state of the practice methods for 
estimating the effects of TDM measures, including telework.  And these have evolved 
significantly since the 1993 report attached to the letter. As for the potential for telework to solve 
existing and potential growth in vehicular delay or congestion, the available empirical research 
suggests a real but relatively small affect on VMT.  The California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) 2010 guidance on quantifying the effects of GHG mitigation measures 
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identifies an upper limit of a 5.5% reduction in work VMT for this strategy.  In addition, work 
trips typically account for only about 20% of all daily trips, meaning that even a widespread 
implementation could have just over a 1% effect on VMT. Additionally, a lead agency is not 
required to consider an alternative that does not meet the primary objective of the project. The 
primary objective or goal of this project is to implement the Complete Streets Act. Promoting 
“virtual presence” does not address complying with the Complete Streets Act, as well as a 
number of other objectives of the project, including the reduction of VMTs. Finally, nothing 
about this project eliminates the ability to pursue policies in the future that promote “virtual 
presence.” 
 
B4.  Caltrans Methodology 
 
The traffic analysis presented in the RDEIR was updated to reflect Caltrans comments on the 
Draft EIR by, 1) verifying and updating existing conditions PeMS data, 2) updating analysis 
capacities to reflect 2,000 vphpl, 3) explaining the limitations of the CMP methodology and that 
freeway mainline segments may operate worse than reported, and 4) acknowledging that because 
freeways may operate worse than reported by the CMP, the impact analysis (Tables 4.1-22 and 
4.1-23) indicate that an increase in V/C ≥ 0.02 (regardless of LOS) is considered a potentially 
significant impact to state highway facilities. Caltrans facilities were analyzed based on the 
methodology outlined in the Congestion Management Program (CMP).  The CMP is a state-
mandated program administered by Metro’s 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los 
Angeles County that provides a mechanism for coordinating land use and development decisions.  
In accordance with the CMP guidelines, freeway (mainline) operating conditions during peak 
periods were evaluated using the general procedures established by the CMP.  Caltrans did not 
provide additional comments on the revised analysis contained in the RDEIR.  See Response 105-
7 in the Final EIR. 
 
B5.  Partial Construction of Bike lanes 
 
The complete bicycle network in the MP 2035 is comprised of a hierarchy of networks that 
include the Bicycle Enhanced Network (BEN), which is comprised of Cycle Tracks and Bicycle 
Paths; Priority Bicycle Lanes; Planned Bicycle Lanes; and Neighborhood Enhanced Network 
(NEN). The networks are differentiated based on street condition and user needs. The BEN 
proposes facilities and treatments on a combination of arterials, collector and local neighborhood 
streets that together support a low stress environment for vulnerable road users. Under even 
optimal design scenarios, a cycle track treatment may end on an arterial, and bicycle traffic is 
routed to connecting local streets supported by wayfinding signage. The treatments suitable for 
specific circumstances will be driven by specific project goals and local conditions. 
 
 
B6.  Safety of Protected Bike Lanes 
 
Research has shown that protected bicycle lanes are highly correlated with lower crashes for all 
road users where they have been installed in other cities. In New York City, injury crashes for all 
road users (drivers, pedestrians, cyclists), typically drop by 40 percent and by more than 50 
percent in some locations protected bike lanes are installed.25  A case crossover study of Toronto 
and Vancouver found the addition of bicycle lanes on arterial streets reduced the risk of serious 
injuries by about 30 percent, while the upgrade to fully protected bicycle lanes or cycle tracks 

25 Wolfson, H., 2011 - Memorandum on Bike Lanes, City of New York, Office of the Mayor, 21 March 2011 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/om/pdf/bike_lanes_memo.pdf  
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reduced the risk of injury by 90 percent.26  There is no evidence that risks are increased in the 
specific circumstances where the parking lane provides the physical separation of the bicycle lane 
from the adjacent travel lane. It is standard to provide additional buffer between the bicycle lane 
and door zone to minimize conflict. In addition, the driver side exit adjacent to the travel lane is 
no different than a standard street configuration that lacks bicycle facilities.  
 
B7.  Air Quality for Bicyclists 
 
See Master Response 4 in the FEIR (pages 2-13 through 2-7). 
 
B8.  Population Density and Traffic Congestion 
 
The EIR evaluates potential impacts of MP 2035 in accordance with CEQA.  The commenter’s 
opinions on the “greatest cause of Los Angeles ills” will be forwarded to the decisionmaker. 
 
B9.  Bicycle Lanes and Quality of Life 
 
The article posted on the Eastsider on May 22, 2015 about the Rowena road diet alleges that 
traffic has gotten worse, has not yielded an increase in bicycle travel and has lead to increased cut 
through traffic on adjacent streets, though the article does not provide any specific traffic data to 
verify this conclusion. It is anticipated that increased local congestion would result as a result of 
building out the networks identified in the MP 2035 (the EIR identifies impacts to circulation to 
be significant); however, MP 2035 also includes a host of goals and objectives to guide 
engineering and design choices, which include increasing safety. The primary goal of the road 
diet along Rowena was to reduce pedestrian collisions and speeding, given the recent pedestrian 
fatality and direct proximity to Ivanhoe Elementary School. It is possible that bicycle travel will 
increase to substantial proportions upon completion of functional low stress networks, though this 
will likely depend on the degree that low stress bicycling options are available that connect 
people to their destinations. Increasing number of persons with access to high quality bicycling 
facilities by 50 percent by 2035 is an objective of the MP 2035. 
 
 
  

26 Kay Teschke et al. 2012. Route Infrastructure and the Risk of Injuries to Bicyclists: A Case-Crossover Study. 
American Journal of Public Health. 
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Letter C 
Holmby Westwood Property Owners Association 
Sandy Brown 
May 25, 2015 
 
See Response to Comment A3 above regarding Westwood Boulevard. 
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Letter D 
Save Westwood Village/Fix the City (Addition to letter R205) 
Letter dated March 26, 2015 (received April 7, 2015; e-mail sent April 6, 2015, 10 pm) 
Laura Lake 
 
D1.  Lack of Initial Study/CEQA Checklist 
 
The MP 2035 FEIR provides an evaluation of impacts to all issue areas that could be affected by 
the proposed project. As indicated in the discussion of Other CEQA Considerations (page 6-7), 
“[s]ection 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall contain a brief statement 
indicating reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and not discussed in detail in the EIR.  Such a statement may be contained in an 
attached copy of an Initial Study.  For this EIR the City chose not to prepare an Initial Study (as 
indicated on page 8 of the Notice of Preparation included in Appendix A and as allowed under 
Guideline Section 15063(a)) and therefore the brief discussions of less than significant impacts 
are included in this subsection of the RDEIR (and were included in the Draft EIR).” 
 
D2.  Requirement for Safety Study 
 
See Master Response 13 regarding Bicycle Safety (FEIR pages 2-28 to 2-30).   
 
D3.  Use of CMP 
 
The comment regarding using the CMP representing a piecemeal approval of subsequent 
community plan updates does not seem to apply to MP 2035.  MP 2035 provides a citywide 
overview.  Each Community Plan may address issues more specifically with respect to that 
planning area, or individual projects may proceed separately.  Either way, the MP 2035 
programmatic EIR appropriately evaluates the enhanced networks at the appropriate level (see 
also Master Response 22 EIR Level of analysis, FEIR page 2-39 to 2-40. 
 
D4.  Objective Analysis, Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 
Consistent with CEQA, the EIR provides an objective analysis of potential impacts.  The 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for the significant environmental impacts of the project is 
provided in the Staff Report along with the Findings of Fact. 
 
D5.  Mitigation for Emergency Service Impacts 
 
The EIR does not rely on lights and sirens as mitigation measures.  Rather the EIR includes the 
following mitigation measure: 
 
T5 LADOT, Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) and Department of City Planning (DCP) 
shall coordinate and review design plans involving lane reallocation to ensure that emergency 
response access is adequately maintained (for example by expanding the Fire Preemption 
System). 
 
LAFD routinely reviews detailed street designs to ensure adequate fire department access.  LAFD 
was provided with a copy of the NOP, DEIR and RDEIR but did not identify any concerns.  
LAFD works closely with LADOT and DCP as part of specific project designs to ensure that 
adequate access is maintained. See also response herein on A9 related to the relevant threshold of 
significance. 
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D6.  EIR Comment Period 
 
The EIR comment period extended from February 19, 2015 to April 6, 2015. 
 
D7.  Public Hearing 
 
The MP 2035 was discussed at two Planning Commission meetings held on November 20, 2014 
and May 28, 2015.  DCP hosted seven open house and public hearing events (referred to as 
Community Planning Forums) throughout the city in March and April of 2014 on several 
citywide initiatives that included the Mobility Plan 2035. Notice of the Community Planning 
Forums was provided on the City’s web site, in the Los Angeles Times and distributed to the 
neighborhood councils. 
 
The City accepted comments and responded to at the public hearing and is responding herein in 
writing to comments received after the close of the comment period. 
 
D8.  Alternatives – Use of Residential Streets for Bike Lanes and Enhancements to Alleys 
and Comparative Safety Impacts 
 
The MP 2035 proposes a vision of multiple networks to support low stress bicycle travel that 
include protected bicycle lanes along select set of arterials as part of the Bicycle Enhanced 
Network (BEN) and traffic calming and wayfinding treatment on neighborhood streets as part of 
the Neighborhood Enhancement Network (NEN). The MP 2035 supports the development of 
networks, but does not dictate or require design outcomes or a specific order of prioritization of 
network completion. The completion of bicycle facilities along neighborhood streets could occur 
under the No Project Alternative. It is also possible that implementation of the MP 2035 could 
yield completion of traffic calming treatments on neighborhood streets, as suggested by the 
comment, prior to investments of protected and standard bicycle lanes along arterials. As such the 
option to restrict future bicycle facilities to residential streets as described in the comment is 
adequately represented in the range of alternatives presented in the EIR.  
 
The restriction of bicycle facilities along alleys parallel to arterials would conflict with the safety 
goals and objectives of the MP 2035. Alleys are designed to accommodate immediate local 
access, and typically lack the sight lines and road expectations necessary for vulnerable road 
users. In addition, many people would likely not feel comfortable riding in alleys given the lack 
of active ‘eyes on the street.’ 
 
The comment alleges that collisions are worse on the portion of Westwood between Santa 
Monica Blvd. and Wellworth than other sections of Westwood Blvd without bicycle facilities, but 
does not present any facts, or what specific segments are compared. According to the Statewide 
Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) collision data from 2007-2011, the 0.59 mile 
segment of Westwood Blvd. with bicycle lanes from Santa Monica Blvd. to Wellworth Ave. had  
12.9 annual collisions per miles, and 5.1 annual pedestrian and bicycle related collisions per 
mile.27 During the same period, the 0.5 miles of Westwood Blvd. without bicycle lanes from 
Wellworth Ave.to Le Conte Ave. had 17.6 annual collisions per miles, and 10.4 annual pedestrian 
and bicycle related collisions per mile, which is nearly twice the pedestrian and bike collisions of 
the portion of Westwood Blvd., with bicycle lanes and nine times the Citywide average of 

27  Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) data available through University of California Berkeley 
Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC) -  Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS) 
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pedestrian and bike collisions along arterials. In addition, it is necessary to compare collisions on 
the same portion of Westwood Blvd. without bicycle lanes to collisions after they were installed 
since there could be specific conditions influencing travel behavior that does not apply to other 
segments.    
 
D9.  Support for MP 2035 
 
See Master Response 11 regarding Development of MP 2035 (FEIR pages 2-23 to 2-24) and 
Master Response 12 regarding project Alternatives (FEIR pages 2-24 to 2-28). 
 
D10.  Safety of Bicycles Sharing Bus Lanes  
 
See Response A12. Metro provided a subsequent letter on June 15, 2015 that confirmed that they 
are developing a guidebook titled Buses and Bicycles: A Working Guidebook for City 
Transportation Professionals that seeks to inform best practices for infrastructure that enhances 
safety and efficiency for both bus and bicycle modes. However, in the letter they clarified that 
this is an internal draft document, and stated that it is premature to conclude that the minimum 
width for a shared bus/bicycle lane must be 16.5 feet for safety reasons. No evidence has been 
presented that there is increased safety risks of shared bus-bike lanes for either bus occupants or 
bicyclists as compared to streets without shared bus-bike lanes. The only study that staff are 
aware is a Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) study, which documents existing 
practices of shared bus bike lanes (SBBLs), evaluates the benefits and barriers to further 
implementation, and recommended a 16.5 feet SBBL width to be considered for the Florida State 
Highway System.28 The 16.5 feet width was based on the expectation that a bus should be able to 
pass a bicyclist without changing lanes. 29  However, the authors further state the recommended 
width is not necessary for SBBL to operate,30 and at the time of the publication, the FDOT study 
concedes there is no national or state standards for SBBLs,31 and that no research was found that 
demonstrated minimum widths.32  There has been no documentation of increased risk to bicyclists 
from riding in bus-only lanes with minimum width of 12 feet in comparison to standard bicycle 
lanes33, and bicycle and bus collisions would be less than in mixed-flow lanes where most 
bicycle-related collisions are with cars. A UK survey found that most bicyclists perceive safety 
benefits in riding in a bus-only lane and would rather ride in a narrow bus-only lane than a 
standard mixed flow lane.34 
 
That said, it is understood that Metro is evaluating the safety performance of service routes 
throughout the county that include bicycle facilities to provide further guidance to the City. 
Interagency coordination is a key objective of the Mobility Plan 2035 and Metro Operations and 
Countywide Planning and Development are critical partners and the performance data (Policy 
4.7) and guidance they provide will help inform design decisions in the implementation process. 
 

28 Florida Department of Transportation. 2012. A Summary of Design, Policies and Operational Characteristics for 
Shared Bicycle/Bus Lanes. Page vii-ix. Accessed on June 9, 2015 at 
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/research-center/Completed_Proj/Summary_RD/FDOT_BDK85_977-32_rpt.pdf 
29 ibid. Page 78 
30 ibid. Page ix 
31 ibid. Page ix 
32 ibid. Page 66 
33 ibid. Page 85  
34 Reid, S., and N. Guthrie. 2004. “Cycling in Bus Lanes.” Transport Research Laboratory Report TRL610. United 
Kingdom: Charging and Local Transport Division, Department for Transport. 
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D11.  Bus and Auto Traffic Overtaking Bicycles 
 
State law already requires that people on bicycles ride furthest to the right as practicable, and 
State law now requires all vehicles to provide three feet distance when passing a person on a 
bicycle. This requirement applies to streets with standard bicycle lanes, streets with bus only 
lanes and streets with no bicycle lanes. The provision of bicycle lanes helps to reduce the need for 
a passing car to change lanes since there is normally adequate separation space provided by a 
bicycle lane. Buses needing to change lanes when passing a person on a bike in a bus only lane 
would happen no more frequently than when they pass in standard mixed flow travel lane without 
an adjacent  bicycle lane given the width of standard mixed flow travel lanes. Bus only lanes 
would also continue to provide improved operational efficiency since traveling behind a bicycle 
going 15 miles-an-hour would still be an improvement relative to traveling in a mixed flow lane 
in gridlock conditions.  
 
D12.  LAFD/LAPD Use of Bus-Only Lanes (and any associated Safety Risk) 
 
Emergency vehicles are permitted to use bus only lanes for local access to emergency destination. 
People traveling by bicycle are required to pull to the side of the road to yield access to 
emergency providers regardless if they are traveling in a bus only lane or in a standard travel lane.  
It is more likely that when in route to an emergency incident, general traffic will be expected to 
merge into the bus only lane permitting emergency vehicle to pass in the through lane to the left. 
Emergency responders also routinely use the center left turn lanes, or even travel in opposing 
travel lanes if needed.  
 
D13.  Additional Travel Time for Bus riders due to Bicycles in Bus-Only Lanes 
 
It is state law that people on bicycles must ride as far to the right as practicable. Buses traveling 
behind bicycles would occur no more frequently in bus only lanes than they do in standard mixed 
flow lanes. Bus only lanes would continue to provide improved operational efficiency since 
traveling behind a bicycle going 15 miles-an-hour would still be an improvement relative to 
traveling in a mixed flow lane in gridlock conditions.  The comment does not provide any 
evidence that lower transit speeds increases greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
D14.  Bicycle Traffic Signal 
 
The comment requests that the City evaluate traffic and GHG impacts of adding bicycle signal 
phases along Westwood Blvd, and evaluate safety impacts of not providing signal phase. The 
Complete Streets Design Guide includes a host of treatments that are intended to improve 
operation of the street for different modes of travel.  Bicycle-only signals are just one treatment 
option that could be incorporated into a facility on the BEN, however specific level of detail as to 
the placement of bicycle signals is not known at this time.  Selection of treatment options to 
achieve design objectives will be contingent on a combination of design judgment and 
community feedback, and will be conducted further in the implementation phase after the MP 
2035 is adopted. Therefore, additional analysis beyond that included in this Final EIR is not 
feasible at this time. As individual projects move forward and design details become available, 
they will receive project-specific environmental review as appropriate.  
 
The MP 2035 was modeled within the regional transportation network on the basis of generalized 
assumptions that are appropriately summarized at the scale of communities and planning areas 
rather than at the level of individual roadways or corridors in order to present a programmatic 
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level analysis. Evaluating the specific design features such as bicycle-only signals would be 
remote and speculative. 
 
D15.  Emergency Access/Response 
 
The FEIR identifies a potential significant impact to Emergency Services that includes access and 
impact on response times (see Impact 4.5-1 page 4.1-44 of the RDEIR and Master Response 14 
page 2-31 of the FEIR).   See also Response to Comment A9 above.   
 
D16.  Disabled Pedestrians and Disabled Bus Riders 
 
See Master Response 24 in the FEIR (page 2-43).   
 
D17.  Safety Analysis – Bikes, Pedestrians, Vehicles 
 
The EIR considers the potential for impacts to safety to the extent they are relevant to the project.  
See Master Response 13 regarding Bicycle Safety (FEIR pages 2-28 to 2-30).  (The commenter 
footnotes CEQA Section 21080.20.5 regarding CEQA requirements to evaluate safety impacts is 
limited to CEQA exemption for restriping Bicycle lanes; this language does not apply when 
preparing an EIR.) 
 
The comment raises concerns about existing patterns of pedestrian collisions at intersections 
along Westwood Blvd., though does not suggest how the MP 2035 would negatively contribute to 
risks to pedestrian safety.  Safety for vulnerable road user is a core goal and organizational 
framework of the MP 2035. The MP 2035 creates a policy framework to design and operate city 
streets in a way that enables safe access for vulnerable road users, including pedestrians. A 
review of pedestrian collision hotspots will be one factor in prioritizing the implementation 
process. The Complete Streets Design Guide includes an entire chapter committed to 
intersections and crossing treatments that are devised to increase pedestrian comfort and safety. 
 
The comment alleges that collisions are worse on the portion of Westwood between Santa 
Monica Blvd. and Wellworth than other sections of Westwood Blvd without bicycle facilities, but 
does not present any facts, or what specific segments are compared. According to the Statewide 
Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) collision data from 2007-2011, the 0.59 mile 
segment of Westwood Blvd. with bicycle lanes from Santa Monica Blvd. to Wellworth Ave. had  
12.9 annual collisions per miles, and 5.1 annual pedestrian and bicycle related collisions per 
mile.35 During the same period, the 0.5 miles of Westwood Blvd. without bicycle lanes from 
Wellworth Ave.to Le Conte Ave. had 17.6 annual collisions per miles, and 10.4 annual pedestrian 
and bicycle related collisions per mile, which is nearly twice the pedestrian and bike collisions of 
the portion of Westwood Blvd., with bicycle lanes and nine times the Citywide average of 
pedestrian and bike collisions along arterials. In addition, it is necessary to compare collision on 
the same portion of Westwood Blvd. without bicycle lanes to collisions after they were installed 
since there could be specific conditions influencing travel behavior that does not apply to other 
segments.    
 

35  Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) data available through University of California Berkeley 
Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC) -  Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS) 
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D18.  Age of Traffic Data 
 
As part of the MP 2035, the socioeconomic data for the City’s TDF Model were updated to 
reflect the most recent growth forecasts in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS (included in Appendix C, and 
in the updated Table 4.1-15 shown in Correction and Additions below).  In addition, the roadway 
and transit networks were updated to reflect the assumptions contained in the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS (see Appendix C). Based on this, the City finds that it has provided the most up to date 
data using the best available methodology to study the project and cumulative impacts.  As part of 
the Final EIR, the traffic operations analysis for City roadways was updated to reflect Year 2014 
conditions (See Corrections and Additions for pages 4.1-14, 4.1-15, and 4.1-32 through 4.1-34.  
The updated LOS did not result in any changes to the impacts related to traffic operations (Impact 
4.1-2) or corresponding Mitigation Measures T1 and T2.   See also Response B1 above. 
 
D19. Adequate Space for Wider Sidewalks (e.g. Westwood Boulevard) and Impact of 
Widening 
 
The MP 2035 updates the streets standards to capture a broader range of options that can be 
applied within the existing curb dimensions. This ‘living within our means’ approach 
acknowledges that many of the streets would never be dedicated and improved to the existing 
street standards, and that it would impose greater environmental, safety and fiscal costs to do so. 
For the most part, the prevailing curb to curb dimensions are maintained under the revised street 
standards. The MP 2035 designates Westwood Blvd. south of Santa Monica Blvd as an Avenue II, 
and designates Westwood Blvd. north of Santa Monica Blvd to Wilshire Blvd. as a Boulevard II. 
Boulevard II and Avenue II are generally proposed to include 80’ and 56’ curb to curb 
dimensions respectively, and 15’ sidewalk width dimensions (defined as the entire linear 
dimension between the property line and the curb). The MP 2035 would generally maintain the 
curb to curb dimensions as they are. Any increase in the sidewalk area would come from private 
property dedications, and would generally not encroach in to the curb to curb space, with the 
exception of limited areas to better facilitate crossing at sidewalks and mid-block locations. 
Therefore, increase in sidewalk area would generally not come at the expense of travel lanes or 
bicycle lanes, and would not impact travel and parking capacity. 
 
The Mayor’s Great Streets Initiative has yet to develop specific design solutions for Westwood 
Blvd. in the Westwood Village, and currently there are no proposals to change curb dimensions to 
increase sidewalk widths. Since specific design solution are driven by design goals as determined 
by public outreach, no specific information is known related to the Mayor’s Great Streets 
Initiative that could inform the analysis of the MP 2035. 
 
 D20.  Cumulative Impacts and Infrastructure 
 
See EIR Section 6.1 Cumulative Impacts (pages 6-1 to 6-5) and Master Response 7 regarding the 
Framework Element and impacts to public infrastructure. 
 
D21.  Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies 
 
The commenter provides no substantial evidence regarding a potential impact to adopted plans 
and policies.  The EIR evaluates consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies in Tables 4.1-17, 
4.2-3, 4.2-4 and in Land Use impact 4.2-2 RDEIR pages 4.2-31 to 4.2-38. 
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D22.  Street Capacities 
 
The Complete Streets Design Guide: Great Streets for Los Angeles (Guide) is consistent with 
current LADOT policy and the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA 
MUTCD). The guide provides a compilation of design concepts and best practices that promote 
the major tenets of Complete Streets—safety and accessibility. The Guide is not meant to 
supersede existing technical standards provided for in other City or national manuals. Rather, it is 
intended to supplement existing engineering practices and requirements in order to meet the goals 
of Complete Streets.  As mentioned in Master Response 23, automobile speed is a major factor in 
the severity of collisions with bicyclists and pedestrians, the most vulnerable roadway users. 
 
Master Response 1 provides information on the traffic impact analysis methodology.  The MP 
2035 reflects a conservative assumption of potential reductions in vehicular capacity from the 
Bicycle Lane Network. At a program level, the RDEIR provides a more comprehensive impact 
analysis of installing bicycle lanes. Bicycle lanes on corridors not designated as enhanced 
networks are assumed to require the conversion of a vehicle travel lane. Assuming that all bicycle 
lanes would require the conversion of a vehicular lane of travel in each direction is a worst-case 
assumption for vehicle impacts, and it is anticipated that some bicycle lanes can be accomplished 
by removing only one vehicle lane from the roadway or without removing any vehicle lanes. 
However, without specific roadway designs, it is not possible to determine at the city scale where 
bicycle lanes can be accommodated and, therefore, in the interests of providing a conservative 
analysis, all bicycle lanes are assumed to require the conversion of a vehicle travel lane. 
 
D23.  Westwood Boulevard 
 
The comment that bicycle lane limits along Westwood Blvd. from Santa Monica Blvd. to 
Wellworth Ave. is accurate. Map D2 in the MP 2035 reflects this limit for the existing bicycle 
lanes.  
 
See response on B1 and D18 regarding age of traffic data, comment A12 and D10 for discussion 
of bus lanes, and D14 regarding bicycle signals.  
 
See Response A7and D 25 regarding parking removal along Westwood and Master Response 3 in 
the Final EIR for general discussion of loss of on-street parking in as it would apply to Pico Blvd. 
and Olympic Blvd. 
 
See Response to Comment 305 regarding Charles Edelsohn’s calculations. 
 
See Response D19 regarding sidewalk widening. Sidewalk widening along Westwood Blvd. 
would not come at the expense of bus travel capacity. The designation of Westwood Blvd along 
the TEN is intended to increase bus time performance that will be serving the Westwood Expo 
Line Station. 
 
D24.  Missing Data/Level of Analysis 
 
See Master Response 22 (FEIR pages 2-39 to 2-40) regarding the level of analysis provided in the 
MP 2035 EIR. 
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D25.  Removal of Parking Lane on Westwood Boulevard 
 
Substantial removal of on-street parking is not anticipated for Westwood Blvd. as part of the BEN 
network. There is potential for limited parking removal if Westwood Blvd. were to include 
protected bicycle lanes depending on the design, though such changes would not hinder access to 
local businesses. Protected bicycle lanes would promote local access by offering a more 
comfortable connection to Westwood Village from UCLA campus. Such changes, in coordination 
with improved parking management, would ensure continued parking availability upon demand. 
Several studies in other cities demonstrate robust performance in local sales revenue where 
protected bicycle lanes are install along retail corridors. Local retails sales tax saw a 49 percent 
increase along 9th Avenue in New York City after a protected bicycle lane was installed compared 
to 3 percent increase borough-wide.36 While New York City fosters high levels of pedestrian and 
transit activity, Westwood Village has similar potential of recruiting non-auto trips to local 
businesses. According to the 2013 data, 62 percent of all commuters travel to UCLA by some 
form of alternative transportation. 37 33 percent of students living off campus walk or bike, 32 
percent take public transit while only around 31 percent drive (including participation in carpool 
and van pools).38 
 
D26. Urban Decay Analysis 
 
See Response D25 above on and Master Response 3 regarding Loss of On-Street Parking to 
Additional Travel lanes and Impacts to Businesses.  The commenter provides no substantial 
evidence that urban decay is a potential result of the project.  The FEIR evaluates potential 
impacts to land uses and finds based on existing occupancy characteristics, rental rates and 
studies from other jurisdictions that although individual businesses may be impacted, land uses 
would not be affected to the extent that land use would be substantially affected and urban decay 
(in the form of vacant businesses) would occur.  
 
D27.  Mode Split (Table 4.1-24) Inaccurate 
 
As noted in the comment, the mode split data is not for individual corridors and is reported for the 
overall Westside APC.  Mode split data on specific corridors is not reported in the EIR and not 
required for the determination of potential impacts as part of the programmatic analysis.  Master 
Response 22 provides information on the level of detail analyzed in the EIR.  As individual 
projects move forward, impacts will be evaluated at a project level as appropriate.  Master 
Response 23 provides a discussion of the effect of different design treatments on impacts.     
 
D28.  Substandard Sidewalks 
 
The EIR does not advocate for any component of the project.  It provides an objective analysis of 
what the impacts of fully implementing MP 2035 could be.  The RDEIR at 4.1-11 describes a 
general existing standard for sidewalks in the City, as a whole, but also recognizes that 
“development patterns and streetscape conditions vary considerably across the City.”  See also 
response R200-11.  
 

36 NYC DOT, 2012 - Measuring the Street. http://www.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/2012-10-measuring-the-
street.pdf 
37 2013 UCLA State of the Commute Report.  
38 2013 UCLA State of the Commute Report.  
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D29.  Level of Detail Analysis of Emergency Response Time Impacts 
 
See Master Response 22 (FEIR pages 2-39 to 2-40) regarding the level of analysis provided in the 
MP 2035 EIR.  The FEIR identifies a potential significant impact to Emergency Services that 
includes access and impact on response times (see Impact 4.5-1 page 4.1-44 of the RDEIR and 
Master Response 14 page 2-31 of the FEIR).   
 
CEQA requires a comparison of impacts between existing conditions and conditions with the 
project.  CEQA does not require that an EIR “analyze and mitigate emergency respond [sic] time 
under current conditions.”  
 
D30.  Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 
Findings of Fact and a statement of Overriding Considerations are provided in the Staff Report. 
 
D31.  Growth Inducing Impacts 
 
The commenter provides no substantial evidence to support a potential impact with respect to 
Growth Inducement.  MP 2035 is proposed in response to existing land use and existing land use 
policy and regulations (including the RTP and Complete Streets Act).  See Master Response 5 
regarding Potential Growth Inducing Effects. 
 
D32. Piecemeal Analysis of General Plan 
 
The City of Los Angeles is large and multi-faceted.  It is not reasonable to expect that all 
elements of the General Plan be updated simultaneously.  The City prioritizes updating Elements 
of the General Plan in accordance with the most urgent needs including in the case of MP 2035 
recently adopted legislation and State and Regional policy (e.g. Complete Streets Act,  2012-2035 
RTP, AB 32, CARB Scoping Plan, SB 375). 
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Letter E 
Brian Dyer 
April 6, 2015 (received April 7, 2015) 
 
 
E1.  Cruising for Curbside Parking and increased VMT/GHG (including attached study 
Cruising for Parking by Donald Shoup) 
 
The parking concerns raised in this comment are focused on parking requirements of new 
development projects or special events, specifically the reduction of parking being asked by the 
City in the more than 44 development projects and parking demands during events at the 
Hollywood Bowl. The comment does not identify, or provide substantial evidence to support, 
deficiencies in the EIR analysis or conclusions. 
 
See also Response A7 above. 
 
The FEIR identifies a potential significant impact to Emergency Services (see Impact 4.5-1 page 
4.1-44 of the RDEIR and Master Response 14 page 2-31 of the FEIR).   
 
E2.  Traffic Officers as Mitigation 
 
The direction of traffic is a standard function of LADOT traffic officers and of LADOT. LADOT 
also helps to prevent intersection back-up by making adjustments to signal timing through the 
Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) System. The commenter’s suggestions 
that traffic officers be deployed at congested intersections during peak periods will be forwarded 
to the decision maker.  
 
E3.  Need for VEN in Hollywood 
 
The MP 2035 does not include a VEN south of Sunset Boulevard.  The addition of more City 
roadway onto the VEN could help to reduce the future vehicle congestion levels identified in the 
EIR.  However, adding more roadways to the VEN would not meet the objectives of the proposed 
project nor meet the requirements of the Complete Streets Act.  See Master Response 12 for a 
discussion on the Project Alternatives.        
 
E4.  Technology, Data Collection from Apps 
 
Advanced transportation technology is part of the MP 2035.  New technologies, including 
telecommuting, are discussed under Collaboration, Communication & Informed Choices, which 
states that new technologies will play a major role in our communities by providing users with 
better information.  The amount of information made available by new technologies must be 
managed responsibly in the future. It is not enough to merely produce the data. It must be stored, 
organized, and made accessible in user-friendly formats so that it can be queried and utilized 
without complication. 
 
E5. SCAG Data 
 
See Response B1 above. 
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E6.  Alternatives/Mitigation to Encourage Modes other than Single Person Auto 
 
As stated in Chapter 3.0 Project Description of the RDEIR, the goals of the proposed project 
are to ensure safety, provide transit infrastructure, provide access to transportation for all citizens, 
to provide collaboration, communication, and transparency in decisions, and to support a clean 
environment. These goals are consistent with the Complete Streets Act, which mandates that the 
circulation element of a General Plan be modified to plan for a balanced, multimodal 
transportation network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways, defined to 
include motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of 
commercial goods, and users of public transportation, in a manner that is suitable to the rural, 
suburban, or urban context of the general plan.  
  

 32 



Letter F 
Westwood South of Santa Monica Boulevard Homeowners, Additions to Comments 
(Original Comments:  R207 in FEIR) 
April 7, 2015 
 
F1.  Casden Project 
 
The MP 2035 EIR analyzes impacts based on land use projections (see EIR Section 6.1 
Cumulative Impacts), and not a list of projects.  Thus, the status of any individual project is not 
relevant to the analysis.  The SCAG forecasts that are the basis of the analyses contained in the 
EIR are built upon on local planning documents and local input. For purposes of analysis of a 
long-range planning document such as MP 2035, a list-based analysis is not sufficient because it 
would not capture all the projects likely to occur from now through 2035, therefore a forecast-
based approach is required.  The commenter’s recommendation that the City seek access to some 
of the land to enable the Westside Transit Center will be forwarded to decisionmakers for their 
consideration. 
 
F2.  Funding 
 
See Master Response 9 regarding Funding and Implementation (FEIR page 2-22 to 2-23).  MP 
2035 is a long-term plan to identify when, where and how much funding will be needed in the 
future.   
 
F3.  Importance of Reducing Congestion 
 
The City of Los Angeles is challenged with addressing multiple concerns including congestion, 
vehicle miles travelled, vehicle emissions (including GHGs) and other environmental issues.  MP 
2035 is part of an integrated approach to addressing the multiple factors that must be balanced by 
decsionmakers. 
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Letter G 
Bill Miller 
E-Mail May 27, 2015 
 
 
G1.  Rowena Road Diet 
 
See Response B9 above. The article posted on the Eastsider on May 22, 2015 about the Rowena 
road diet alleges that traffic has gotten worse, has not yielded increase in bicycle travel and has 
led to increased cut through traffic on adjacent streets, though the article does not provide any 
specific traffic data to verify this conclusion. It is anticipated that increased local congestion 
would result as a result of building out the networks identified in the MP 2035 (the EIR identifies 
impacts to circulation to be significant); however, MP 2035 also includes a host of goals and 
objectives to guide engineering and design choices, which include increasing safety. The primary 
goal of the road diet along Rowena was to reduce pedestrian collisions and speeding, given the 
recent pedestrian fatality and direct proximity to Ivanhoe Elementary School. It is possible that 
bicycle travel will increase to substantial proportions upon completion of functional low stress 
networks, though this will likely depend on the degree that low stress options are available that 
connect people to their destinations. Increasing number of persons with access to high quality 
bicycling facilities by 50 percent by 2035 is an objective of the MP 2035. 
 
G2.  Lack of Outreach 
 
See Master Response 6 (FEIR pages 2-18 to 2-20). 
 
G3.  Opinions/Concerns 
 
Commenters opinions and concerns will be forwarded to the decisonmaker.  The EIR provides a 
comprehensive evaluation of potential physical impacts on the environment.  The commenter 
provides no substantial evidence to support additional impacts beyond those identified in the 
FEIR. 
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Corrections and Additions to Responses Contained in May 2015 FEIR 
 
Page 2-13 (in Master Response 3), the first sentence of the fourth paragraph is revised as follows: 
 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure LU1 could include parking utilization surveys as part 
of the outreach process within close proximity to a proposed NEN VEN facility to identify 
the total availability of parking and facilitation to improve parking supply management. 

 
Page 2-17 of the FEIR, the following is added to Master Response 4 at the end of the discussion 
of impacts to bicycle riders before the discussion of Diesel Emissions (added to the end of the 
first partial paragraph on this page): 
 

Consistent with the Complete Streets Act, MP 2035 provides for a variety of access routes to 
different destinations. From a common sense perspective, concentrations increase as traffic 
volumes increase and children are more susceptible than adults. Children are not commuters 
and are not anticipated to use the bike lanes for long distance during weekdays. Children 
could be encouraged to use the low volume NEN during school days or travel major roads for 
only short distances. Volumes are less on weekends when children are more likely to take a 
lengthy recreational ride.  The consultants and City staff are not aware of any studies, any 
evidence from commenters or any other substantial evidence to support an increase risk to 
children riding bikes caused by the Project. 
 

Page 2-17, footnote 15, the following is added to the end of the footnote: 
 

In Europe the fuel mix is different from California and therefore specific pollutant exposure 
results are not directly comparable. 

 
Page 2-21, the following is added to third bullet of the FEIR: 
 

(Separate from public infrastructure, the EIR has identified the project’s potential to 
significantly impact emergency access [see Master Response 14], that would physically 
impact emergency service providers; infrastructure in an EIR is generally considered to 
be the so called hard infrastructure that is the physical components that serve a City such 
as roadways, pipelines, etc.  Staffing and day to day operations of emergency service 
providers is generally considered to be part of the soft infrastructure.) 

 
The third sentence of the second paragraph of Response 200-5 is clarified as follows: 

 
The City Council will need to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve the 
MP 2035.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations is required to explain why a project is 
being approved in spite of its significant unavoidable impacts, in this case to traffic in West 
Los Angeles and other areas of the City. 

 
Additional Corrections and Additions to RDEIR and FEIR 
 
RDEIR page 2-33, the first, second, fourth, and fifth bullets under the Accessibility heading are 
revised as follows: 
 

• More than 95 percent of the City’s population and employment would be within one mile 
of a high-quality bicycle BEN facility under Future With Project conditions. This serves 
an additional two million residents and 780,000 jobs relative to the Future No Project.  
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• 70 percent of jobs and 65 percent of residents would be within one-quarter mile of a high-
quality bicycle BEN facility under the proposed project. 

• More than 80 percent of the City’s population and 85 percent of its employment would be 
within one mile of a high-quality transit TEN facility under Future With Project 
conditions. This serves an additional 1.1 million residents and 370,000 jobs relative to the 
Future No Project conditions. 

• Accessibility to high-quality transit TEN facilities within one-quarter mile would increase 
more than threefold for population and would more than double for employment between 
the Future No Project and Project conditions. 

 
FEIR Pages 3-6 to 3-10 (before edit to Page 4.1-44) identify corrections to RDEIR pages 4.1-15, 
4.1-16, and 4.1-32 through 4.1-34. These corrections all relate to a validation done by the traffic 
consultants (as discussed in our Response to B-1 above) to test out the EIR traffic impact analysis 
using Year 2014 conditions.  
 
These corrections/additions to the RDEIR improperly revised the traffic impact analysis and 
conclusions in the RDEIR and treated the validating test as an “update” to the RDEIR traffic 
analysis. This was an inaccurate and misleading correction in the FEIR.  
 
To fix this, the following corrections are made: 
 

(1) To the FEIR, make the following corrections: 
• On Pages 3-6 to 3-7 delete all corrections to Pages 4.1-15 and 4.1-16, including Table 

4.1-11, and 4.1-12. 
• On Pages 3-8 to 3-10, delete all corrections to Pages 4.1-32, 4.1-33 and 4.1-34, 

including Tables 4.1-19 and 4.1-20. 
• All references in the FEIR, including but not limited to Master Response 21, and 

responses to comments on 200-11, R200-4 and R203-6, that refer to the corrections 
made in pages 3-6 to 3-10 in the FEIR are referenced to this discussion in the 
Addition to the Final EIR, dated June 2015, as well as the discussion in Response B-1 
and the edits made to the RDEIR below.  

 
(2) To the RDEIR, make the following changes: 

 
• Starting after Table 4.1-12, the following is added; 

 
To further support and test the EIR traffic impact analysis, traffic operations analysis 
was conducted for Year 2014 conditions.  Note, 2014 conditions are after the baseline 
year of 2013. Therefore, this analysis was used only to further support the impact 
analysis based on 2013 existing conditions (as described in Appendix C). The results 
of this traffic operations analysis for Year 2014 conditions is as follows: 
 
For 2014 conditions in the AM peak, approximately 22 percent of Central APC 
segments operate at LOS E or F, increasing to 33 percent in the PM peak.  Citywide, 
13.5 percent of street segments operate at LOS E or F in the AM peak, rising to 
nearly 19 percent in the PM peak. 
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TABLE 4.1-11A:  SUMMARY OF 2014 AM PEAK PERIOD ROADWAY 
SEGMENTS OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Area Planning 
Commission 

Percent of Segments Operating at: /a/ Weighted 
Average V/C Ratio  
(all segments) /a/ 

LOS D or 
Better LOS E LOS F 

Unsatisfactory 
LOS (E or F) 

1. North Valley 95.5% 1.6% 2.8% 4.5% 0.601 (LOS B) 
2. South Valley 94.7% 2.3% 3.1% 5.3% 0.622 (LOS B) 
3. Central 77.6% 8.7% 13.7% 22.4% 0.785 (LOS C) 
4. East Los Angeles 79.0% 6.2% 14.9% 21.0% 0.819 (LOS D) 
5. West Los Angeles 78.4% 7.0% 14.7% 21.6% 0.804 (LOS D) 
6. South Los Angeles 86.4% 5.7% 7.8% 13.6% 0.723 (LOS C) 
7. Harbor 94.5% 2.3% 3.2% 5.5% 0.622 (LOS B) 

CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES 86.5% 5.0% 8.6% 13.5% 0.722 (LOS C) 

/a/ Segments include major highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles. 
LOS interpolated to reflect Year 2014 Operating Conditions. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 

 
 

TABLE 4.1-12A:  SUMMARY OF 2014 PM PEAK PERIOD ROADWAY 
SEGMENTS OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Area Planning 
Commission 

Percent of Segments Operating at: /a/ Weighted Average 
V/C Ratio  

(all segments) /a/ 
LOS D or 

Better LOS E LOS F 
Unsatisfactory 
LOS (E or F) 

1. North Valley 94.4% 2.2% 3.4% 5.6%    0.623 (LOS B) 
2. South Valley 91.8% 3.9% 4.3% 8.2% 0.663 (LOS B) 
3. Central 67.4% 11.4% 21.1% 32.6% 0.837 (LOS D) 
4. East Los Angeles 71.5% 8.9% 19.6% 28.5% 0.837 (LOS D) 
5. West Los Angeles 71.0% 9.2% 19.8% 29.0% 0.847 (LOS D) 
6. South Los Angeles 81.2% 7.6% 11.2% 18.8% 0.788 (LOS C) 
7. Harbor 93.4% 3.1% 3.4% 6.6% 0.644 (LOS B) 

CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES 81.2% 6.8% 12.0% 18.8% 0.764 (LOS C) 

/a/ Segments include major highways, secondary highways, and collector streets within the City of Los Angeles. 
LOS interpolated to reflect Year 2014 Operating Conditions. 
SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2015. 

 
• following the third full paragraph, the following is added: 

As discussed on page 4.1-16, to further support and test the EIR traffic impact analysis, 
traffic operations analysis was conducted for Year 2014 conditions.  Note, 2014 
conditions are after the baseline year of 2013. Therefore, this analysis was used only to 
further support the impact analysis based on 2013 existing conditions (as described in 
Appendix C). The results of this traffic operations analysis for Year 2014 did not result in 
any changes to the impacts related to traffic operations.  Under 2014 conditions in both 
the AM and PM peak periods, the Central APC has the highest share of segments 
operating at LOS E or F, followed closely by East Los Angeles and West Los Angeles.  
In the AM peak, approximately 22 percent of Central APC segments operate at LOS E or 
F, increasing to 33 percent in the PM peak.  Citywide, 13.5 percent of street segments 
operate at LOS E or F in the AM peak, rising to nearly 19 percent in the PM peak.   

 
Page 4.1-24, the last sentence of the first full paragraph, is revised as follows: 

 
Table 4.1-15 summarizes the existing and future model population, household and 
employment estimates assumptions. 
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Page 4.1-24, Table 4.1-15 is revised as follows: 
 

TABLE 4.1-15:  SUMMARY OF  MODEL POPULATION, HOUSEHOLD & 
EMPLOYMENT VALUES 

Area Planning Commission 
Existing (2012) 

Model 
Calibration 

Year1 

Future 
(2035) Growth Percent 

Change 

1. North Valley Population 712,500 743,700 31,200 4.4% 
2. South Valley Population 763,700 819,200 55,500 7.3% 
3. Central Population 727,100 842,200 115,100 15.8% 
4. East Los Angeles Population 429,600 445,500 15,900 3.7% 
5. West Los Angeles Population 433,900 459,000 25,100 5.8% 
6. South Los Angeles Population 730,000 803,100 73,100 10.0% 
7. Harbor Population 207,600 210,200 2,600 1.3% 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES Total Population 4,004,4003 4,322,900 318,500 8.0% 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Total Households1 
1,300,000 1,600,000 300,000 23.1% 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
Total Employment1 

1,790,000 1,900,000 110,000 6.1% 

     
Notes:  
1. The model was originally developed, calibrated and validated to 2008  conditions and refined to reflect more current (2009, 2010,and 2011) land 
use conditions in the City of LA.  2008 is the most recent year in which a consistent data set of population, employment and households (reported 
at the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level of detail) is available for use in the model calibration process.  A new TAZ data set will be available when 
SCAG produces its 2016 RTP update, which will reflect year 2012 conditions as a baseline.   
2. Household and Employment Data reported in Appendix C of EIR. 
3. Population of 4 million is similar to the most recent City population data reported by the Department of Finance (3.96 million) as of January 2015.  
SOURCE: 2012 SCAG RTP Model and City of Los Angles TDF Model 

 
Page 4.1-44, first paragraph, the third sentence is revised as follows: 
 

Since the proposed project could contribute to increased delay for drivers in the areas of 
proposed change, and could include design elements that impede emergency access, the 
proposed project would have a potentially significant impact related to inadequate emergency 
vehicle access. 

 
Page 4.1-66, the first, second, fourth, and fifth bullets under the Accessibility heading are revised 
as follows: 
 

• More than 95 percent of the City’s population and employment would be within one mile 
of a high-quality bicycle BEN facility under Future With Project conditions. This serves 
an additional two million residents and 780,000 jobs relative to the Future No Project.  

• 70 percent of jobs and 65 percent of residents would be within one-quarter mile of a high-
quality bicycle BEN facility under the proposed project. 

• More than 80 percent of the City’s population and 85 percent of its employment would be 
within one mile of a high-quality transit TEN facility under Future With Project 
conditions. This serves an additional 1.1 million residents and 370,000 jobs relative to the 
Future No Project conditions. 

• Accessibility to high-quality transit TEN facilities within one-quarter mile would increase 
more than threefold for population and would more than double for employment between 
the Future No Project and Project conditions. 
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Page 4.4-16, text for the second paragraph and Table 4.4-9 should be revised to reflect that the 
future City of Los Angeles population is changed to 4,322,900 (from 4,416,000) in 2035 (in the 
text and table), resulting in a per capita emission rate (for the 2035 No Project and 2035 Project 
conditions) for passenger vehicles and light trucks of 19.5 pounds per day (not 19.1 pounds per 
day) which is still less than the SCAG projection of 20.5 pounds per day and therefore the impact 
remains less than significant. 
 
In Appendix C2, the first sentence at the top of page 3 is further revised (in bold) as follows: 
 

The transportation projects improvements included in the model are documented in the 
attached table.include all transportation improvements that are fully funded, and/or 
otherwise reasonably foreseeable, as identified in the sources listed above, specifically the 
following notable improvements are included in the model: 
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1	  
	  

May	  28,	  2015	  

Via	  Email:	  	  James.K.Williams@lacity.org,	  Joan.Pelico@lacity.org	  

The	  Hon.	  	  David	  Ambroz,	  President	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
200	  	  Los	  Angeles	  City	  Planning	  Commission	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  North	  Spring	  
Street,	  City	  Hall	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Los	  Angeles,	  CA	  90012	  

RE:	   COMMENT	  LETTER	  RE.	  MOBILITY	  PLAN	  2035	  FEIR	  PUBLIC	  HEARING	  

Dear	  President	  Ambroz	  and	  Planning	  Commissioners:	  

Fix	  the	  City	  is	  a	  nonprofit	  organization	  that	  exposed	  LAFD	  response	  time	  reporting	  failures,	  	  prevailed	  against	  the	  City’s	  
Pico-‐Olympic	  one-‐way	  plan,	  and	  most	  recently,	  successfully	  challenged	  the	  Hollywood	  Community	  Plan	  Update.	  	  	  	  	  We	  
incorporate	  by	  reference	  all	  other	  comments	  and	  evidence	  submitted	  for	  this	  project	  and	  the	  EIR.	  	  	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
The	  worsening	  of	  mobility	  would	  be	  significant	  for	  the	  Westside:	  	  without	  the	  plan	  it	  would	  be	  28.6	  %	  	  LOS	  E	  or	  F;	  with	  
the	  plan,	  it	  would	  be	  40.37	  %	  LOS	  E	  and	  F	  (FEIR	  Table	  4.1-‐19	  and	  4.1-‐20).	  	  	  More	  congestion	  means	  slower	  emergency	  
response	  time.	  	  Infrastructure,	  in	  this	  instance,	  means	  life	  and	  death.	  	  	  	  And	  yet	  the	  EIR	  failed	  to	  analyze	  response	  time	  as	  
required	  by	  CEQA.	  	  	  
The	  Planning	  Commission	  should	  reject	  MP	  2035	  and	  send	  it	  back	  to	  staff.	  	  	  If	  approved,	  it	  will	  be	  litigated.	  	  	  
	  

1. COUNCILMEMBER	  KORETZ	  HAS	  TWICE	  REQUESTED	  THAT	  THE	  WESTWOOD	  BOULEVARD	  BIKE	  ROUTE	  BE	  
ELIMINATED	  FROM	  MP	  2035	  FOR	  SAFETY	  REASONS	  

The	  Staff	  Report	  on	  p.	  25	  shows	  bias.	  	  CEQA	  requires	  objective,	  documented	  evidence..	  	  Staff	  do	  not	  identify	  the	  multiple	  
participants	  and	  conversations,	  do	  not	  indicate	  how	  many	  people	  they	  represent,	  and	  falsely	  cited	  neighborhood	  
intrusion	  as	  local	  objection.	  	  Community	  concern	  has	  and	  will	  always	  be	  public	  safety	  and	  emergency	  access	  for	  first	  
responders.	  	  	  Given	  its	  narrow	  dimensions,	  narrow	  sidewalks,	  and	  	  over	  900	  buses	  daily,	  a	  BEN	  on	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  
is	  like	  putting	  a	  size	  12	  foot	  into	  a	  size	  6	  shoe	  and	  violates	  MTA	  bus-‐bike	  lane	  safety	  standards.	  	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  
cannot	  accommodate	  what	  it	  has	  already,	  no	  less	  create	  even	  narrower,	  dangerous	  travel	  lanes.	  	  Listen	  to	  MTA	  
(Comment	  2003-‐).	  	  Listen	  to	  	  Councilmember	  Koretz.	  	  Focus	  on	  bus	  movement	  on	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  to	  connect	  Expo	  
with	  UCLA.	  	  Safer	  bike	  routes	  are	  locally	  supported.	  	  	  

No	  maps	  were	  provided,	  so	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  determine	  what	  is	  in	  or	  out	  on	  Westwood	  Boulevard.	  	  	  A	  letter	  was	  sent	  to	  
the	  Planning	  Department	  in	  2014	  by	  Councilmember	  Koretz	  requesting	  removal	  of	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  as	  a	  BEN	  (in	  
response	  to	  the	  DEIR).1	  	  He	  restated	  that	  request	  to	  Ms.	  Bowin	  on	  May	  7,	  2015,	  in	  front	  of	  Westwood	  community	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Councilmember	  Koretz’s	  request	  	  is	  part	  of	  the	  	  administrative	  record	  for	  this	  EIR.	  	  	  In	  a	  subsequent	  telephone	  call	  rom	  Claire	  Bowin	  
to	  Laura	  Lake	  on	  May	  14,	  2015,	  Ms.	  Bowin	  stated	  that	  the	  Westwood	  bike	  route	  north	  of	  Santa	  Monica	  Boulevard	  to	  Le	  Conte	  

This	   is	   not	   a	  mobility	   plan:	   	   “Tables	   4.1-‐19	   and	  4.1-‐20	   compare	   Future	  No	  Project	   to	   Future	  
With	  Project	  LOS	  and	  generally	  show	  that	  vehicle	  delay	  would	  be	  worse	  with	  the	  project	  [MP	  
2035]	  than	  under	  No	  Project	  condition”	  (emphasis	  added,	  FEIR	  P.	  2-‐18).	  	  	  	  
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2	  
	  

leaders,	  that	  he	  wanted	  this	  route	  removed	  from	  the	  map	  and	  further	  study,	  and	  instead,	  focus	  on	  alternative,	  safer	  
routes	  that	  would	  not	  interfere	  with	  bus	  travel.	  	  	  	  We	  ask	  that	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  honor	  his	  request	  and	  remove	  
all	  of	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  from	  the	  proposed	  map,	  action	  plan,	  etc.	  

Furthermore,	  the	  Westwood	  route	  shown	  on	  the	  map,	  from	  Santa	  Monica	  Boulevard	  to	  UCLA	  (Le	  Conte	  Avenue)	  is	  not	  
connected	  with	  the	  Expo	  Line.	  	  	  It	  is	  not	  a	  network.	  	  It	  makes	  no	  sense	  because	  it	  lacks	  connectivity,	  and	  that	  is	  because	  
it	  is	  a	  busy,	  bus-‐filled	  narrow	  street	  that	  cannot	  accommodate	  bicycles.	  	  	  If	  the	  street	  were	  wider	  and	  could	  provide	  
MTA’s	  recommended	  16.5	  foot	  wide	  curb	  lanes,	  it	  would	  be	  a	  different	  story.	  	  But	  it	  cannot	  and	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  be	  a	  
safe	  bicycle	  route.	  
	  

2. THIS	  IS	  AN	  IMMOBILITY	  PLAN	  

In	  a	  candid	  admission,	  	  the	  DEIR	  stated:	  	  “the	  project	  will	  result	  in	  ‘significant	  and	  unavoidable’	  impacts	  associated	  with	  
‘increased	  congestion’”	  (REIR,	  p.	  2-‐2).	  	  	  The	  5	  Year	  Bike	  Plan	  approved	  by	  the	  city	  similarly	  stated:	  	  “It	  is	  anticipated	  that	  
certain	  future	  bike	  lanes	  may	  have	  potential	  impacts	  on	  parking	  and	  congestion	  (p.	  2).	  	  Yet	  the	  FEIR	  continues	  the	  big	  lie	  
that	  these	  improvements	  will	  enhance	  mobility.	  	  It	  will	  not.	  
	  
The	  record	  shows	  that	  residents	  from	  across	  the	  city	  that	  this	  plan	  adversely	  impacts	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  bus	  riders	  and	  
pedestrians.	  	  	  Several	  of	  the	  proposals	  are	  incomplete,	  unconnected	  segments	  (e.g.,	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  BEN)	  that	  
make	  no	  sense.	  	  	  	  
	  
In	  	  fact,	  analysis	  of	  the	  response	  letters	  to	  this	  EIR	  showed	  only	  3	  short,	  non-‐specific	  	  pro	  bike-‐route	  responses.	  	  All	  the	  
others	  sought	  to	  eliminate	  BENs	  from	  their	  local	  neighborhoods	  (Hollywood,	  Westwood,	  West	  Los	  Angeles,	  Miracle	  
Mile,	  etc.).	  	  	  	  	  
	  

3. THE	  TRANSPORTATION	  MODEL	  HAS	  A	  FATAL	  FLAW.	  	  	  

The	  statement	  that	  all	  of	  the	  Wilshire	  Subway	  to	  the	  VA	  Campus	  	  is	  fully	  funded	  (FEIR	  p.	  3-‐13)	  	  	  is	  not	  true.	  	  Only	  the	  first	  
segment	  is	  fully	  funded;	  that	  is	  why	  Measure	  R2	  will	  be	  on	  the	  	  ballot.	  	  This	  error	  means	  that	  the	  entire	  transportation	  
model	  has	  a	  fatal	  flaw.	  	  It	  must	  be	  corrected	  and	  run	  again,	  and	  published	  in	  a	  recirculated	  FEIR.2	  

The	  proposals	  included	  in	  the	  maps,	  policies,	  plans	  will	  actually:	  

• slow	  traffic	  flow	  and	  add	  congestion,	  as	  well	  as	  densify	  the	  city	  per	  SB	  743,	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  adequate	  public	  
safety	  and	  public	  utilities	  	  (a	  grow-‐inducing	  impact)	  

• jeopardize	  public	  safety	  by	  delaying	  first	  responders,	  
• jeopardize	  public	  safety	  by	  increasing	  bike-‐bus	  accidents,	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Avenue	  would	  not	  be	  removed	  from	  the	  map	  because	  there	  was	  no	  specific	  request	  from	  Councilmember	  Koretz	  asking	  its	  removal.	  	  	  
This	  is	  not	  true.	  	  	  

	  
2	  “The	  transportation	  projects	  improvements	  included	  in	  the	  model	  are	  documented	  in	  the	  attached	  table	  include	  all	  
transportation	  improvements	  that	  are	  fully	  funded	  as	  identified	  in	  the	  sources	  listed	  above,	  specifically	  the	  following	  
notable	  improvements	  are	  included	  in	  the	  model:…	  Westside	  Subway	  Extension,	  including	  extension	  of	  the	  Metro	  Purple	  
Line	  heavy	  rail	  subway	  from	  Wilshire	  &	  Western	  Station	  to	  Westwood	  VA	  Campus”	  (FEIR	  p.	  3-‐13).	  
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• increase	  greenhouse	  gasses,	  	  
• interfere	  with	  adopted	  project	  mitigations	  (e.g.,	  ATSAC),	  and	  	  
• conflict	  with	  other	  city	  and	  MTA	  policies	  and	  plans.	  

	  
4. FEIR	  STATEMENT	  OF	  OVERRIDING	  CONSIDERATIONS	  

The	  FEIR	  states	  on	  p.	  2-‐61	  (Response	  200-‐5)	  that	  that	  a	  Statement	  of	  Overriding	  Considerations	  to	  approve	  the	  MP	  2035	  
will	  be	  required	  ”in	  spite	  of	  its	  significant	  unavoidable	  impacts	  to	  traffic	  in	  West	  Los	  Angeles	  and	  other	  areas	  of	  the	  City.”	  	  	  
This	  makes	  no	  sense.	  	  It	  will	  be	  required	  because	  of	  the	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  of	  MP	  2035	  that	  cannot	  be	  mitigated.	  	  
Please	  correct	  this	  statement	  and	  include	  correction	  in	  a	  recirculated	  FEIR.	  

5. RESPONSE	  200-‐6	  DOES	  NOT	  MAKE	  SENSE	  

The	  statement	  is	  made	  that	  if	  local	  parking	  is	  removed	  from	  Westwood	  Boulevard,	  people	  who	  know	  will	  avoid	  the	  area.	  	  	  
There	  is	  no	  origin-‐destination	  study	  to	  differentiate	  local	  trips	  versus	  commuter	  trips.	  	  There	  is	  no	  substantial	  evidence	  
provided	  for	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  to	  support	  the	  speculative	  contention	  that	  cars	  will	  avoid	  the	  Boulevard	  because	  
parking	  has	  been	  removed.	  	  	  

Also,	  the	  FEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  parking	  deficit	  in	  the	  area	  because	  so	  many	  buildings	  were	  constructed	  prior	  to	  code-‐
required	  parking.	  	  Street	  parking	  is	  often	  their	  only	  parking.	  	  The	  FEIR’s	  cavalier	  treatment	  of	  small	  businesses	  that	  count	  
on	  limited	  on-‐street	  parking,	  is	  an	  inadequate	  response.	  	  In	  fact,	  the	  adoption	  of	  permit	  parking	  districts	  in	  this	  area	  is	  a	  
reflection	  of	  a	  commercial	  parking	  shortfall	  that	  has	  forced	  residents	  to	  restrict	  parking.	  	  Thus	  in	  parts	  of	  the	  city,	  	  
perhaps	  displaced	  street-‐parkers	  could	  find	  adjacent	  parking.	  	  In	  the	  case	  of	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  and	  other	  streets	  on	  
the	  Westside,	  this	  is	  not	  an	  option.	  	  	  	  	  

Local	  businesses	  will	  suffer	  because	  their	  clients	  and	  customers	  cannot	  find	  local	  parking	  and	  will	  bypass	  their	  retail	  
district.	  	  The	  FEIR	  must	  be	  revised	  to	  include	  an	  urban	  decay	  study	  of	  the	  impacts	  on	  local	  businesses	  that	  may	  lose	  
parking	  due	  to	  the	  indirect	  impacts	  of	  MP	  2035.	  

6. IMPACT	  OF	  MP	  2035	  ON	  FIRST	  RESPONDERS	  RESPONSE	  TIME	  NOT	  ANALYZED	  

Response	  200-‐7	  admits	  “potentially	  significant	  and	  unavoidable	  impact	  related	  to	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  and	  
response	  times”	  (p.	  2-‐62).	  	  This	  is	  not	  accurate.	  	  It	  is	  not	  potentially	  inadequate.	  	  Ever	  since	  	  2012	  when	  Fix	  the	  City	  
exposed	  the	  true	  response	  times	  for	  EMT-‐LAFD	  failing	  to	  meet	  the	  city’s	  standard	  of	  under	  5	  minutes	  90%	  of	  the	  time,	  it	  
is	  not	  potential.	  	  It	  has	  become	  chronic	  delayed	  responses.	  

The	  CEQA	  Checklist,	  Section	  XVI(e)	  	  requires	  analysis	  of	  changes	  that	  “Result	  in	  inadequate	  emergency	  access.”	  	  No	  such	  
analysis	  is	  provided.	  	  	  	  For	  example,	  	  the	  impact	  of	  gridlock	  for	  emergency	  responders	  is	  state	  law	  requiring	  drivers	  to	  
pull	  to	  the	  right.	  	  Many	  neighborhoods	  across	  the	  city	  are	  at	  LOS	  E	  and	  F	  and	  thus	  drivers	  have	  no	  place	  to	  move	  to	  help	  
police	  and	  fire	  reach	  their	  destinations.	  	  	  

Emergency	  medical	  response	  time	  was	  not	  examined	  as	  a	  citywide	  baseline,	  as	  required	  by	  the	  CEQA	  checklist	  (see	  FEIR	  
p.	  3-‐10).	  	  	  Instead,	  the	  FEIR	  failed	  to	  	  disclose	  what	  the	  current	  response	  time	  is	  for	  LAFD	  and	  failed	  to	  provide	  a	  
statement	  of	  overriding	  consideration	  is	  required	  because	  it	  is	  not	  presently	  feasible	  to	  increase	  staffing	  by	  at	  least	  600	  
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firefighters,	  to	  build	  new	  stations,	  and	  to	  reduce	  congestion	  so	  that	  firefighters	  can	  reach	  the	  scene	  of	  medical	  
emergencies	  within	  the	  City’s	  established	  response	  rate	  of	  under	  five	  minutes	  90%	  of	  the	  time.	  	  	  

7. THE	  2010	  BIKE	  PLAN	  DID	  NOT	  HAVE	  A	  CERTIFIED	  EIR	  

MP	  2035	  relies	  upon	  a	  bike	  plan	  that	  never	  had	  a	  final	  EIR	  and	  yet	  it	  treated	  as	  if	  it	  has	  been	  fully	  vetted	  for	  
environmental	  impacts.	  	  MP	  2035	  	  cannot	  include	  the	  2010	  Bike	  Plan	  as	  if	  it	  had	  an	  EIR.	  	  The	  Planning	  Department	  
cannot	  lawfully	  include	  the	  2010	  Bike	  Plan	  without	  a	  full	  EIR.	  	  This	  EIR	  treats	  it	  as	  if	  it	  had	  an	  FEIR	  and	  therefore	  fails	  to	  
analyze	  what	  was	  adopted	  unlawfully	  as	  a	  Bike	  Plan	  that	  had	  no	  FEIR.	  	  	  

Furthermore,	  the	  BENs	  proposed	  in	  MP	  2035	  are	  the	  not	  based	  on	  Westwood	  community	  support.	  	  Not	  a	  single	  
community-‐based	  organization	  supports	  any	  portion	  of	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  being	  included,	  and	  in	  fact,	  the	  part	  that	  
remains	  on	  the	  map	  is	  not	  a	  network	  as	  it	  lacks	  connectivity	  with	  Expo.	  	  Not	  a	  single	  REIR	  response	  letter	  shows	  support	  
for	  Westwood	  Boulevard	  from	  “the	  community.”	  	  	  This	  is	  most	  clearly	  a	  top	  down	  imposed	  preference	  of	  staff,	  not	  the	  
community.	  	  	  

8. MP	  2035	  IS	  INCONSISTENT	  WITH	  THE	  GENERAL	  PLAN	  FRAMEWORK	  TRANSPORTATION	  ELEMENT	  (FEIR	  
MASTER	  RESPONSE	  7)	  

	  
Table	  4.1-‐20	  makes	  it	  clear	  that	  mobility	  will	  decrease	  as	  a	  result	  of	  this	  plan.	  	  	  The	  General	  Plan	  Transportation	  Element	  
calls	  for	  improving,	  not	  worsening,	  mobility.	  
	  
Despite	  the	  claim	  on	  FEIR	  p.	  2-‐20	  that	  MP	  2035	  is	  not	  a	  land-‐use	  plan,	  it	  is	  a	  de	  facto	  land	  use	  plan	  that	  will	  intensify	  
density	  and	  congestion	  and	  confer	  by-‐right	  density	  bonuses	  via	  SB	  743	  and	  city	  ordinances	  linked	  with	  proposed	  
transit	  plans	  (not	  even	  construction	  –	  just	  plans).	  	  	  Designation	  of	  a	  transit	  improvement/route	  constitutes	  a	  land-‐use	  
entitlement	  for	  parking,	  density,	  open	  space,	  etc.	  and	  overrides	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  	  Therefore	  it	  is	  in	  violation	  of	  
Framework	  Element	  Policy	  3.3.2	  because	  infrastructure	  is	  indeed	  threatened	  (water,	  emergency	  service	  response	  time,	  
etc.).	  
	  
The	  FEIR	  sidesteps	  the	  issue	  of	  consistency	  with	  the	  General	  Plan	  Framework	  by	  stating	  that	  it	  is	  not	  a	  land	  use	  plan	  
(FEIR	  p.	  2-‐20).	  	  It	  incorrectly	  states	  that	  it	  will	  not	  induce	  growth,	  when	  as	  discussed	  below,	  it	  will	  facilitate	  added	  growth	  
due	  to	  city	  and	  state	  laws	  that	  permit	  by-‐right	  densification	  within	  half	  a	  mile	  of	  major	  transit	  corridors	  such	  as	  those	  
designated	  in	  MP	  2035.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Transportation	  Element	  must	  be	  consistent	  with	  the	  Land	  Use	  Element;	  they	  will	  not	  be	  consistent	  because	  the	  
land-‐use	  shown	  on	  Community	  Plan	  maps	  will	  not	  be	  the	  land-‐use	  that	  occurs	  due	  to	  transit-‐related	  density	  bonuses	  
(FEIR	  P.	  2-‐21).	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  1999	  Transportation	  Element	  calls	  for	  adopting	  land	  use	  policies	  (p.	  2).	  	  Land	  use	  and	  
transportation	  are	  inextricably	  linked.	  
	  
This	  response	  also	  makes	  a	  statement	  that	  is	  contradicted	  by	  the	  EIR’s	  conclusion	  that	  with	  the	  project,	  transportation	  
service	  will	  worsen,	  not	  improve.	  	  	  MP	  2035	  may	  seek	  to	  reduce	  demand	  on	  transportation	  infrastructure,	  but	  Table	  	  4.1-‐
20	  provides	  substantial	  evidence	  that	  it	  will	  do	  the	  opposite:	  	  worsen	  traffic	  and	  further	  burden	  the	  transportation	  
infrastructure.	  	  This	  plan	  does	  the	  opposite	  of	  its	  intended	  purpose	  and	  fails	  to	  analyze	  those	  impacts	  due	  to	  inducing	  
additional	  growth	  and	  slowing	  traffic.	  	  	  
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The	  1999	  Transportation	  Element	  addressed	  reduction	  in	  person-‐trips	  by	  increasing	  telecommunication	  technologies.	  	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  or	  analysis	  of	  this	  trip	  reduction	  strategy	  in	  the	  MP	  2035.	  	  Please	  address	  this	  omission	  in	  a	  
revised,	  recirculated	  EIR.	  
	  
Increasing	  use	  of	  public	  transit,	  as	  recommended	  by	  the	  1999	  Mobility	  Element,	  requires	  connectivity,	  	  shorter	  time	  
spent	  traveling,	  and	  less	  money	  than	  an	  auto	  requires.	  	  What	  strategies	  are	  included	  in	  MP	  2035	  to	  actually	  encourage	  
public	  transit	  use,	  such	  as	  lower	  fares	  or	  free	  fares	  and	  free	  transfers?	  
	  
The	  	  1999	  General	  Plan	  Transportation	  Element	  “promotes	  conserving	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  its	  residential	  
neighborhoods”	  (p.	  3)	  by	  preventing	  neighborhood	  intrusion.	  	  	  MP	  2035	  postpones	  analysis	  of	  neighborhood	  intrusion	  
until	  a	  specific	  project	  is	  proposed,	  and	  then	  only	  if	  it	  is	  not	  restriping,	  which	  would	  be	  exempt	  from	  CEQA	  and	  therefore	  
not	  studied	  for	  neighborhood	  intrusion	  impacts.	  
	  
Substantial	  evidence	  in	  the	  record	  indicates	  that	  all	  but	  three	  response	  letters	  believed	  that	  the	  propose	  MP	  2035	  would	  
do	  the	  reverse.	  	  Thus	  the	  MP	  2035	  violates	  the	  spirit	  and	  letter	  of	  the	  1999	  plan	  and	  sets	  the	  clock	  back	  for	  mobility	  
planning.	  	  	  
	  

9. 	  “AT	  LEAST	  16.5	  FOOT”	  SHARED	  BUS-‐BIKE	  SHARED	  LANES	  REQUIRED	  BY	  MTA	  

Mitigation	  Measure	  T-‐4	  (FEIR	  p.	  4-‐2)	  ignores	  Comment	  Letter	  100-‐3	  from	  MTA	  which	  stated	  clearly	  that	  MTA’s	  safety	  
standards	  are	  violated	  by	  the	  substandard	  lane	  dimensions	  for	  buses	  and	  bike	  lanes.	  	  references	  potential	  impacts	  on	  
other	  transit	  agencies.	  	  This	  bike-‐centric	  plan	  ignores	  the	  impacts	  on	  public	  safety	  and	  particularly,	  bus	  riders.	  	  	  

Mitigation	  Measure	  T-‐5	  (FEIR	  p.	  4-‐2)	  proposes	  a	  hypothetical	  fire	  emergency	  access	  solution	  that	  cannot	  be	  
implemented	  because	  substandard	  lanes	  proposed	  will	  not	  accommodate	  both	  buses	  and	  fire	  trucks.	  	  Furthermore,	  
emergency	  response	  time	  is	  also	  dependent	  upon	  staffing,	  which	  is	  about	  600	  firefighters	  short	  from	  2008	  levels.	  	  Thus	  it	  
is	  not	  enough	  to	  assure	  lane	  dimensions	  (very	  important);	  it	  is	  equally	  important	  to	  assure	  that	  if	  an	  alarm	  occurs,	  there	  
are	  personnel	  to	  use	  the	  lanes.	  	  Emergency	  response	  time	  is	  a	  fundamental	  environmental	  impact	  on	  the	  CEQA	  checklist	  
that	  is	  not	  mitigated	  in	  this	  EIR	  and	  a	  statement	  of	  overriding	  considerations	  is	  required	  for	  inadequate	  fire	  response	  
time.	  

Bus	  riders	  are	  a	  huge	  percentage	  of	  commuters.	  	  Unless	  bus-‐bike	  lanes	  are	  “at	  least	  16.5	  feet”3	  according	  to	  MTA,	  the	  
safety	  risks	  are	  of	  concern	  to	  MTA.	  	  The	  Planning	  Department	  	  has	  ignored	  MTA	  the	  substantial	  evidence	  upon	  which	  
MTA	  based	  this	  design	  standard.	  	  City	  Smart	  Street/Complete	  Street	  Standards	  are	  far	  smaller	  for	  shared	  lanes,	  
increasing	  congestion	  and	  accidents.	  	  	  MTA’s	  response	  letter	  (R-‐100-‐3)	  clearly	  expresses	  concern	  for	  public	  safety	  by	  the	  
City’s	  substandard	  curbside	  lane	  dimension	  standard.	  

CEQA	  requires	  analysis	  of	  impacts	  when	  a	  transportation	  plan	  conflicts	  with	  a	  proposed	  project,	  as	  clearly	  stated	  in	  the	  
CEQA	  Checklist.4	  	  	  This	  program	  conflicts	  with	  the	  established	  MTA	  safety	  standards	  for	  shared	  bus-‐bike	  lanes.	  	  	  The	  EIR	  
is	  required	  to	  analyze,	  not	  ignore,	  this	  conflict.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  REIR	  Response	  100-‐3	  (FEIR	  Appendix	  A2).	  
4CEQA	  Checklist,	  Section	  	  XVI.	  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC	  –	  “Would	  the	  project:	  a)	  Conflict	  with	  an	  applicable	  plan,	  ordinance	  or	  
policy	  establishing	  measures	  of	  effectiveness	  for	  the	  performance	  of	  the	  circulation	  system,	  taking	  into	  account	  all	  modes	  of	  
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We	  ask	  that	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  demand	  that	  the	  City	  follow	  MTA’s	  safety	  standard.	  	  If	  there	  is	  no	  room	  for	  such	  
lanes,	  and	  this	  is	  likely	  to	  be	  the	  case	  on	  older	  arterials,	  then	  the	  Planning	  Department	  needs	  to	  look	  at	  alleys	  that	  may	  
parallel	  	  those	  arteries	  or	  seek	  to	  use	  quiet,	  residential	  streets	  that	  would	  be	  safer	  for	  cyclists.	  

Shared	  bus-‐bike	  lanes	  as	  proposed	  are	  not	  safe,	  according	  to	  both	  MTA’s	  comment	  letter,	  which	  recommended	  at	  least	  
16.5	  foot	  lanes,	  whereas	  the	  Complete	  Streets	  Standards	  required	  only	  11	  feet	  bus	  lanes	  (Ibid.).	  
	  
The	  city	  needs	  to	  enforce	  stop	  signs	  and	  signals	  for	  bicyclists,	  who	  chronically	  ignore	  them,	  putting	  themselves	  at	  risk	  
and	  potentially	  causing	  unnecessary	  auto-‐bicycle	  accidents.	  	  There	  is	  no	  analysis	  of	  bicycle	  compliance	  with	  roadway	  
regulations.	  
	  

10. NO	  ANALYSIS	  OF	  DISABLED	  ACCESS	  FOR	  SEPARATED	  BIKE	  LANES	  

Recently,	  the	  City	  restriped	  and	  provided	  a	  separate	  bike	  lane	  on	  Reseda	  Boulevard.	  	  However,	  it	  is	  not	  apparent	  how	  
disable	  bus	  riders	  will	  be	  able	  to	  load	  or	  unload	  without	  access	  to	  the	  curb,	  which	  is	  separated	  by	  lane	  delineators.	  	  
Please	  analyze	  disabled	  bus-‐rider	  access	  impacts	  for	  all	  bike	  routes	  that	  have	  a	  physical	  separation	  from	  travel	  lanes.	  

Furthermore,	  photographs	  of	  bus	  shelters	  that	  lack	  adequate	  space	  for	  wheelchairs	  to	  negotiate	  the	  sidewalk	  are	  in	  the	  
record	  and	  refute	  the	  claim	  on	  p.	  2-‐64	  that	  bus	  shelters	  do	  not	  block	  handicapped	  access.	  	  	  

11. NO	  ANALYSIS	  OF	  TRASH	  BINS	  IN	  BIKE/BUS	  LANES	  

California	  Vehicle	  Code	  (VC)	  Section	  21211	  regulates	  obstruction	  of	  bike	  lanes.	  	  The	  FEIR	  failed	  to	  address	  the	  impact	  of	  
trash	  receptacles	  in	  bike	  lanes.	  	  Please	  analyze	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  MP	  2035	  on	  all	  designated	  routes	  involving	  trash	  pick-‐
up.	  	  This	  is	  a	  major	  analytical	  omission	  that	  must	  be	  addressed	  prior	  to	  certification.	  	  Send	  it	  back	  to	  the	  Planning	  
Department	  for	  analysis	  of	  this	  issue.	  

12. FEIR	  CONTRADICTS	  ITSELF	  

FEIR	  p.	  2-‐21	  claims	  that	  MP	  2035	  will	  not	  adversely	  impact	  the	  city’s	  public	  infrastructure.	  	  However,	  the	  FEIR	  admits	  
that	  congestion	  will	  be	  worse	  with	  the	  project	  than	  without.	  	  Therefore	  first	  responders	  will	  have	  more	  difficulty	  
reaching	  emergency	  sites.	  	  Impacting	  emergency	  services	  is	  most	  certainly	  impacting	  the	  city’s	  public	  infrastructure.	  	  The	  
FEIR	  must	  be	  corrected	  to	  show	  that	  MP	  2035	  will	  adversely	  impact	  the	  public	  infrastructure.	  

13. FEIR	  IMPLIES	  FUTURE	  EIR	  BUT	  AB	  2245	  EXEMPTS	  RESTRIPING	  FROM	  CEQA	  

The	  FEIR	  states	  on	  page	  2-‐21	  that	  specific	  projects	  “would	  likely	  require	  additional	  environmental	  review.”	  	  That	  is	  
deceptive	  because	  AB	  2245	  exempts	  restriping	  for	  bicycle	  lanes	  that	  are	  part	  of	  a	  designated	  bicycle	  transportation	  plan.	  	  
Approval	  of	  MP	  2035	  is	  a	  fait	  accompli	  to	  circumvent	  CEQA,	  despite	  the	  FEIR’s	  claims	  otherwise.	  

In	  meetings	  with	  Planning	  Department	  Staff	  	  referenced	  above,	  community	  leaders	  were	  repeatedly	  assured	  that	  each	  
specific	  project	  would	  have	  an	  environmental	  assessment.	  	  This	  is	  	  not	  necessarily	  true,	  since	  under	  AB	  2245,	  restriping	  
projects	  would	  be	  exempt	  from	  CEQA.	  	  These	  meetings	  are	  incorporated	  as	  part	  of	  the	  EIR	  record.	  	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
transportation	  including	  mass	  transit	  and	  non-‐motorized	  travel	  and	  relevant	  components	  of	  the	  circulation	  system,	  including	  but	  not	  
limited	  to	  intersections,	  streets,	  highways	  and	  freeways,	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  paths,	  and	  mass	  transit?”	  	  	  
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In	  meetings	  with	  Planning	  Department	  Staff	  5	  we	  were	  repeatedly	  assured	  that	  each	  specific	  project	  would	  have	  an	  
environmental	  assessment.	  	  This	  was	  not	  true,	  since	  under	  AB	  2245,	  restriping	  projects	  would	  be	  exempt	  from	  CEQA.	  	  
Thus	  the	  time	  to	  analyze	  their	  environmental	  impacts	  is	  now,	  as	  part	  of	  this	  EIR.	  

14. INADEQUATE	  PROGRAM	  EIR	  

This	  EIR	  is	  inadequate	  and	  misleading.	  	  Program	  EIRs	  are	  used	  to	  tier	  project	  EIRs.	  	  They	  provide	  the	  baseline	  for	  
infrastructure,	  	  public	  safety,	  mobility,	  etc.	  	  This	  program	  EIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  baseline	  conditions	  upon	  which	  
proposals’	  impacts	  can	  be	  assessed.	  	  There	  isn’t	  even	  a	  CEQA	  checklist	  to	  document	  which	  environmental	  impacts	  were	  
addressed	  and	  the	  estimated	  level	  of	  significance.	  	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  complete	  EIR	  and	  must	  not	  be	  certified.	  	  	  

While	  an	  Initial	  Study	  is	  optional	  if	  an	  EIR	  is	  prepared,	  it	  does	  not	  relieve	  the	  Lead	  Agency	  of	  the	  duty	  to	  document	  with	  
substantial	  evidence,	  how	  it	  identified	  the	  impacts	  it	  studied,	  and	  those	  which	  it	  deemed	  to	  be	  insignificant.	  	  	  At	  a	  
minimum,	  Appendix	  G	  of	  CEQA	  provides	  a	  checklist	  that	  requires	  such	  disclosure.	  	  The	  information	  is	  vital	  to	  supporting	  
the	  conclusions	  reached	  by	  the	  EIR.	  	  	  Absent	  a	  CEQA	  Checklist	  or	  similar	  evaluation	  of	  potential	  impacts,	  the	  entire	  EIR	  is	  
speculative	  and	  conclusory,	  dismissing	  impacts	  such	  as	  emergency	  medical	  response	  time	  failures,	  water	  supply	  
adequacy	  ,	  and	  violation	  of	  curb	  width	  for	  bus-‐bike	  lanes	  as	  mandated	  by	  MTA	  (see	  Response	  100-‐3)6	  from	  the	  scope	  of	  
the	  EIR.	  	  	  	  	  

CEQA	  does	  not	  prohibit	  project	  approval,	  but	  it	  does	  require	  transparency	  and	  full	  disclosure	  to	  the	  public	  and	  the	  
decision-‐makers.	  	  This	  EIR	  fails	  to	  disclose	  an	  historic	  drought,	  emergency	  response	  time	  failures,	  and	  growth-‐inducing	  
impacts	  by	  permitting	  density	  bonuses	  and	  parking	  relief	  within	  half	  a	  mile	  of	  transit	  corridors	  designated	  by	  this	  
Mobility	  Program	  2035,	  (“the	  project”).	  

A	  very	  significant	  adverse	  impact	  not	  identified	  in	  the	  FEIR	  is	  the	  conflict	  between	  the	  lane	  dimensions	  of	  the	  proposed	  
BENs,	  and	  the	  adopted	  plan	  of	  the	  MTA,	  which	  requires	  combined	  bike-‐bus	  lanes	  to	  be	  16.5	  feet	  wide	  (see	  MTA	  FEIR	  	  
Response	  Letter	  100-‐3),	  not	  the	  11-‐12	  feet	  proposed	  in	  this	  EIR.	  	  	  A	  violation	  of	  a	  locally	  adopted	  transportation	  and	  
land-‐use	  plan	  is	  a	  significant	  impact	  that	  must	  be	  analyzed,	  and	  an	  analysis	  of	  added	  safety	  problems	  and	  congestion	  
impacts	  of	  buses	  competing	  with	  cyclists,	  must	  be	  addressed.	  	  Adoption	  of	  the	  project	  is	  premature	  and	  violates	  CEQA.	  

The	  EIR	  makes	  a	  mockery	  of	  environmental	  analysis.	  	  It	  is	  as	  if	  it	  were	  written	  by	  a	  marketing	  professional,	  	  not	  a	  
planner.	  	  	  If	  non-‐planners	  did	  prepare	  this	  EIR,	  the	  document	  is	  not	  to	  be	  relied	  upon	  as	  substantial	  evidence.	  	  	  	  Take	  for	  
example:	  	  	  	  

15. GREENHOUSE	  GAS	  EMISSIONS	  WILL	  RISE	  WITH	  THIS	  PROJECT.	  	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  Claire	  Bowin,	  Planning	  Department	  staff,	  	  attended	  a	  Westwood	  community	  leader	  meeting	  with	  Councilmember	  Paul	  Koretz	  in	  his	  
Westside	  office	  along	  with	  several	  of	  his	  staff	  members	  on	  May	  7,	  2015.	  	  The	  next	  day,	  on	  May	  8,	  Laura	  Lake,	  Jim	  O’Sullivan	  and	  
Debbie	  Nussbaum	  attended	  a	  meeting	  at	  the	  invitation	  of	  Ken	  Bernstein,	  to	  meet	  with	  him	  and	  Claire	  Bowin	  regarding	  our	  EIR	  
comments	  and	  infrastructure	  concerns	  as	  well	  as	  inclusion	  of	  bike	  lanes	  for	  Westwood	  and	  the	  Miracle	  Mile	  community.	  	  	  
6“	  One	  of	  the	  items	  of	  concern	  was	  the	  shared	  bus	  bicycle	  lanes.	  Based	  on	  conducted	  research,	  an	  appropriate	  width	  for	  
a	  shared	  bus	  bicycle	  lane	  should	  be	  at	  least	  16.5	  feet.	  This	  allows	  for	  buses	  and	  bicycles	  to	  safely	  pass	  one	  another	  
without	  going	  into	  mixed	  flow	  traffic.	  Unfortunately,	  the	  accompanying	  street	  design	  manual	  calls	  for	  narrower	  widths	  
which	  may	  compromise	  safety.	  Therefore,	  the	  City	  should	  reconsider	  the	  shared	  lane	  width	  standards”	  (REIR	  Response	  
100-‐3,	  Appendix	  A2,	  MTA	  Letter	  data	  4-‐6-‐15).	  
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The	  statement	  that	  the	  MP	  2035	  improves	  Greenhouse	  Gas	  emissions	  (FEIR	  p.	  3-‐11)	  that	  with	  the	  MP	  2035	  there	  will	  not	  
be	  an	  increase	  in	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  is	  contradicted	  by	  the	  DEIR’s	  admission	  that	  the	  project	  would	  increase	  
congestion	  (REIR	  p.	  2-‐2).7	  

a. Table	  4.1-‐20	  shows	  that	  for	  the	  Westside,	  	  LOS	  will	  be	  significantly	  worse	  with	  the	  project	  in	  the	  future	  
(40.37%	  	  pm	  peak	  traffic	  LOS	  E	  or	  F)	  	  compared	  with	  	  28.6%	  LOS	  E	  or	  F	  pm	  peak	  traffic,	  	  without	  the	  
project	  in	  the	  future.	  	  This	  project	  is	  an	  immobility	  plan.	  

b. When	  congestion	  increases,	  then	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  increase.	  	  	  
c. Substantial	  evidence	  in	  the	  record	  provided	  by	  Charles	  Edelsohn,	  found	  increased	  greenhouse	  gas	  

emissions	  from	  this	  project.	  	  	  
	  

16. PEDESTRIAN	  SAFETY:	  	  BAN	  BICYCLES	  FROM	  SIDEWALKS	  	  	  

There	  is	  no	  proposal	  to	  increase	  pedestrian	  safety.	  	  We	  ask	  that	  the	  City	  prohibit	  bicycles	  using	  sidewalks.	  	  Many	  
sidewalks	  are	  narrow,	  	  and	  yet	  cyclists	  use	  them	  sidewalks	  even	  when	  they	  have	  bicycle	  lanes,	  such	  as	  on	  Westwood	  
Boulevard,	  north	  of	  Santa	  Monica	  Boulevard.	  	  Alternative	  routes	  on	  quiet	  residential	  streets	  have	  been	  suggested,	  e.g.,	  
Prosser/Westholme	  as	  an	  alternative	  to	  Westwood	  Boulevard.	  	  	  It	  is	  understandable	  why	  cyclists	  use	  the	  sidewalks:	  	  
the	  roadway	  is	  too	  congested	  and	  dangerous,	  with	  over	  900	  daily	  buses.	  	  	  	  We	  also	  note	  that	  the	  MTA	  standard	  for	  
shared	  bus-‐bike	  lanes	  is	  based	  on	  safety	  studies,	  while	  the	  dimensions	  used	  in	  this	  program	  are	  not	  supported	  by	  the	  
evidence	  cited	  by	  MTA.	  

17. FEIR	  FAILED	  TO	  ADDRESS	  WATER	  SUPPLY	  ADEQUACY	  

We	  have	  a	  major	  drought.	  	  Yet	  water	  supply	  was	  not	  examined.	  	  	  Even	  the	  basics	  such	  as	  the	  dimensions	  of	  the	  streets	  
that	  are	  being	  proposed	  for	  inclusion	  on	  the	  map,	  were	  not	  included,	  to	  see	  if	  they	  could	  fit	  any	  additional	  modes.	  	  
Major	  water	  line	  sinkholes	  and	  loss	  of	  water	  has	  become	  a	  chronic	  news	  story.	  	  Our	  infrastructure	  is	  crumbling.	  	  The	  
City	  Council	  has	  stated	  that	  it	  would	  take	  400	  years	  to	  replace	  the	  failing	  water	  lines.	  	  	  

18. CUMULATIVE	  INDIRECT	  POPULATION	  AND	  HOUSING	  INCREASES	  NOT	  ANALYZED	  

The	  FEIR	  incorrectly	  claims	  that	  the	  program	  proposals	  do	  not	  induce	  increased	  housing	  or	  population:	  	  “The	  proposed	  
enhancements	  in	  the	  MP	  2035	  would	  not	  develop	  residential	  uses	  nor	  would	  they	  substantially	  increase	  capacities	  of	  
existing	  infrastructure,	  and,	  therefore,	  would	  not	  induce	  substantial	  population	  growth	  in	  the	  MP	  2035	  plan	  area,	  either	  
directly	  or	  indirectly”	  (FEIR	  p.	  2-‐18).	  	  

This	  statement	  is	  not	  true.	  	  Several	  city	  and	  state	  laws	  such	  as	  SB	  743,	  and	  LA	  City	  Ordinance	  179681	  provides	  for	  density	  
bonuses	  within	  half	  a	  mile	  from	  major	  transit	  stop.	  	  	  Thus	  the	  housing	  and	  population	  impacts	  of	  the	  proposed	  project,	  
by	  designating	  new	  transit	  route,	  housing	  and	  population	  would	  increase	  within	  half	  a	  mile	  from	  the	  new	  routes.	  	  This	  
impact	  must	  be	  analyzed	  in	  a	  revised	  and	  recirculated	  FEIR.	  	  	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7“The	  proposed	  project	  would	  create	  significant	  and	  unavoidable	  impacts	  related	  to	  1)	  transportation,	  
parking	  and	  safety	  –	  increased	  congestion	  along	  certain	  routes,	  freeways/Congestion	  Management	  Program,	  
neighborhood	  intrusion	  and	  emergency	  response	  access”	  (REIR	  p.	  2-‐2).	  
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The	  CEQA	  Checklist	  Section	  XVIII,	  XVIII.(b)	  and	  (c)	  MANDATORY	  FINDINGS	  OF	  SIGNIFICANCE	  	  are	  not	  analyzed	  nor	  
mitigated	  in	  this	  FEIR.8	  	  	  The	  proposals	  included	  in	  this	  program	  EIR	  may	  reasonably	  be	  seen	  as	  impacting	  the	  safety	  of	  
cyclists	  and	  pedestrians,	  as	  well	  as	  greenhouse	  gases	  that	  impact	  public	  health	  for	  the	  entire	  region.	  	  	  	  

The	  FEIR	  ignores	  the	  indirect	  impacts	  of	  the	  proposed	  maps,	  action	  plan	  and	  policies	  on	  land-‐use	  and	  growth.	  	  It	  is	  far	  
more	  than	  an	  “aspirational	  plan”	  	  	  Once	  a	  route	  is	  shown	  on	  the	  map,	  it	  is	  eligible	  for	  further	  study	  through	  grants	  and	  
ultimately,	  a	  project	  proposal,	  possibly	  without	  an	  EIR	  if	  there	  is	  no	  physical	  change	  other	  than	  restriping.	  	  Under	  SB	  743,	  
even	  the	  possibility	  of	  future	  transit	  is	  enough	  to	  authorize	  increased	  density	  and	  parking	  relief.	  	  The	  MP	  2035	  maps	  will	  
confer	  a	  by-‐right	  entitlement	  far	  greater	  than	  what	  is	  shown	  and	  permitted	  presently	  in	  community	  plans.	  

19. TRAFFIC	  FLOW	  WILL	  SLOW,	  GASSES	  WILL	  INCREASE,	  AND	  JEOPARDIZE	  	  PEDESTRIANS	  AND	  CYCLISTS	  COLLIDE	  
WITH	  BUSES.	  	  	  

This	  is	  really	  about	  one	  percent	  of	  the	  commuters	  (cyclists)	  dictating	  to	  thousands	  of	  bus	  riders.	  	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  that	  
all	  of	  the	  authors	  of	  the	  plan	  and	  EIR	  are	  certified	  planners	  and	  thus	  the	  plan	  may	  not	  qualify	  as	  substantial	  
evidence.	  	  For	  example,	  Claire	  Bowin,	  a	  bicycle	  enthusiast,	  is	  not	  a	  planner	  by	  profession.	  	  	  	  A	  background	  in	  
marketing	  is	  not	  a	  qualification	  for	  preparing	  an	  EIR	  or	  drafting	  city	  planning	  documents.	  	  	  

20. ADDING	  SIGNAL	  PHASES	  VIOLATES	  ATSAC	  MITIGATION	  MEASURES	  ADOPTED	  IN	  PROJECT	  EIRS	  
	  

Mitigation	  Measure	  T-‐1	  (FEIR	  p.	  4-‐2)	  proposes	  altering	  signals.	  	  There	  is	  no	  analysis	  of	  whether	  the	  signals	  are	  ATSAC	  or	  
part	  of	  a	  mitigation	  measure	  adopted	  for	  a	  prior	  project.	  	  The	  assumption	  that	  signals	  can	  be	  altered	  for	  this	  project	  
ignores	  the	  fact	  that	  if	  the	  signalization	  was	  part	  of	  a	  certified	  EIR	  mitigation	  measure,	  it	  cannot	  be	  removed	  by	  the	  
Planning	  Department.	  	  Some	  of	  the	  proposed	  routes	  include	  added	  signal	  phases	  that	  will	  violate	  adopted	  project	  
mitigation	  measures,	  such	  as	  ATSAC.	  	  	  For	  example,	  in	  Westwood,	  many	  commercial	  and	  residential	  projects	  were	  
required	  to	  pay	  for	  ATSAC	  in	  their	  area	  under	  their	  EIRs.	  	  The	  Planning	  Department	  lacks	  the	  authority	  to	  add	  signal	  
phases	  to	  accommodate	  cyclists	  where	  an	  ATSAC	  installation	  was	  mandated	  by	  an	  EIR	  as	  a	  mitigation	  measure.	  	  Please	  
analyze	  each	  of	  the	  proposed	  routes	  for	  VENs,	  BENs,	  etc.	  impacts	  on	  ATSAC	  systems.	  

	  
21. PIECEMEAL	  APPROVAL	  VIOLATES	  CEQA	  

What	  you	  have	  before	  you	  is	  only	  part	  of	  the	  diverse	  transportation	  plans,	  policies	  and	  proposals	  in	  various	  stages	  of	  
review.	  	  While	  the	  crafters	  of	  this	  plan	  claim	  it	  is	  only	  conceptual	  and	  that	  the	  environmental	  analysis	  will	  occur	  later	  on	  
a	  project	  basis,	  this	  is	  not	  accurate.	  	  Under	  AB	  2245,	  restriping	  bike	  lanes,	  for	  example,	  is	  exempt	  from	  CEQA.	  	  	  We	  urge	  
the	  Commission	  to	  table	  this	  FEIR	  and	  assure	  that	  MP	  2035	  is	  internally	  consistent	  with	  all	  the	  other	  transportation	  
initiatives	  underway	  in	  the	  city:	  	  	  

• 2010	  Bicycle	  Plan,	  	  
• General	  Plan	  Transportation	  Element,	  	  
• WLA-‐TIMP	  Specific	  Plan,	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8	  “b)	  Does	  the	  project	  have	  impacts	  that	  are	  individually	  limited,	  but	  cumulatively	  considerable?	  ("Cumulatively	  considerable"	  means	  
that	  the	  incremental	  effects	  of	  a	  project	  are	  considerable	  when	  viewed	  in	  connection	  with	  the	  effects	  of	  past	  projects,	  the	  effects	  of	  
other	  current	  projects,	  and	  the	  effects	  of	  probable	  future	  projects)?	  	  
c)	  Does	  the	  project	  have	  environmental	  effects	  which	  will	  cause	  substantial	  adverse	  effects	  on	  human	  beings,	  either	  directly	  or	  
indirectly?”	  
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• Smart	  Streets,	  	  
• Great	  Streets,	  	  
• Complete	  Streets,	  
• Community	  Plan	  Updates	  
• Missing	  or	  Outdated	  General	  Plan	  Elements	  
• MTA’s	  Bus	  Bicycle	  Interface	  Document	  (see	  REIR	  Response	  Letter	  100-‐3,	  FEIR	  Appendix	  A2)	  
• Metro’s	  plans	  and	  policies	  impact	  the	  MP	  2035:	  	  “Metro’s	  Five	  Year	  Transit	  Service	  &	  Capital	  Improvement	  Plan	  

(FY2014	  –FY2018),	  	  
• Metro’s	  Transit	  Service	  Policy	  document,	  Metro’s	  Long	  Range	  Transportation	  Plan,	  and	  	  
• Bicycle	  Transportation	  Strategic	  Plan	  in	  the	  Mobility	  Element.	  These	  documents	  serve	  as	  the	  Short	  Range	  Transit	  

Plan,	  provide	  parameters	  for	  providing	  service,	  and	  impact	  what	  can	  be	  implemented	  under	  the	  Transit	  
Enhanced	  Network”	  (MTA	  Comment	  Letter,	  	  Appendix	  A2,	  April	  6,	  2015,	  p.	  1).	  	  	  

	  
22. INTERNAL	  CONSISTENCY	  REQUIRES	  BETWEEN	  CITYWIDE	  AND	  LOCAL	  PLANS	  AND	  BETWEEN	  ELEMENTS	  OF	  THE	  

GENERAL	  PLAN	  ITSELF	  

MP	  2035	  is	  only	  one	  part	  of	  the	  transportation	  planning	  completed	  or	  underway	  for	  the	  city,	  and	  there	  are	  internal	  
inconsistencies	  between	  these	  plans,	  policies	  and	  maps.	  	  All	  the	  elements	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  must	  be	  internally	  
consistent.	  	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  routes	  will	  be	  done	  through	  Community	  Plan	  updates.	  	  
Thus	  at	  this	  point,	  there	  is	  an	  internal	  inconsistency	  between	  the	  Mobility	  Plan	  and	  the	  Community	  Plans.	  	  It	  is	  almost	  as	  
if	  the	  Planning	  Department	  is	  conducting	  a	  giant	  shell	  game,	  moving	  different	  plans	  around,	  issuing	  DEIRs,	  dropping	  
them,	  slowing	  them	  down,	  then	  rushing	  entirely	  different	  proposals	  for	  adoption.	  	  	  	  

23. STORMWATER	  DRAINAGE	  

If	  new	  curbs	  are	  introduced	  to	  separate	  bikes	  from	  travel	  lanes,	  this	  will	  impact	  storm	  water	  drainage	  and	  potentially	  
flood	  streets.	  	  Storm	  drains	  are	  at	  the	  curb	  now.	  	  	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  that	  a	  separate	  bike	  path	  will	  permit	  storm	  water	  to	  
reach	  the	  storm	  drains.	  	  	  

CONCLUSION	  

Please	  send	  this	  plan	  back.	  	  A	  mobility	  plan	  should	  improve	  mobility,	  not	  decrease	  it	  and	  risk	  public	  safety.	  	  	  Put	  all	  the	  
different	  transportation	  plans	  on	  the	  table	  and	  analyze	  their	  impact	  on	  our	  infrastructure.	  	  Piecemeal,	  chaotic	  review	  of	  
a	  bike	  plan,	  a	  transportation	  plan,	  a	  street	  design	  standard,	  etc.,	  with	  EIRs	  started	  and	  then	  dropped,	  makes	  it	  confusing	  
for	  the	  public	  and	  decision-‐makers.	  	  	  Most	  of	  all,	  we	  implore	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  to	  heed	  the	  safety	  concerns	  of	  
MTA	  regarding	  shared	  bus-‐bike	  lane	  dimensions.	  

Sincerely,	  

Laura Lake 
Laura	  Lake,	  Ph.D.,	  Co-‐President,	  Save	  Westwood	  Village,	  Board	  Member,	  Fix	  the	  City	  

cc:	  	  	   The	  Hon.	  Paul	  Koretz,	  CD5	  



Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning
H.E.L.P.

1916 North Saint Andrews Place
Hollywood, California 90068

Citizen Coalition Los Angeles
Post Office Box 3354

Santa Monica, California 90408  
323/957-9588 (phone) 323/464-7006 (fax)

HwoodCA@Gmail.com 

May 24, 2015

City Planning Commission
c/o Ms. My La Via email: My.la@lacity.org 
      James Williams Via email: James.K.Williams@lacity.org
      Claire Bowin Via email: Claire.Bowin@lacity.org

Re: The Mobility Plan 2035 Update to the 1999 City of Los Angeles

Transportation Element of the General Plan

 Case No.: CPC-2013-0910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC and

 CEQA No.: ENV 2013-0911-EIR

City Planning Commission Hearing

Thursday May 28, 2015 8:30 a.m.

Van Nuys City Hall, Council Chambers 2nd Floor

Van Nuys, California 

Dear Gentlepersons:

Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and Citizens
Coalition Los Angeles [CCLA] submit their comments on the Final Environ-
mental Impact Report for the above referenced project and case.  Please add
these comments to the Administrative Record and distribute them to the
members of the City Planning Commission well before the hearing,
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Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and
Concerned Citizens Los Angeles [CCLA] -  Joint Comments on The Mobility Plan 2035
May 24, 2015

1. The Entire Mobility Plan 2035 Is Based on Fatally Flawed Data

The Mobility Plan 2035, as well as Mayor Garcetti’s Sustainability pLAn,
are based on false population projections.  When the premise of the size of the
population in 2035 is materially wrong, then the conclusions based on that false
assumption deprive the entire Plan of legitimacy.

The Sustainability pLAn is relevant to the Mobility Plan 2035 because its
data for the 2035 population is materially different from the population
projection under the Mobility Plan 2035.  When the City issues two major
Planning documents for year 2035 within a couple months of each other, their
population projections should be in the same ball park.  When there is a huge
discrepancy, then no one may rely on either Plan.
 

Sustainability Plan says at least 500,000 more people by 2035, but the
Mobility Plan 2035 says 318,500 by 2035.  That is a difference of 181,500 ppl. 
The discrepancy is about 50%, depending on which number one selects as the
base number.  Both Plans need to address this significant problem, and since
Mobility Plan 2035's FEIR issued after Sustainability pLAn, Mobility Plan 2035
had a duty under CEQA to address this matter.

The problem, however, is far more serious.

2. Both Plans’ Population Estimates are Fatally Flawed

When one looks closer that population trends based upon reliable data
from the US government, the state of California and impartial demographers,
one see that population projects in both The Sustainability pLAn and the
Mobility Plan 2035 are materially wrong. The following table shows the reason
both Plans are based on fatally flawed data. 1990 to  2010, L.A. had the
following population increase:  
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Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and
Concerned Citizens Los Angeles [CCLA] -  Joint Comments on The Mobility Plan 2035
May 24, 2015

Data from the US Census shows how Los Angeles has grown since 1890.

Year Population Ten (10) Year
Population Increase

1890    50,395
1900  102,479   52,084
1910  319,198   257,475
1920  576,673  257,475
1930  1,238,048  661,375
1940  1,504,277  266,229
1950  1,970,358  466,081
1960  2,479,015  508,657
1970  2,816,061  487,835
1980  2,966,850 150,789
1990  3,485,398 518,548
2000    3,694,820 209,422
2010    3,792,621   97,801

In the last decade, Los Angeles had the smallest population increase of any
decade since 1890 to 1900.  In the decade between 1890-1900, we added only
52,084 people.  However, that increase more than doubled the size of LA.

Thus, the US Census shows that the rate of LA’s population increase is
drastically slowing.  In the prior decade, LA grew by less than 100,000 ppl.

The Mobility Plan 2035 then invents a population increase, while ignoring
the demographic evidence, that LA will not experience an increase in its rate of
growth and it more likely to grow at a slower rate and it could begin to loose
population.
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Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and
Concerned Citizens Los Angeles [CCLA] -  Joint Comments on The Mobility Plan 2035
May 24, 2015

According to the Sol Price School of Public Policy, there are many
reasons that the growth will be very slow for the next several decades.

1. Low Birth Rates:  In 2011, the birth rate in Los Angeles county was
fully 35% lower than in their peak year of 1990.

2. The Annual In-Flux of New Immigrants is Decreasing:   This drop-
off has been much steeper in Los Angeles than in the state as a whole.

3. The Percentage of Foreign Born is Declining: The total foreign-born
share of the Los Angeles population peaked at 36.2% in 2000 and is expected
to remain stabilized at that level or slightly lower through 2030.

4. A Soaring Senior Ratio:   With the ranks of young adults depleted
by shrinking numbers of grown children, the ratio between seniors ages 65 and
older and adults in prime working ages between 25 and 64 is expected to rise
dramatically. 

Likewise, The Manhattan Institute in 2012 explained the factors which
showed that it was unlikely that Los Angeles’s rate of growth would increase.
Manhattan Institute Civic Report, No. 71 September 2012, THE GREAT
CALIFORNIA EXODUS: A Closer Look, by Tom Gray & Robert Scardamalia
The City has to take many factors into account.  For example,

Time will tell if the century’s second decade continues the
migration [downward] trend of the previous ten years. What seems
unlikely to change, though, is California’s poor position relative to
other states in the competition for jobs and business expansion. The
Tax Foundation’s latest (2012) State Business Tax Climate Index
ranks California less favorably than 47 other states. In 2011, the
Milken Institute ranked 200 U.S metropolitan areas according to
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Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and
Concerned Citizens Los Angeles [CCLA] -  Joint Comments on The Mobility Plan 2035
May 24, 2015

their growth in jobs and wages, and only one California metro area,
Bakersfield, made the top 50 (at 46th). The Milken survey also
suggests that the past decade’s destination states haven’t lost their
appeal. Of the 50 highest-ranked metro areas, 22 were in the top ten
destination states, with 11 in Texas alone. Only eight of the top 50
areas were in the top ten sender states. The two biggest senders of
migrants to California—New York and Illinois—had no high-
growth cities at all.  Page 21 of 23

While Los Angeles is the nation’s second largest city, it does not break into
the top 50 for growth in jobs and wages.  A city is way down the ladder for
increases jobs is not going to have significant growth. 

The USC School Sol Price 2013 Generational Future of Los Angeles also
found that we are having a “pervasive slowdown in population growth.”

The review of past and future trends offered in these pages identifies
10 major findings, as summarized in the Executive Summary. But all
these can be described as elements of the growing demographic
maturity of Los Angeles, characterized by a pervasive slowdown
in population growth and ethnic change. Three specific, major
transformations are reshaping the population for the future. First is
the surprising downturn in immigration toward many fewer new
arrivals and a steady upturn in the foreign-born presence made up of
long-settled residents. Second is a multifaceted generational trans-
formation, including changes among both young and old. And third
is a homegrown revolution that increases urgency and the sense of
responsibility and dependence. [bold added] Sol Price 2013
Generational Future of LA page 1

The other two largest cities, Los Angeles and Chicago also had
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Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and
Concerned Citizens Los Angeles [CCLA] -  Joint Comments on The Mobility Plan 2035
May 24, 2015

larger domestic migration losses (61,000 66,000 respectively) than
the other cities.  Washington had by far the largest reversal,
experiencing a domestic migration loss of 25,000, down from a plus
43,000 between 2012 and 2013. March 27, 2015,  Still Moving to
Texas: The 2014 Metropolitan Population Estimates, by Wendell
Cox 

In face of governments’ and private foundations’ demographic analyses
finding that both the State’s and the City’ population growth is decreasing,
Mobility Plan 2035 posits a dramatic population increase.  According to the US
Census, in year 2010 we had 3,792,621 ppl.  According to The Mobility Plan
2035, the City astoundingly had increase pf 211,779 ppl in the next two years. 
That is an increase of about 105,890 pp per year.  Table 4.1-15, page 4.1-21, The
Mobility Plan 2035 Transportation Section 

The City expects us to believe that in one year, Los Angeles’s population
zoomed up more than it had in the prior ten (10) years!  There is no rational basis
for the claim.  To the contrary, the facts show that the claim is materially false.

5. How Does the City Manufacture its False Data?

In some cases, the City just makes a number which will help it reach its
goal.  No one can never find the factual support.  Other times is use materially
misleading data from which to extrapolate to absurd conclusions.

For example, many of the units in over-built Hollywood cannot attract
renters or buyers.  A new business has arisen AirBnB.com where condos and
single family homes are used as hotel rooms.  If the city counts these hotel rooms
as occupied residences, then it hypes the number of people who live in an area.

Such fudging of the numbers conceals the fact that the part of town,
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Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and
Concerned Citizens Los Angeles [CCLA] -  Joint Comments on The Mobility Plan 2035
May 24, 2015

particularly Hollywood, is over built for the current residents and for people who
would want to settle down in Hollywood.  Instead it reflects a transitory
population, which is not properly counted as residents.

Other times, the City alludes to Southern California Association of
Government [SCAG].  Mobility Plan 20235 does that, but there is no data to back
up that reference to SCAG.  As HELP discovered during the Hollywood
Community Plan, t times SCAG will make private calculations for the City
which are not published.  The City then takes this secret data but does not place
the data into the Administrative Record.  In the Hollywood Community Plan
litigation after SCAG dramatically reduced its population estimate for Hollywood
by 24,000 ppl, the city concealed that from the public and from the Court.

Thus, the public is now faced with bogus population projections by a City
which the courts have consistently found uses fatally flawed data.  

6. The Most Bed Rock Decision Is Taken Away from the Public

When data is distorted in this manner, the public is deprived of the
opportunity to make the most important decision – What type of City should LA
be?  A very important paper to read in thinking about this question is What is a
City For? By Joel Kotin (This document has been added to the Administrative
Record) 

By omitting this type of fundamental consideration, the public is deprived
for the opportunity to make the most bed rock decision about the nature and
quality of the City.  Instead, the public is mislead to believe that LA is facing a
horrendous population increase and we must prepare for it without contemplating
any significant Alternative.

7. Lack of Proper Range of Alternatives
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The Mobility Plan 2035 lists a variety of CEQA Alternatives, but they are
merely variations on the same theme, i.e. a large population increase requires
more mass transit and more bicycles.

The reality is far different.  Los Angeles is highly unlikely to have a
significant population increase and concentrating population in Transit Oriented
Districts make population congestion worse. A New Planning Template for
Transit Oriented Development, Mineta Transportation Institute, 2001

In fact, fixed-rail transit in a huge urban area becomes The Problem and it
is not a solution.  1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the City of Los
Angeles

The purpose of TODs is not to make the City more livable but to maximize
the property values of a few land to the detriment of everyone else.  1915 Study
of Street Traffic Conditions in the City of Los Angeles page 38

8. Other Vital Factors That Are Not Properly Considered

A Traffic Studies Are Deficient

Where the traffic affects State roadways, CalTrans is the responsible
agency and the City is not free to use its own methodology rather than its
following the methods, procedures and standards set by CalTrans.  Pub Res
Code, § 21080.4(a), CEQA Guidelines § 15096(e)

B Impact of Partial Construction of Bicycle Lanes

There is inadequate data to assess the impact of partial bicycle BENs.  To
the extent that BENs may attract more cyclists, there is not adequate data on the
impact when the BENs end.  The FEIR correctly assesses that the streets in
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Hollywood are too narrow from the constitution of Protected Bicycle Lanes (a
concert with is not adequately defined in the EIR or the FEIR), but the EIR and
FEIR do not analyze the impact of BENs ending at Hollywood’s western border.

C Inadequacy of Protected Bicycle Lanes

There is insufficient data to know whether Protected Bicycle Lanes are
actually safer when all the factors are assessed.  Parking cars several feet from
the curb can have unintended consequences.  The alleged solution for people to
exit from the passenger side of their cars is nice is one lives in 1955 when cars
had large bench seats which one could easily slide across.  In today’s cars, it is
close to impossible to climb over the console in order to exit on the passenger
side.

D Air Quality for Bicyclists

While it is anticipated that within a few decades most cars will be electric
with the generating stations far away from urban areas, until that day causing
people, especially children to ride in the heavy air pollution of major
thoroughfares, is dangerous to health.

According to the American Lung Association, Los Angeles-Long Beach
area ranks as the #1 (worse) in Ozone, #3 in Year round Particle Pollution, and 
#4 Short Term Particle Pollution.  http://bit.ly/QYrea0 American Lung
Association, State of the Air, website

D Population Density Cause Traffic Congestion and Air Pollution

Population Density is perhaps the single greatest cause of Los Angeles ills. 
It causes traffic congestion.  The more people per square mile, the more cars per
square mile.  People who live in TODs use cars.  Their work destinations, even
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when they are within ½ miles of a subway station, often do not control the
decision whether to drive or take mass transit.

E. Experience Is Showing That Bike Lanes Are Harmful to the Quality
of Life 

The May 21, 2015, The Eastsider, Is Silver Lake’s Rowena road diet a
disaster? reports how the Bike Lanes on Rowena in Silver Lake had made the
traffic situation worse.  The City, however, keeps this material out of the
Administrative Record.

9. The CEQA Duty To Include All Alternatives:

The Mobility Plan’s 2035's Exclusion of the Alternative Form of Transpor-
tation, Virtual Presence, is a Fatal Flaw under CEQA.

An Environmental Impact Report [EIR] has the duty to set forth and
examine all reasonable alternatives.  The DEIR and FEIR exclude a known,
reasonable alternative which has official documentation going back to 1993.  The
Alternative has different names just as  some people call The Subway “The
Underground” or “The Tube.”  For some, this alternative mode of transportation
is called Tele-commuting, for others it is Telepresence (Cisco), the federal
government uses Telework, but for these comments, the term is Virtual
Presence.

10. The Need For Mobility Plan 2035 to Include
Virtual Presence Into the CEQA Alternative

It is not the duty of the citizens to conduct the study into this mode of
transportation and how it interacts with other modes of transportation and to
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assess how it is likely to change living and transportation decisions over the next
couple decades.  It is sufficient for the public to bring The City’s attention its
failure to study this alternative.

Virtual Presence (VP) is a form of Transportation which has been
officially  recognized both by the federal government and Los Angeles County.
VP is the marriage of Telecommuting and Social Networking made possible by
the technological advances in the last two decades.  The improved technology
allows for two-way visual and oral communication on life size monitors.  With
the 3-D monitors along with the ability for multi-way televised communication
between people miles apart, Virtual Presence is a form of transportation which
the EIR may not legally ignore.

The 1993 City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project (copy submitted
herewith) identified and discussed in detail the transportation alternative of
Telecommuting.  Mayor Bradley commissioned the study in 1989 and the project
was run during 1992 and the Study was published in 1993. Thus, the drafters of
the DEIR had to be aware of the efficacy of this form of transportation, yet the
DEIR fails to consider it.  Furthermore, the federal government has published
since 2002 (Annual Status of Telework in the Federal Government).

Because Virtual Presence is not confined to the workplace, but is becoming
part of social networking, VP will be used for a significantly larger share of
transportation in the upcoming years.  The vastly enhanced technology makes
extended family interactions over a few miles or over thousands of miles far
more feasible than a few years ago.  

While a lot of VP will be used for national and international socialization,
it works just as well within an urban area.  The speed of VP is one feature that
is making it the preferred mode of transportation.  
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Right now all the studies show that productivity goes up with more
telework.  To what extent that is due to being out from beneath the boss’ thumb
is not known.  Nonetheless, VP does allow the manager to confer one employee
or simultaneously with several employees in different departments in different
locations for 5 or 10 minutes and then everyone goes back to their projects.  

The efficacy of VP as a form of transportation will only increase with
technological improvements.  No other form of transportation allows people to
be in Westwood as quickly they are in Singapore or to be in both Singapore and
Westwood simultaneously.

Because the Telecommuting is a viable Alternative form of transportation,
Virtual Presence in 2015 is a viable Alternative Transportation which may not
be excluded from the CEQA Range of Reasonable Alternatives.  As the 1993
Study noted, traffic congestion and need for office space was reduced by 30% –
based on 1992 technology.  

As will be seen, Virtual Presence satisfies many of the transportation goals
of The Mobility Plan 2035 with no adverse environmental impact and with no
drain on tax dollars and without the eminent domaining of a single piece of
property.  VP requires no underground easements beneath private property, nor
does it require higher housing density to be cost-effective. It does not cause
pollution or bring people into more contact with polluted air as do VENs and
BENs.

11. The Purpose of The Mobility Plan 2035

The so-called Blue Print for the Transportation of the City of Los Angeles
omits the most prevalent new form of transportation.  Transportation is not
limited to people’s physical presence in a specific location.  Nonetheless, the
Mobility Plan 2035 is stuck back in 1935.  

The MP 2035 (formerly the Transportation Element) is the
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transportation blueprint for the City of Los Angeles. Last updated in
1999, the MP 2035 is being revamped to reflect the policies and
programs that will give Angelenos a full range of options to meet
their mobility needs, including bicycling, car pooling, driving,
transit, and walking. The MP 2035 will lay the policy foundation for
safe, accessible and enjoyable streets for pedestrians, bicyclists,
transit users, and vehicles alike. DEIR Section 3. Project p 3-1

Virtual Presence is as effective to shop in Tokyo as it is to shop in
Hollywood – the whole world Fed Ex’s packages.  Virtual Presence is as
effective to commute to a meeting in West Hollywood as it is to commute to a
meeting in Moscow. VP allows four members of a rock band to synchronize their
playing no matter where they are located: Long Beach, Woodland Hills, Covina,
and West Hollywood are all one location in Virtual Presence.  (See Time-Warner
TV advertisement)

Virtual Presence has a feature which no subway or bicycle or car can
match.  It travels at 186,000 miles per hour.  Why would a businessman waste a
hour traveling from Santa Monica to Glendale to meet with his lawyers, when he
can  be there in a blink of any eye?

Why would an entrepreneur from Newport Beach drive to L.A. for a
conference when most the other attendees will be there via VP? 

Who wants to pay their lawyer $500/hr to drive downtown for a five
minute hearing, when the lawyer can attend via VP and reduce his bill by $450? 

Why would anyone want to walk or take a bus to a subway station, walk
down into the earthquake prone Underground and then ride a noisy, dirty,
dangerous subway only to have to emerge from the depths and walk another 5 or
6 blocks to reach his/her destination when he/she can be there is less than one
second?
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12. Virtual Presence Accomplishes the Goals Transportation
When Actual Physical Presence is not Required

As will be seen, the 1993 Telecommuting Study made clear that Virtual
Presence satisfies the purpose and need for the Subway.

Improve Study Area mobility and travel reliability:

Not only does Virtual Presence improve mobility within the travel Study
area, it improves it worldwide.  In order fora subway to cover the very limited
area of Los Angeles County will require a $2 Trillion Dollar investment – and
you are still stuck in L.A.  VP takes you worldwide.

VP Would Improve transportation services

Virtual Presence will also improve the surface physical transportation by
the dramatic reduction in the use of physical transportation.  The transit times on
buses and cars from downtown to the sea will be significantly reduced due to the
30% (or more) demand for physical transportation.  The DEIR admits that it will
decrease traffic congestion by no more than 1%.  1% is not an improvement.  The
transportation modality that reduces congestion by 30% (or more) is clearly
superior to the system that may reduce traffic congestion by 1%.

Improve access to major activity and employment
centers in the Study Area;
Virtual Presence which moves at 186,000 mph provides much faster access

to businesses and homes within the Study area than any subway, while at the
same time it also provides instant access to the entire globe.

Improve opportunities for transit supportive
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land use policies and conditions;

These are code words for mega-density.  Population density is causing
people to depart from Los Angeles.  For two decades, excessive density has  Los
Angeles County to experience an exodus of the middle class to less dense
countries, e.g. Riverside, and to less dense states.  Cramming more and more
people into less and less space is a hideous condition to be avoided.  As the
words imply, these “transit support land use policies” are caused by the
Subways. More recenlty, The City thinks that bicycles will make their mega-
dense projects profitable, when density itself of the problem.  In brief, this goal
means billions of dollars for land developers in an area filled with some of Los
Angeles most significant R-1 neighborhoods.  See following articles

http://bit.ly/1FVZtEp March 25, 2015, JWalshConfidential, Power Corrupts;
Corruption Destroys – by Scott Zwartz

http://bit.ly/1J9SAiO April 29, 2015 JWalshConfidential, Garcetti’s Sustain-
ability pLAn is Based Fatally Flawed Data – By Scott
Zwartz 

To the extent the CRA/LA was involved and now the City is simply giving
away hundreds of millions of tax breaks mean that LA will see an  additional
erosion of the City’s tax base, making it impossible for the city to provide basic
services to anyone.

The EIR needs to take account of the fact that population density is likely
to become a huge liability with the advent of VP.  The dense housing which the
DEIR contemplates cannot compel people to live in high rise tenements.  If this
were Siberia and not Southern California, the population might like the idea of
huge dense population centers all under a huge dome to protect them from the
terrible weather.  People, however, do not come to Los Angeles to lives as if they
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were in the frozen tundra.  

13. Legal Duty to Consider Reasonable Alternatives:

● Each project needs to be evaluated on the basis of the reasonable
alternatives to that particular project.  Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors, (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566, 276 Cal.Rptr, 410

The DEIR cannot deny that Virtual Presence in the form of Telecom-
muting was a reasonable alternative mode of transportation which it had to
consider.  Based on 1992 technology, the 1993 LA Study found a 30% decrease
in congestion and a 30% decrease in the need for office space.  That study alone
rebutted the population premises of the DEIR and showed that another form of
transportation was far more efficacious.

● The DEIR had the duty to formulate the reasonable alternatives.  Citizens
of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 568, 276
Cal.Rptr, 410

As remarked above, the duty to study alternatives and to include them into
the CEQA analysis rests with the City and not with the public.  HELP and CCLA
have already provides more than sufficient information for the FEIR to be re-
done due to significant new information which has been exlcuded from the EIR.

● The Alternative need only be “potentially feasible.” CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15125.6 (a), 

While older people may be so accustomed to older ways and fail to grasp
the implications of newer technologies, that is not a basis to exclude a reasonable
alternative from the DEIR.  Although Virtual Presence has in essence arrived, its
habitual application has not.  Nonetheless, the DEIR had a duty to make an
exhaustive study of the potential feasibility of this technology. Mira Mar Mobile
Community v. City of Oceanside (4th dist. 2004) 119 Cal.App. 4th 477, 489, 14
Cal.Rptr 3d 308
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When the EIR fails to include a complete analysis of all reasonable, known,
and potentially feasible Alternatives, it destroys the factual basis for approval of
the EIR.  For that reason, omitting Virtual Presence will make the EIR subject to
de novo review.

● Unless rectified, the DEIR’s and FEIR’s procedural failure merits review
de novo.  California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.
App.4th 957, 981, 984. 

Courts must "scrupulously enforce all legislatively mandated
CEQA requirements." (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 564.) To do
so, "we determine de novo whether the agency has employed the
correct procedures" in taking the challenged action. [Cite omitted] 
California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177
Cal.App.4th 957, 984. 
 
There is no legitimate reason for the City to have ignored VP.  As HELp,

CCLA and other have shown, The Mobility Plan 2035 is designed to support
increased future population density, which is largely illusory.  Artificially
increasingly population density is contrary to L.A.’s General Plan.  Going back
to 1915, the City acknowledged that attempts to create pockets of super-density
would serve only to make a few people wealthy to the harm of everyone else.
The exclusion of Virtual Presence’s impact on Los Angeles’ future will not be
given deference by the courts. 

Because VP will result in people wanting larger homes, the vertical pigeon
coops that the City is attempting to construct will become even more financially
infeasible.  The principle is simple – the more time people spend at home the
more space people will want at home.  
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Thus, VP will make mega-density more undesirable for the vast majority
of the population than present. The City knows that with the advent of the
Hollywood subway and the CRA projects, thousands of people fled Los Angeles,
the socio-economic status of the Flats [CD #13] decreased.  CD#13 lost so many
people between 2001 and 2010, that it ceased to qualify as a legitimate council
district.

CEQA requires that the City study the interrelationship between increased
population density and Virtual Presence.  The studies to date indicate that VP
will hasten the exodus from the dense areas, leaving a heavier concentration of
the poor in the denser population centers.

14.  In Los Angeles, Distance is Measured in Time

As everyone knows, distance is measured in time.  When VP removes 30%
of the traffic from the streets and freeways, every where in Los Angeles will be
much closer.

We are proposing to spend billions of dollars on concrete and other 19th

century “solutions” like subways, when we should be investing the money in 21st

century technology.  The City had an affirmative obligation to study Alternatives
which incorporate Virtual Presence as a component.  None of The Mobility Plan
2035's alternatives include VP.  That is a fatal flaw under CEQA.  

Unless there is a full analysis of Virtual Presence and its potential place in
society within ten years, the FEIR will have made a procedural violation subject
to de novo review.  CEQA Guideline, § 15126.6(a), (f)

15. Summary of The Need To Have Included Virtual Presence

Mobility Plan 2035 will impact the City far past 2035.  While VP may not
realize it potential for 5 to 10 years, that does not remove the CEQA requirement
to study is benefits and detriments.  The City needs to study how VP will help the
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City and how it will make other plans, e.g. projects like The Millennium Towers
even more harmful to the City.

Yet, The Mobility Plan 2035 was silent on VP and thereby making itself
fatally flawed under CEQA.

Virtual Presence, called TelePresence © by Cisco, is a mod eof
transportation and there is no excuse of the City to have omitted it from Mobility
Plan 2035.  In 2001, Mineta Transportation Institute was urging cities to
incorporate this type of transportation into its planning, A New Planning
Template for Transit Oriented Development, Mineta Transportation Institute,
2001.  HELP has given the City multiple copies of the 2001 Study and HELP and
CCLA have again provided another copy with respect to The Mobility Plan 2035. 

• Comes to grips with the emergence of the Internet economy,
widely deployed microcomputers, ubiquitous personal communi-
cations, and other likely technology expansions over the next five
years, and the decades beyond.  The rise of the network economy is
already a distinctive feature of the present era. The ubiquitous
presence and use of computers and telecommunications is not
yet mentioned in very many Metropolitan Transportation Plans,
yet already is producing impacts on transportation. The routine
use of cellular phones in cars is increasing the value of time alone in
a moving automobile, for example. The continuing growth in small
package delivery services in urban areas is another example, along
with the announcement of billions of dollars in warehouse con-
struction by firms selling goods on the Internet. The growing impacts
from online selling on particular categories of retail businesses —
bookstores, automobile dealers, and travel agencies—is a third
illustration. Mineta Page 76
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Technology has progressed greatly since 2001 and it is imperative that The
Mobility Plan 2035  study the impact of Virtual Presence.  

16. Overall Summary

The data on which The Mobility Plan 2035 rests is fatally flawed and
almost all the ideas for Bike Lanes are wishful thinking with no consideration of
the likely “unforeseen complications.”  In reality, many “unforeseen
consequences” are not seen because planners close their eyes to the obvious. The
Mobility Plan 2035 is guilty of this myopia in the extreme and now is the time
for The City to stop moving in this direction and to send back the Mobility Plan
2035 to begin from scratch.  Ironically, this is the exact advice which HELP gave
the City with respect to the Hollywood Community Plan and which CCLA gave
to the City with respect to The Target Project at Sunset and Western. 

Respectfully submits

Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP] and
Citizens Coalition Los Angeles [CCLA]
May 24, 2015
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Executive Summary 

The City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project started in 
early 1989 with a planning project. The project culminated in a 
formal plan that was submitted to the Mayor and the City 
Council in August, 1989. The plan recommended 
implementation of a formal test project that was to include 18 
months of active telecommuting and involve 250 
telecommuters and a comparable number of members of a 
control group. The Mayor subsequently requested that the 
number of telecommuters be raised to 500. 
The implementation portion of the project began in April, 1990, 
with a series of briefings on the project plans to senior City 
executives. The remainder of 1990 was spent in briefing 
prospective participants in the project and in selecting the 
initial set of participants for training. 
By the end of 1990, 426 City employees had applied or had 
been identified by their supervisors for possible inclusion in 
the project. As part of the selection process, both prospective 
telecommuters and their immediate supervisors are required 
to complete background questionnaires. By 1991, 298 
employees (and their supervisors) had completed all of the 
necessary forms. Of these, 279 were recommended by JALA 
Associates for training and subsequent telecommuting. 
Although JALA Associates recommended specific individuals, 
all final selection decisions were made by the management of 
the participating departments. 
Training of the telecommuters and their telemanagers began 
in January, 1991 and continued through March, 1992, by 
which time 541 telecommuters had been recommended for 
training by JALA and 441 telecommuters had been trained, 
together with their supervisors. Active telecommuting was to 
begin shortly after the initial training sessions. The rule is 

History 



 

2  ••••  Executive Summary  City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project 

that, once a telecommuter and his/her direct supervisor have 
attended the training sessions and have signed an agreement 
on their respective roles and performance expectations, they 
may begin telecommuting. A few of the participants had 
already been “guerrilla” telecommuters before they received 
formal training but most were neophytes. Of the 441 
telecommuters trained, only 242 had returned written 
telecommuting agreements to the project office by December 
1992. As of March, 1993, 203 telecommuters were still active. 
The formal, data collection portion of the project was 
completed for most of the telecommuters by July 1, 1992. The 
data collection period was extended to November 30 for the 
dozen telecommuters who were trained after January 1, 1992. 
Therefore, the lengths of individual telecommuting experience 
range from a few months to more than two years. 

 
The following material, in a smaller typeface, is taken directly 
from the project plan as submitted to the Mayor and Council. 
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Although some details of the project design have changed 
during its course, the overall goals and objectives have 
remained the same. 
Each of the goals enumerated above has been met by the 
telecommuters in the project. 
•••• Numbers. Our analysis suggests that almost 16,000 City 

of Los Angeles employees could telecommute at least part 
time, either from home or from a satellite telework center 
closer to home that their primary office. 

•••• Air Pollution and Traffic Congestion. Automobile use 
by the telecommuters has been reduced in direct proportion 
to the extent of their telecommuting. The result is both 
reduced air pollution and reduced traffic congestion — their 
cars are off the rush hour roads while they are 
telecommuting. The average City telecommuter reduces 
annual air pollution production by 276 pounds of carbon 
monoxide and 17 pounds of NOx. If all of the 16,000 
potential City telecommuters were telecommuting from 
home at the rates we think are feasible, annual air 

Results 
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pollution production would be reduced by 6.2 million 
pounds of carbon monoxide, 1.2 million pounds of unburned 
hydrocarbons, 380,000 pounds of NOx, and 26,000 pounds 
of particulates. 
A critical factor is the effect of this on Average Vehicle 
Ridership (AVR), as monitored by the South Coast Air 
Quality management District. If all the potential City 
telecommuters were to telecommute from home, averaging 
1.4 days per week, the Civic Center AVR goal of 1.75 would 
be met without further changes in ridesharing or 
compressed work schedules. Our analysis indicates that 
this is feasible. 

•••• Cost Effectiveness. The effectiveness of the 
telecommuters has increased by an average of 12.5% — 
according to their direct supervisors — relative to their 
non-telecommuting co-workers. Individual effectiveness 
increases range from no change to 100%. At this point, the 
annual economic impact of this improvement alone is about 
$6,100 per telecommuter. Other annual benefits can add 
$2,000 per telecommuter, for a total of about $8,000 each. If 
all the potential City telecommuters were telecommuting, 
the annual net benefits could be as high as $140 million, at 
least $80 million of which would be in individual 
effectiveness improvements. 

•••• Energy Dependency. The average telecommuter 
currently saves energy to the tune of about 4000 kilowatt-
hours per year, largely from reduced fuel consumption. Not 
only is the energy saved, the saving accrues to our most 
important and vulnerable energy resource — petroleum. If 
all the potential telecommuters were telecommuting 1.4 
days per week, the annual energy savings would be about 
60 million kilowatt-hours (the equivalent of 1.6 million 
gallons of gasoline). 

•••• Office Space. We estimate that the demand for office and 
parking space could be reduced by as much as 30% for City 
telecommuters. 

•••• Information Technology. Personal computers are 
becoming vital tools for almost all City information 
workers. About 73% of City telecommuters now own their 
own personal computers and use them for telecommuting. 
The average telecommuter personally invested $1400 in 
telecommuting-related technology in the past year. Some 
eligible City employees were kept out of the project because 
they needed personal computers to telecommute but did not 
have them at home. 

•••• Retaining Personnel. Telecommuting is important in 
retaining the skills of trained City employees; 18% of the 
telecommuters said the ability to telecommute was a 
moderate to decisive influence on their decision to stay with 
the City rather than take a job elsewhere. We estimate the 
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1992 benefit of that aspect of telecommuting to be at least 
$200,000. 
Related to this — and to the effectiveness improvements — 
is the fact that telecommuting clearly enhances the quality 
of life of the telecommuters. 

•••• Access to Jobs. Because of the hiring freeze during the 
project, we were unable to test the ability of telecommuting 
to create jobs for the mobility handicapped. However, 
telecommuting clearly made life easier for those 
telecommuters who had mobility impairments. 

• Modes of telecommuting. The figures above are based 
primarily on the assumption that the telecommuters would 
be working from home. In reality, we do not expect that all 
telecommuters would want — or be able — to work from 
home. A significant number, possibly as much as 60%, 
would work from satellite offices closer to their homes than 
their primary offices. These satellite offices could be either 
City facilities or facilities owned/operated by other public 
agencies. We would expect that the number of 
telecommuting days for satellite centers would be higher 
than those for home-based telecommuting so that the net 
energy and air pollution impacts would be comparable to 
those stated above, even though many telecommuters 
might drive to the satellite offices. 

The success of the project  leads to the following 
recommendations. 
Continue Existing Telecommuting. Of the 20 departments 
active in the project, only 2 (employing a total of 5 
telecommuters) discontinued telecommuting after the nominal 
end of the active phase. The rest are continuing 
telecommuting, for those employees who were involved in the 
project, until a final decision is made by the Mayor and 
Council. We recommend that all the present or formerly active 
telecommuters be allowed to continue/resume telecommuting 
until that decision is made. 
Integrate Transportation Demand Management 
Strategies. Telecommuting has proven itself to be an effective 
rideshare strategy. Promotion and expansion of telecommuting 
should be a formal part of an integrated strategy for managing 
the use of transportation by City employees. 
Create Specific Incentives and Disincentives. Although 
the project has been successful, it is abundantly clear that 
there is still significant resistance to telecommuting — not to 
mention downright hostility — on the part of many City 
managers. A system of incentives (recognition, factors in 
promotion/salary decisions, etc.) and disincentives (such as 
minimum telecommuting quotas) should be devised to 
overcome that resistance. 

Recommendations 



 

6  ••••  Executive Summary  City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project 

Expand Telecommuting. The results of the project clearly 
indicate that the use of telecommuting should be expanded. 
Our analysis suggests that at least 15,934 City employees — 
one-third of the City’s permanent staff — could successfully 
telecommute. Since a possibly large portion of them would be 
best suited for telecommuting from a satellite office, it is 
important to begin further testing of satellite operations as 
soon as possible. 
Increase and Expand Training. It is also clear that training 
in the management methods of successful telecommuting is 
important to telecommuting’s success. Both initial, pre-
telecommuting training and follow-up reinforcement are called 
for. All of the City’s telecommuters and telemanagers should 
receive training. 
Improve Access to Information Technology. There is no 
question that access to personal computers is a major factor in 
improving effectiveness of City information workers, whether 
or not they are telecommuters. A number of telecommuting-
trained City employees were prevented from participating in 
the project because they didn’t have personal computers at 
home or were unable to get access to the City’s mainframe 
computer. Our focus group sessions and personal interviews 
indicated many cases where City employees have invested 
their own funds in computer equipment that is superior in 
performance to that in their principal office. It appears that 
the City is incurring major opportunity costs because of the 
freeze on computer equipment. It is extremely important that 
this issue be resolved soon. 
Develop TeleService Program. The City has already 
developed regional City Halls in San Pedro, Van Nuys and 
West Los Angeles. Telecommuting could be used to further 
distribute City services all over the City. This may be of 
particular importance in areas affected by the recent riots. 
Mini- or micro-City Halls could be developed, staffed by 
telecommuters living locally, to provide most City services to 
local residents. 
Provide Area-wide Leadership. There are many ways in 
which the City can show leadership in Southern California. 
For example, the City should publicize the results of the 
telecommuting project to other cities and to area businesses. 
Zoning ordinances should be rewritten to encourage 
telecommuting (while discouraging potential urban sprawl 
made possible by telecommuting). The City should cooperate 
with other Cities and public agencies to share facilities for 
telecommuters so that public sector employees all over the 
region can begin telecommuting from satellite offices near 
their homes. 
As a means of implementing these recommendations, the 
following specific steps are proposed. 

Action Plan 
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Telecommuting Implementation Group. The first step in 
the expansion process is the appointment by the Mayor of a 
proactive Telecommuting Implementation Group (TIG) whose 
primary task is to motivate and coordinate the expansion 
process. Members of the TIG should be proactive senior 
managers from every department of the City that has, or is 
likely to have, active telecommuters. The TIG should also 
include representatives from all of the affected unions. The 
Chairperson of the group should be someone who is directly 
concerned, because of the nature of his/her job, with traffic 
reduction or with productivity improvement. We suggest that 
the City Rideshare Program Administrator accept this 
responsibility. The first action item for the TIG should be the 
development and coordination of uniform telecommuting 
guidelines. 
Telecommuting Expansion Project. The Telecommuting 
Expansion Project is a larger scale version of the Pilot Project. 
The process is quite similar. 
• First, the Mayor and Council should address the issues of 

the necessary policies and infrastructure: personnel work 
site assignment rules; administrative procedures; 
telecommunications, computer and satellite office 
requirements. 

• Second, a new series of briefings and/or informal meetings 
with department General Managers and senior managers 
should be made, focusing on the key policy issues and the 
specific experiences in their own departments. No 
department should be left out of this process. Each General 
Manager should be asked to develop a telecommuting 
implementation plan and schedule. The plan should include 
technology, training and space needs as well as emergency 
preparedness issues. 

• Third, a series of familiarization briefings to mid-level 
managers and supervisors should be held, on a department 
by department basis. 

• Fourth, all potential telecommuters should be given 
briefings on telecommuting, including clear descriptions of 
the work options and responsibilities of telecommuters, and 
should be given an opportunity to volunteer to become 
telecommuters. 

• Fifth, the volunteers and their supervisors should go 
through a formal selection process that serves as a means 
for identifying possible problems with telecommuting. 

• Sixth, the selected telecommuters and telemanagers should 
be given formal training in telecommuting management 
techniques. 

Steps three through six need not be completed for all of the 
telecommuters at once. A better strategy for large departments 
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may be to implement telecommuting on a division by division 
basis, or even in smaller increments, as dictated by operational 
considerations. The overall schedule may be dictated by the 
requirements of the SCAQMD. 
TeleService Pilot Project. Given the severe constraints on 
the City’s budget, it is not likely that a series of conventional 
local City Halls will be built any time soon. However, it seems 
entirely feasible to do “reverse telecommuting:” to use existing 
City facilities that are turned into multi-purpose operations for 
disseminating a variety of information and completing routine 
City-citizen transactions. Applicants would be able to go to a 
local City facility and be in contact with the required experts 
regardless of the actual location of the experts. 
As is the case with telecommuting, the benefits derived from a 
TeleService program may significantly exceed operating costs. 
However, until a more thorough analysis is made of the 
opportunities, issues, potential benefits and costs, it is not 
possible to gauge the total impact. Therefore, we propose that 
a pilot TeleService project be planned and developed to explore 
the opportunity. 
Interagency Facilities Sharing Project. Sponsored by the 
Institute for Local Self Government,1 a project is currently 
under way to develop and demonstrate office space sharing 
arrangements among local governments. The central concept of 
the project is that local governments can develop satellite office 
telecommuting arrangements without necessarily leasing new 
office space elsewhere. A City of Los Angeles employee living 
in, say, Rialto could telecommute part time from the Rialto 
Civic Center rather than commuting to downtown Los Angeles 
— and vice versa. The City should participate in this or a 
similar project. Our analysis of the residence and work 
locations of a sample of 580 prospective City telecommuters 
indicates that only 4 now work at the City (or other public 
agency) facility nearest their homes. 

                                                
1The ILSG is a non-profit, non-partisan reserach and education organization 

affiliated with the League of California Cities. Its mission is to promote 
and strengthen local self government. 
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Part 1: Project Description 

The City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Pilot Project began 
with a planning project in 1989. The project culminated in 
a formal plan that was submitted to the Mayor and the 
City Council in August, 1989. The plan recommended 
implementation of a formal test project that was to include 
18 months of active telecommuting and include 250 
telecommuters and a comparable number of members of a 
control group. The Mayor subsequently requested that the 
number of telecommuters be raised to 500. 
The implementation portion of the project began in April, 
1990, with a series of briefings on the project plans to 
senior City executives. The remainder of 1990 was spent in 
briefing prospective participants in the project and in 
selecting the initial set of participants for training. 
By the end of 1990, 426 City employees had applied or had 
been identified by their supervisors for possible inclusion in 
the project. As part of the selection process, both 
prospective telecommuters and their immediate 
supervisors were required to complete background 
questionnaires. Of the total number of people identified in 
1990, 298 (and their supervisors) had completed all of the 
necessary forms. Of these, 279 were recommended by JALA 
Associates for training and subsequent telecommuting. 
Although JALA recommended specific individuals, final 
selection decisions were made by the management of the 
participating departments. Eligibility to join the project 
was held open through March, 1992, in order to 
accommodate departments that were slow in making 
acceptance decisions. 
Training of the telecommuters and their telemanagers 
began in January, 1991 and continued through March, 

Introduction and 
Overview 

Participant Selection 

Training 
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1992, by which time 540 telecommuters had been 
recommended for training by JALA and 441 telecommuters 
had been trained, together with their supervisors. Active 
telecommuting generally began shortly after the initial 
training sessions. The rule proposed by the consultant is 
that, once a telecommuter and his/her direct supervisor 
have attended the training sessions and have signed an 
agreement on their respective roles and performance 
expectations, they may begin telecommuting. A few of the 
participants had already been “guerrilla” telecommuters 
before they received formal training but most were 
neophytes. Some trainees’ telecommuting was postponed 
because of problems in securing equipment necessary to 
make their telecommuting fully effective. Of the 441 
telecommuters trained, only 242 had returned written 
telecommuting agreements to the project office by 
December, 1992. The agreements indicated that they were 
officially sanctioned by their departments as 
telecommuters. 
The Fire Department withdrew from the project, at the 
order of the Chief, immediately after Department personnel 
were trained. The reason given for the withdrawal was that 
the Department could not afford the cost of the projects, 
although at no time was the Department told it would be 
liable for any costs related to the project other than the 
time required by participants in completing survey forms. 

Evaluation of the project began with the selection phase 
and continued through 1992. Details of the evaluation 
philosophy and process are given in Appendix 2. 
The formal, data-taking portion of the project was 
scheduled for completion as of June 30, 1992. However, 
because of the late entry of a number of telecommuters, 
data collection continued through November, 1992 for the 
39 telecommuters who were trained after January 1, 1992. 
This additional time was to ensure the inclusion of 
meaningful data from their telecommuting experience in 
the final evaluation. 
Twenty-two City departments have been actively involved 
in the project at some point. The final status is shown in 
Table 1. The table shows, for each department, the total 
number of: 

• applicants of all sorts; 
• completed sets of applications; 
• positive recommendations, by JALA Associates, for 

some form of telecommuting; 
• telecommuters actually trained; 

Evaluation 

Participation 
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• telecommuting agreements signed and returned to the 
Project Manager 

• baseline and mid-term evaluation questionnaires 
returned. 

Note that some of these departments did not actively 
participate in telecommuting. For example, the Fire Chief 
decided not to have his employees participate after they 
had completed training. The City Clerk, because of staffing 
constraints, did not approve training for any of his 
employees, although they were allowed to be members of 
the control group. Some recommended (by JALA) 
employees in both of these departments volunteered to 
serve as members of the control group for the mid-term 
and/or final evaluations. 
In general, the remaining departments approved only their 
very best people for the project; both the telecommuters 
and the members of the control group were rated by their 
supervisors as being in the upper third of those employees 
with similar experience. Consequently, although JALA 
recommended more than the target of 500 telecommuters 
for training—and trained almost 90% of the target group—
only about 75% of the number trained seem to have been 
approved by their department management (as estimated 
by the number of agreements received by the Project 
Manager). Of those who were trained, 55 had retired or 
transferred to non-participating units by the end of the 
project. Of the remaining 321 trainees, 156 (64% of those 
who had signed agreements to complete the questionnaires) 
had returned the final evaluation questionnaires by 

Table 1: Participating Departments 
 Total Forms JALA TCers Agreements Baseline Midterm Final 

Department Applications Completed Approved Trained Received Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Building & Safety  44  37  37  41  21  11  16  13 
City Attorney  60  30  29  22  14  14  21  15 
City Clerk  44  38  35   0   0   0  27  16 
City Planning  57  48  45  28  22  15  27  16 
Community Development  10   8   8  9   5   3   5   5 
Controller  13  11   9  11  11   2  10   7 
Employee Relations Board   3   3   3   3   3   0   0   0 
Environmental Affairs   3   1   2   3   3   0   1   1 
Fire  37  30  30  11   1   0   6   0 
General Services  10  10  10  10   5   5   7   1 
Harbor   5   5   5   5   3   3   4   2 
Information Services 100  65  55  48   21  24  43  34 
Library  42  21  21  29   3   0  18  10 
Mayor’s Office   2   0   0   0   0   0   0   0 
Pensions   9   9   9   7   7   4   6   4 
Personnel  24  22  21  14  12   9  15  14 
Police  208  141  140  115  82  67  95  54 
Public Works  23  21  21  15   9   9  15  12 
Recreation and Parks  23  22  19   8   8   7  18  11 
Telecommunications   7   4   4   5   3   1   2   2 
Transportation  22  21  21  12   9   6  14   7 
Water & Power  49  23  17  45   0   0  12  11 
TOTALS  795  570  541  441  242  180  362  235 
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December 1st. “Questionnaire fatigue” is a common 
problem in evaluation studies. In this case the resolve of 
the participants was further tested by the length of the 
final questionnaire — more than 500 items. 

This failure of departments to “activate” trained 
telecommuters is a serious issue since 
telecommuting’s highest City priority is as a 
transportation demand management tool. If 
telecommuting is to become a significant means of 
reducing traffic congestion, then a fairly large 
percentage of City employees will eventually have to 
become at least part time telecommuters3. The 
Telecommuting Project was a primary way of giving 

                                                
2Public Works added 6 telecommuters, using the training materials 

provided by JALA during the formal sessions. 

3Our analysis of City job titles indicates that about 16,000 permanent 
City employees could become at least part-time telecommuters. See 
the chapter on impacts. 

Table 2: Department Status in Early 1993 
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City managers the opportunity of honing their 
management skills. Yet entire departments missed 
that opportunity. Others took only very tentative 
steps. 
The final status of the telecommuters in the project is given 
in Table 2. Overall, 338 participants telecommuted at some 
point in the project, with 203 still active as of February, 
1993. Note that some departments, and some 
organizational units of departments, elected to discontinue 
telecommuting at the nominal end of the project, affecting 
25 telecommuters — all of whom wished to continue 
telecommuting. 
First, as a test of the breadth of the selection process, Table 
3 shows the breakdown by the type of work reported by the 
participants. 

 
As of 1 December, 1992, we had received completed final 
evaluation questionnaires from 156 active telecommuters 
and 79 non-telecommuters in this group of respondents. 
This is a sufficient number to get a reasonable idea of the 
differences, if any, between telecommuters and non-
telecommuters after more than a year of telecommuting. 
Of the telecommuter group, 5.2% considered themselves to 
be primarily managers, 66.7% considered themselves to be 
primarily professionals, 19.0% claim both managerial and 
professional roles, 6.6% are paraprofessionals or 
secretaries, and 2.6% classify themselves in the “Other” 

Types of Employees 

Table 3: Reported Types of Jobs 

Job Type % of 
Telecom-
muters 

% of Non-
Tele-

commuters 
Architect 1.9 3.9 
Policy Analyst 1.3 1.3 
Finance 1.3 1.3 
Research & Development 1.3 1.3 
General Administration 7.7  3.9 
Public Safety 20.0  7.9 
Customer Service 1.3 1.3 
Field Service 0.0 2.6 
Office Services 1.3 5.3 
Office Systems 1.9 0.0 
Engineering 9.7 13.2 
Accounting 3.9 2.6 
Legal 7.7 3.9 
Human Resources 5.2 10.5 
Information Services 16.1 22.4 
Program Management 3.2 2.6 
Planning 7.7 1.3 
Other 8.4 14.5 

Telecommuters and 
Controls 
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category. Clearly, it would have been more revealing if 
significantly larger numbers of paraprofessional, secretarial 
and clerical workers had been included in the project, since 
the City employs fairly large numbers of people at these 
levels. Nevertheless, there is clearly a broad spectrum of 
job types represented in this group. The distribution of 
control group members differs slightly, with 2.6% 
managers, 58.4% professionals, 24.7% as combined 
manager-professionals, 13.0% as paraprofessionals or 
secretaries, and 1.3% as “Other.” 
The average telecommuter is 38.9 years old4, has worked 
for the City 13.6 years, for his/her Department 5.1 years, in 
his/her particular job 4.0 years and has a gross annual 
salary of about $50,600. The average size of the unit in 
which the participant works is 12.3 people; the median 
work unit size is 8. Most, 84.2%, of the telecommuters in 
this sample work in or near downtown Los Angeles. 
The telecommuters do not take much sick leave, except for 
maternity leave; the median annual number of sick days 
taken in 1989 was 6, with 5 days in 1990 and 4 as the 
median in 1991 during telecommuting. The telecommuters 
decreased the average number of sick days taken between 
1989 and 1990 by 1.2, and between 1990 and 1991 by 1.8. 
Most of the overall reduction in the most recent year was a 
result of an average 3 day reduction5 by female 
telecommuters, presumably related to the telecommuting 
advantage in the care of sick children. 
Most of the telecommuters own their own homes, averaging 
1849 square feet. Their average electricity bill is $98, the 
gas bill is $23 and telephone charges average $73 per 
month. The apparent telephone bill increase6 for 
telecommuters, since most departments are not paying for 
home telecommuters’ phone charges, is only $3.59 per 
month. Even this $3.59 difference may be misleading, since 
the telecommuter data include one very large telephone bill 
($860). The median telephone bill for the telecommuters 
was $51, making their bill $7.50 less than that of the 
control group. Therefore, we conclude that there is no 
significant difference in the telephone costs between the 
two groups. Yet, telephone bills are generally thought to 
constitute the largest operational cost element for 
telecommuting. 

                                                
4The average age for males is 39.8, for females it is 38.2 years. 

5The reduction was more than 5 days per year, compared with female 
members of the control group. 

6As compared with the bills for the control group. 
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The average control group member is 41.0 years old7, has 
worked for the City 14.5 years, for his/her Department 5.7 
years, in his/her particular job 4.7 years and has a gross 
annual salary of about $47,8008. The average size of the 
unit in which the control group member works is 12.9 
people; the median work unit size is 9. As with the 
telecommuters, almost all, 94.7%, of the control group 
members in this sample work in or near downtown Los 
Angeles. 
Also like the telecommuters, the control group members do 
not take much sick leave; the median annual number of 
sick days taken were 6 in each of 1989 and 1991, 5 in 1990. 
On the other hand, the average telecommuter took 2 sick 
days (or 33.3%) less than the average non-telecommuter 
during the telecommuting period. 
Most of the control group members own their own homes, 
which are slightly larger than the telecommuters’, 
averaging 1918 square feet. Their average electricity bill is 
$94, the gas bill is $28 and telephone charges average $69 
per month, with a median telephone charge of $58.50. In 
short, the members of the control group match the 
telecommuters fairly closely in their general 
characteristics. The major difference is a utility bill 
(including telephone charges) of about $3.09 per month 
more for the telecommuters. 
Men have a slight majority among the participants, 53.3% 
of the telecommuters and 57.9% of the control group. About 
two-thirds, 66.7%, of the telecommuters and half, 51.3%, of 
the control group members live in dual earner households. 
Forty seven percent of the telecommuters and 22.1% of the 
control group members are on a traditional work schedule: 
five 8-hour days per week. Only 5.8% of the telecommuters 
and 3.9% of the control group members work on the 4-10 
schedule (four 10-hour days per week), while 45.5% and 
74.0%, respectively, are on a 9-80 schedule (five 9-hour 
days one week; three 9-hour days and one 8-hour day the 
next week). 

                                                
7The average age for males is 41.2, for females it is 40.4 years. In 1990, 

male and female federal workers averaged 43.6 and 40.5 years, 
respectively. as compared with 37.3 years for both male and female 
employees in the private sector. Hence, City employees are roughly 
comparable in their age demographics to other information workers. 

8Men in the control group average $51,600 while women receive an 
average of $42,800 per year. The salary gap between male and female 
telecommuters is not as large, with males averaging $52,300 and 
females averaging $49,000 per year. Either way, however, the male-
female salary gap is statistically significant at the 0.0016 level. 
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In this report, the overall accomplishments of the project 
are summarized. For more detail, the reader is advised to 
examine one or more of the individual project reports.9 
A primary goal of the Telecommuting Project is to reduce 
commuting. Hence, the commuting patterns of the 
participants are very important. As was mentioned earlier, 
most of the participants who have responded to the 
evaluation questionnaires commute to City Hall or the 
general downtown Los Angeles area. 

There is no particular pattern of residence locations for 
City employees. One hundred forty different residence zip 
codes were identified by the 235 employees who returned 
the final evaluation questionnaires.10 The two most 
“intensely” populated zip code areas have 5 employees 
living in them. This acts to complicate the problem of 
satellite telework center selection since there are no 
obvious, unequivocal locations that pop out of the data. 

The average one-way commute distance for the active 
telecommuters is 22.8 miles12; the median commute is 20.0 
miles. The minimum one-way commute for a telecommuter 
is 3 miles, the maximum is 67 miles and the mode (the 
most common distance) is 15 miles. 
The non-telecommuters’ average one-way commute is 23.1 
miles; the median and the mode are 23 and 26 miles, 
respectively. Their reported commute distances range from 
7 to 60 miles. 

                                                
9There are three cost-benefit analysis reports; two focus group summary 

reports; and special reports on departmental impacts; area-wide 
impacts; labor, managemant and legal issues; and barriers to 
telecommuting. These reports are available from the Department of 
Telecommunications. 

10As contrasted to the 161 different zip codes, with a maximum of 8 in a 
single zip code, identified by the 304 employees who returned mid-
term evaluation questionnaires. 

11Note: the commute times and distances are taken from the mid-term 
evaluation and trip analysis data. Through a clerical error, the 
commuting data portion of the final evaluation questionnaire was 
omitted from all but 40 of the questionnaires; only 15 of these were 
returned by the reporting deadline. However, since household moves 
were reported in a different section of the questionnaire, the mid-term 
data should be applicable to the final situation. 

12The 31.9 mile average found in the baseline survey implies that the 
first group of telecommuters was biased toward those applicants who 
lived at greater than average distances. The mid-term survey had an 
average one-way commute of 24.9 miles and a median of 21 miles. The 
mid-term maximum was 170 miles. 

Accomplishments 

Commuting Data 

Residence Location 

Commute Distances and Times11 



 

City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project  Part 1: Project Description ••••  17 

Commute times from home to the office average 48.3 
minutes for the telecommuters and 44.8 minutes for the 
non-telecommuters. The median morning commute times 
are 45 minutes for both groups. Afternoon commutes are 
significantly longer for both groups, averaging 58.1 minutes 
for the telecommuters and 57.4 minutes for the non-
telecommuters, respectively. That is, the telecommuters 
average 106 minutes per day commuting, when they 
commute, and the non-telecommuters are on the road an 
average of 102 minutes per day, not much difference. If 
these people were to commute 220 days per year, each 
of these group members would spend about 9.6 work 
weeks (24 waking days) per year on the road13. 

Three of every five (61.4%) of the telecommuters drive their 
own cars to work at the rate of least four days per week 
when they are commuting, a slightly higher proportion 
than the 58.7% of the non-telecommuters who do so. 
Seventy-one percent of the telecommuters and 70.7% of the 
control group members do not belong to a car- or van-pool 
(ridesharing). Similarly, 26.7% of the telecommuters and 
34.7% of the non-telecommuters do not drive their own cars 
at all to work. The average number of days per week each 
group drives to work is 2.6 days and 2.8 days per week, 
respectively for the telecommuters and non-telecommuters. 
Twenty-nine percent of the telecommuters carpool at least 
one day per week, versus 20.7% of the non-telecommuters. 
On average, the telecommuters carpool 1 day per week, as 
contrasted to 0.82 days per week for the non-
telecommuters. The average days per week taking the bus 
are 0.31 and 0.63, respectively. 
Of those who rideshare, 34.1% of the telecommuters and 
52.4% of the non-telecommuters drive to their pickup point. 
Since each of these trips involves an engine cold start, the 
pollution reducing advantage of ridesharing is significantly 
diminished. The average trip time to the rideshare pickup 
point is 8.4 minutes for the telecommuters and 9.5 minutes 
for the non-telecommuters. 
In short, telecommuters live slightly farther from work 
than do the non-telecommuters and they are about as likely 
to drive alone when they do commute. Overall, the 
commuting patterns of both groups are similar. Note that 
significant numbers of those using carpools and vanpools in 
both groups report driving their cars to the pool pickup 
                                                
13A work week is taken as 40 hours; a waking day is 16 hours, under the 

assumption that most people get about 8 hours sleep per day and that 
this does not occur while they are commuting. Waking days constitute 
potential disposable time for the telecommuters. Work weeks 
constitute potential productive time for employers. 

Commute Modal Choices 
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location. Therefore, a high percentage of their 
telecommuting will result in real net trip savings and air 
pollution reduction. 
Of the 325 individuals who had responded to our final 
survey by December, 156 were active telecommuters. Of the 
active telecommuters, 62.2% have been telecommuting 
more than 1 year, with only 7.7% who have been 
telecommuting less than 6 months. 

The nominal goal for the project was to have participants 
telecommuting at least one day per week, on average, with 
a nominal maximum average of two days per week. Some 
jobs are suitable for almost full-time telecommuting, in our 
experience, while others might encounter difficulty 
reaching the one-day-per-week goal. Some of the 
telecommuters found that they could not continue 
telecommuting at the same rate that they tried the first 
month. Others found that they could increase their rate of 
telecommuting. Still others have maintained their original 
rate. The overall average for the first month of 
telecommuting was 4.0 days, with median and mode also at 
4 days and the range going from 1 to 23 days. For the first 
month of their telecommuting, 99% of the telecommuters 
worked at home 8 days or less. 
In practice, the number of telecommuting days per month 
tends to increase over time. An analysis of the historic data 
for the project shows an expected average of 4.2 days per 
month for those who have been telecommuting for a year. 

Level of Telecommuting 
Achieved 

Figure 1: Projected Telecommuting Rates 
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Telecommuters with two years of experience are likely to be 
telecommuting about 8 days per month. For comparison, 
the State of California Telecommuting Pilot Project showed 
an average of 5.2 days per month at the end of the first 
year of telecommuting and 6.5 days per month at the end of 
the second year. A linear regression analysis14 of the Los 
Angeles telecommuting frequency data indicates that the 
telecommuters will tend to telecommute about 2.4 days per 
week as they gain experience with telecommuting. Figure 1 
shows the regression line. Note that the line begins only 
after a few months of telecommuting. This is indicative of 
the fact that beginning telecommuters tend to telecommute 
one or fewer days per week. 
Although the training sessions for the telecommuters 
stressed that only full days of telecommuting would count, 
since the primary objective is to eliminate car trips, some 
partial day telecommuting was expected. In fact, 27 of the 
telecommuters also did some part-day telecommuting, one 
of them for 10 days in the most recent month before the 
survey. Half of the part-day telecommuters left home for 
the office between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m., the center of the time 
span proscribed by the SCAQMD in Regulation XV. Hence, 
this telecommuting had essentially no positive impact on 
the air quality problem. 
One concern with telecommuting is whether it will increase 
car use, since an “extra” car may be available when the 
telecommuter is working at home. Twenty-three percent of 
the telecommuters said that the car was indeed used by 
themselves or someone else in their household when they 
worked at home (the remaining 76.9% maintained that it 
was not in use). Of those who stated that their car was 
available, 23.1% (5.8% of all the telecommuters) 
stated that there was an overall decrease in non-
commuting car use in addition to the decrease due to 
telecommuting! To counter this, 23.1% (5.8% of all the 
telecommuters) stated that there was some additional car 
use, but not enough to counteract the telecommuting 
reduction. An additional 5% of the car-available group 
(1.3% of all telecommuters) said that their added non-
commuting car use acted to cancel the reduction from 
telecommuting. In summary, only 8.4% of the 
telecommuters reported any erosion of the car use savings. 

                                                
14Linear regression is a statistical procedure that fits a straight line to a 

set of data points. In this case the data points are length of time 
telecommuting and the number of telecommuting days during that 
period. 
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Analysis of the detailed trip logs15 that were administered 
in March, 1992, showed that some of this additional car use 
was the result of telecommuters performing chores that 
otherwise would have been carried out by other family 
members. Hence, the slight additional use of their cars by 
some telecommuters may be overstated, since many of the 
“new” trips replace trips that would have occurred anyway. 
The net result of the actual trip measurements was an 
overall reduction in car use over and above the 
telecommuting reduction. At this point, to be 
conservative, we conclude that telecommuting 
produces exactly the car use reduction that equals the 
reduction in commute trips. Therefore, it completely 
satisfies the primary goal of the project: 
telecommuting-eliminated trips are not replaced by 
other trips. 
The most popular locations for the telecommuters’ home 
offices are the den or study (20.8%), a spare bedroom 

(29.9%) and the dining room (13.0%). The average space 
used for telecommuting is 173 square feet (about 9% of 
their total floor space), with an average of 133 square feet 
used exclusively for telecommuting. Eighty-three percent of 
the telecommuters own their own detached-structure 
homes, 6.5% live in apartments and 7.7% live in condos or 
townhouses. The median home has 7 rooms. 
The average telecommuter allocates about 37% of his/her 
weekly work tasks for the telecommuting period. Given the 
overall average of 0.9 days per week telecommuting, that 
works out to 37% of the work being accomplished in 18% to 
23% of the work week; possibly an average 100% 

                                                
15Cf. the project report: Telecommuting Travel Impact Analysis: Los 

Angeles Telecommuting Pilot Project, July 1992, by JALA Associates. 

Table 4: Activities Performed While Telecommuting 

Activity % who engage in it 
Thinking/planning 69.2 
Reading 68.6 
Writing (without a computer) 55.1 
Text/word processing 58.3 
Research 55.1 
Coordinating by telephone 44.9 
Record keeping 17.3 
Computer programming 20.5 
Working with data bases 22.4 
Other 20.5 
Graphics/layout 10.9 
Coordinating via computer 8.3 
Having meetings 2.0 
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productivity increase per telecommuting day. Table 4 shows 
what the telecommuters are doing when they telecommute. 
While 17.5% of the telecommuters view telecommuting as a 
temporary or occasional thing, 82.5% (up from 77% at the 
mid-term survey) consider it to be a permanent change to 
their working ways. 
An important criterion in assessing the desirability of 
telecommuting is its impact on employee effectiveness. As a 
minimum acceptance criterion, overall work performance 
should not degrade from its pre-telecommuting values. As 
is the case with the quality of life factors, we have 
concentrated on assessing changes in, rather than 
absolute values of, worker effectiveness. Several indirect 
measures of effectiveness factors are included in our 
evaluating survey questionnaire. However, the most 
numerically clear test is a direct question asking each 
respondent whether, and how much, their effectiveness 
changed since telecommuting began. 

Of the group of telecommuters, the range in their self-
estimate responses ran from no change (twenty cases) to 
increases of 100% (five cases). The average response for all 
the reporting telecommuters was an increase of 29.9% with 
a median response of a 25% increase. In the case of the 
non-telecommuters, the range in responses ran from a 
decrease of 50% (one case) to an increase of 100% (three 
cases)16. The average response for the non-telecommuters 
was an increase of 23.8%, with a median response of 20%. 
The difference between the telecommuters’ and non-
telecommuters’ average self-estimates of effectiveness 
change is 6.1%. The difference is significant at the 0.09 
level.17 About 13% of the telecommuters and 25% of the 
non-telecommuters indicated no change in their 
effectiveness since telecommuting began. 
Note that the above figures are derived from the employees’ 
responses. Typically, supervisors’ estimates of employee 
effectiveness are lower than those of the employees 
themselves. Consequently, a parallel survey was made of 
the participants’ supervisors. The supervisors’ estimates of 
the telecommuters’ effectiveness changes averaged 21.8%; 
their estimate of control group members’ effectiveness 
changes averaged 9.3%, a difference of 13.5%. In this case, 

                                                
16Non-telecommuters can increase their effectiveness through such 

means as more experience or training, fewer interruptions from 
(telecommuting or other) co-workers, greater maturity in work 
attitudes, etc. 

17That is, the odds are 10 to 1 that the difference is meaningful. 

Performance Changes 

Quantitative Estimates 
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the difference is significant at the .008 level.18 Twenty-five 
percent of the telecommuters’ supervisors and 48% of the 
control group members’ supervisors indicated no change in 
effectiveness. Hence, the telecommuters are showing 
clear effectiveness improvements relative to the 
members of the control group, particularly in the 
estimation of their supervisors. 
There are some clear differences of opinion between 
supervisor and employee concerning effectiveness change. 
The telecommuters’ self estimates tended to agree more 
closely with that of their supervisors. Nineteen percent of 
the telecommuters and supervisors agreed exactly on the 
effectiveness changes; 8% of the supervisors and control 
group members agreed. Twenty-six percent of the 
telecommuters received higher ratings from their 
supervisors than they gave themselves. Twenty-one percent 
of the control group members received higher than their 
self-ratings from their supervisors. The most interesting 
aspect of these results is that the supervisors’ estimates 
have a much greater difference between telecommuters and 
non-telecommuters than do the individuals’ self-estimates. 

A more qualitative view of the impact of telecommuting 
was obtained in the focus group meetings that were held at 
intervals during the project. These views are more 
indicative of attitudes, rather than of measurements made 
during the project. 

One supervisor, commenting on the attitude toward 
telecommuting of other managers in the organization, 
quoted them as saying: “Why commit to it when it’ll go 
away?” In another department, the perceived attitude of 
upper management was more actively hostile. In most 
departments, a mixture of pro- and con- attitudes was 
perceived. In all of the focus group sessions requests were 
made for more publicity about the project, particularly 
directed at upper management. 
On the positive side, all of the supervisors attending the 
sessions felt that telecommuting should be continued after 
the end of data-taking. Some supervisor’s comments: 

“It’s [succeeded] to the point where you have to make a 
case NOT to telecommute;” 

“This is not a benefit; it’s management deciding where 
work is to be done—as needed;” 

                                                
18Here, the odds are 127 to 1 in favor of a meaningful difference. 

Qualitative Estimates 

Supervisor/Subordinate 
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“I can count the hours gained by one of my female 
telecommuters with child care problems; it’s a major 
improvement;” 

“You just can't keep up with required reading without 
telecommuting.” 

Telecommuting has proved to be a communication 
enhancer for both telecommuters and 
supervisors/subordinates: “I like to call you when you’re 
telecommuting because I know I have your undivided 
attention” or “It’s the only time when I know that I can get 
in touch with you.” Note that this works both ways; the 
first quote is by a telecommuter about his supervisor. This 
enhanced communication, coupled with the increase in 
decision making by telecommuters, has allowed at least one 
manager to cope with a growing staff. 
This combination of enhanced communication and 
increased telecommuter responsibility was a recurring 
theme of the focus groups. In contrast, some managers’ 
apparent preoccupation with control was also a recurring 
theme. One supervisor commented on the non-participation 
of one of the City departments in the project: “The mini-
micro-management mentality of [the department] will keep 
them from taking advantage of telecommuting.” Several 
telecommuters in one department noted that the products 
of their telecommuting days were given far more scrutiny 
than their in-office work: 

“I have to turn in my [telecommuting day’s] work for 
inspection as soon as I come in to the office on the 
following day. If I’m not finished, I have to 
personally explain to the division manager; this 
doesn’t happen on non-telecommuting days.” 

This is a common phenomenon at the outset of a 
telecommuting project. It tends to diminish or disappear as 
telemanagers gain more experience. Some of the longer-
term telecommuters in the groups, and several in the 1992 
groups, said that their supervisors relaxed noticeably once 
they saw the improved, on-time output from the 
telecommuters. 
Nevertheless, the continued demonstration of these 
attitudes led to the recommendation, in almost every one of 
the 1992 meetings, that mid- and upper-level supervisors, 
as well as direct supervisors, be given telecommuting 
training. Appendix 3 includes quotes from the final 
supervisors’ evaluation questionnaires. 
Two supervisors stopped their employee’s telecommuting 
because of performance drops. In one case, the employee 
could not assemble enough work to telecommute entire 
days at a time. In the other case, the employee was simply 
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unable to adequately identify deliverables, set up a 
schedule and set priorities. 

As expected, the primary reaction of non-telecommuting 
colleagues of telecommuters was felt to be envy. A frequent 
remark in the sessions was that neither colleagues nor 
supervisors thought that telecommuting was “real” at first. 
Once they discovered that telecommuting was actually 
happening, they felt left out. In some cases, outright 
hostility was perceived: “One person won’t even talk to me 
anymore.” In most cases this initial friction has diminished 
or even turned into support. 
The requirements for telecommuting are being 
disseminated informally among the telecommuters’ 
colleagues. One telecommuter remarked: “The rest of the 
people in my group know who the slackers are. They would 
really complain if any of [the slackers] were selected for 
telecommuting.” 
The question of reduced casual interaction among co-
workers remains. Some individuals felt that their 
interaction was reduced, while others felt it had increased, 
although often on the phone instead of face-to-face. 
We regularly asked focus group attendees whether their co-
workers would be disposed to telecommute. Several 
participants mentioned that their colleagues originally 
declined to participate in the project because of its pilot 
status. They [the colleagues] felt that it would be too much 
of a risk/disappointment “to get all fired up about 
telecommuting, then have it turned off suddenly.” A certain 
amount of “I told you so” commentary was received by 
Harbor Department telecommuters after they were told to 
stop telecommuting after June 30, 1992. 
A different view of colleagues' attitudes was offered by 
another telecommuter: “When they [the co-workers] found 
out they had to be accountable for their work, their 
enthusiasm went way down.” This from co-workers who 
were accusing the telecommuters of goofing off. 
These and similar incidents led several telecommuters to 
suggest that telecommuting training be given to non-
telecommuters as well as to the telecommuters. 

One of the elements of the analysis is to see whether the 
initial training sessions for the project had any influence on 
the effectiveness outcomes. Table 5 shows the effectiveness 
estimates as a function of who was trained. A direct 
reading of the table can be slightly misleading, since there 
are only a few cases among the telecommuters where either 
no one or only the supervisor was trained. The overall 

Colleagues 

Training Influences 
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evidence is that it is particularly important that 
supervisors receive training. 

 
Aside from the quantitative effects of telecommuting, there 
is the issue of the socio-psychological effects of 
telecommuting. What is the impact of telecommuting on 
the telecommuters and their families? We do not develop 
direct evidence of the effects on the families, rather we 
asked the telecommuters about the impacts. We included a 
section in our evaluation questionnaires specifically 
oriented toward these impacts.19 Common factor analysis of 
the questionnaires allows us to break a number of the 
work/social impacts into 11 categories, as follows: 

1. General Work Life. This relates to changes in the 
individual’s relationships with his/her supervisor, 
self assessment of job skills, feelings of job 
responsibility, influence, versatility and scope. 

2. Personal Life. This factor includes changes in 
quality of family relationships, discretionary time, 
feelings of control of one’s life, ability to separate 
work and home life, success in self discipline, 
coordination of family and work time, and 
knowing when to quit work. 

3. Visibility. Do telecommuters feel out of their 
supervisor’s and co-workers’ minds when they’re 
out of sight? This factor includes changes in one’s 
influence on organizational strategy, 
understanding of what others are doing, how well 
one’s suggestions are received and self assessment 
of visibility in the organization. 

                                                
19We developed this component (as well as the other components) of the 

questionnaire in studies of telecommuters and other information 
workers carried out over the past 16 years. It contains 50 questions 
about the extent and importance to the respondent of any impacts. 

Table 5: Estimates of Effectiveness Increases by Level of Training 
Training  Supervisors’ Estimates Self-Estimates 

Received by: Telecommuters Non-
Telecommuters 

Telecommuters Non-
Telecommuters 

Neither 21.4% 6.0% 33.3% 21.3% 

Telecommuter only 14.7% 11.0% 31.8% 21.2% 

Supervisor only 38.3% 8.8% 30.7% 33.0% 

Both 23.3% 12.5% 28.9% 26.9% 

Quality of Work Life 
Changes 
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4. Environmental Influences. This includes changes 
in home office space, stress from environmental 
noise, ability to match work and biorhythms, and 
feelings of self empowerment. 

5. Belonging. Do telecommuters feel themselves to 
be loners? Here we have changes in involvement 
in office social activities, amount of job-related 
feedback, career advancement, job stability and 
relationships with fellow workers. 

6. Creativity. Changes in: creativity in one’s work, 
the amount of flexibility in job performance and 
feelings of self empowerment, are in this factor. 

7. Stress Avoidance. Changes in work related costs, 
ability to bypass physical handicaps and 
avoidance of office politics are grouped here. 

8. Liberation. This factor includes changes in ability 
to concentrate on crucial tasks, the need to cope 
with traffic, and the ability to get more done. 

9. Apprehension. Changes in uneasiness about 
equipment failure and feelings of guilt about “not 
really working” constitute this category. 

10. Interdependence. This factor relates to changes in 
the quality of meetings with colleagues and 
dependence on others to help perform one’s job. 

11. Continuity. The final factor calibrates changes in 
freedom from interruptions. 

Note that the emphasis is on changes in these categories. 
We asked the participants what had changed since 
telecommuting began, whether or not they were 
telecommuters. We asked how much, if any, change there 
was and how important each issue was to them. We have 
developed composite values (amount of change multiplied 

Table 6: Work/Social Factor Changes 
 

Factor 
 

Telecommuters 
Non-

Telecommuters 
Difference 
(T - non-T) 

Liberation 4.9 1.6 3.2 
Continuity 3.1 1.3 1.7 
Creativity 3.2 1.3 1.9 
Personal Life 2.5 1.0 1.5 
Environmental Influences 2.2 0.6 1.6 
General Work Life 2.2 1.0 1.1 
Stress Avoidance 1.2 0.3 0.9 
Interdependence 1.0 0.5 0.5 
Visibility 0.9 0.4 0.5 
Belonging 0.6 0.3 0.3 
Apprehension 0.7 0.6 0.1 
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by importance to the participant) for these factors, as 
shown in Table 6. The scales for amount of change are from 
-2 to +2, with -2 signifying much worse, 0 meaning no 
change, and +2 signifying much better. Importance ranges 
from 0 (not important at all) to 4 (extremely important to 
the participant). Thus, the composite factor can range from 
-8 (i.e., -2 × 4) to +8 (i.e., +2 × 4). 

The surveys show clear differences between the 
telecommuter and non-telecommuter groups. There are 
three areas in which we might expect to see negative 
impacts from telecommuting: Visibility, Apprehension and 
Belonging. Yet, this group of telecommuters, on average, 
shows net positive changes for all three, although there are 
some individual negative responses. 
Figures 2 and 3 show two different views of the elements of 
Table 6 as well as the comparable results from the mid-
term and baseline surveys. Note that, with the exception of 
the liberation and continuity factors, both groups at mid-
term appear to be more positive than they were during the 
baseline survey; then both groups tended to decline slightly 
from the mid-term to final surveys. In two of the key 
factors — continuity and creativity— the telecommuter 
group switched rankings between the mid-term and final 
surveys, while the non-telecommuters stayed about the 
same. This could arise from a possible increase in 
interruptions to the telecommuters as more people get used 
to contacting them while they are at home, coupled with a 
decrease in interruptions in the office as the on-site office 
population decreases. Interestingly, the telecommuters’ 
responses to the liberation and continuity factors declined 

Figure 2: A “Radar” View of the Quality of Life Changes 
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after the baseline measure, showing the effects of reality 
slightly modifying expectations. 

In any case, the telecommuters show quality of life changes 
that are more positive in every respect than those of the 
non-telecommuters. 

Telecommuting uses more energy to the extent that it 
increases the use of telecommunications over what would 
occur without telecommuting. For example, if more phone 
calls are made by telecommuters than by non-
telecommuters, or if the phone calls are over longer 
distances or last longer than would be the case otherwise, 
then there is a net increase in energy use proportional to 
the energy costs of the additional calls. Furthermore, if 
telecommuters work at home, they may use more energy — 
in lighting, heating and cooling — than they would if they 
were not at home. This is particularly true if no one would 
be at home otherwise (thus, the lights and furnace or air 
conditioner would be turned off or down). 
Telecommuting saves energy to the extent that it reduces 
gasoline consumption or reduces building heating, 
ventilation, air conditioning and lighting in the offices no 
longer occupied by the telecommuters. The latter is the 
reverse of the increase in energy use produced by a home 
telecommuter. 

There are indirect energy effects as well. For example, if 
telecommuting increases the use of computers, it also 

Figure 3: Comparative Quality of Life Changes 
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increases the energy put into the computer industry. to the 
extent that telecommuting causes changes in the form of 
energy used, as from gas to electricity, or in the efficiency of 
energy use, there is an impact on energy resource demand. 
As another example, if telecommuting reduces automobile 
use, then it also has a ripple effect on the amount of energy 
expended in automobile manufacturing and maintenance, 
highway construction and the information infrastructure 
supporting those sectors of the economy. 

It was not possible to directly measure the direct usage, or 
even to estimate the indirect energy usage. Further, 
because of the already high load of questionnaires and 
meetings requiring the telecommuters’ time, we limited the 
energy assessment to indirect methods. Specifically, we 
estimated telecommunications, electrical and natural gas 
energy use by asking the participants to note their 
telephone and utility bills. Gasoline energy use was 
estimated by factoring an assumed average fuel mileage 
(24 miles per gallon of gasoline) for the participants’ cars 
with their known commute distances and commuting 
patterns. 
As the demographic data given earlier indicate, there is no 
statistically significant difference  
between the telecommuters and the non-telecommuters in 
telephone or home utility use. The fundamental difference 
is in fuel use. The difference amounts to a net saving of 
4018 kilowatt-hours per telecommuter-year at the 1992 
average telecommuting rate of 1 day per week. For 
comparison, the 1988 average annual energy consumption 
per capita in the US. was about 31,700 kilowatt-hours.20 
Therefore, the average City of Los Angeles telecommuter in 
1992 was reducing his/her total energy use by about 13%. 
As the rate of telecommuting increases, the resulting 
energy saving can also be expected to increase. Further, 
although we did not calculate the indirect energy impacts, 
it appears plausible that any increases in telecommuting-
related infrastructure use are more than compensated for 
by energy reductions in the transportation infrastructure. 
The effect of telecommuting on air quality is directly the 
result of decreased automobile use. Automobile-produced 
air pollution is often characterized as consisting of two 
phases: the cold start and hot running phases. The term 
cold start refers to the fact that an internal combustion 

                                                
20The actual calculation is: 327 million Btu’s per capita divided by 

10,331 Btu’s per kilowatt-hour equals 31,652 kilowatt-hours per 
capita. 

Results 

Air Quality 
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engine that is at ambient temperature produces 
significantly more pollutants than an engine that is 
running at its nominal operating temperature. The cold 
start period, although somewhat dependent on the ambient 
temperature, is from 10 to 15 minutes under typical 
operating conditions. The SCAQMD rules concentrate on 
cold starts, generally ignoring the hot running phase. If a 
car has been idle for more than 8 hours, its next start is 
assumed to be a cold start. 
The current version of Regulation XV, in order to make the 
necessary calculations fairly simple, gives full credit, for a 
trip not taken, to carpool and vanpool riders. However, the 
formula for satellite telecommuters is more complicated. 
Full credit is given only for telecommuters who reduce their 
one-way commute by at least 20 miles.21 Half credit is 
given to telecommuters who reduce their commute by at 
least 50%, even if the one-way commute distance saving is 
less than 20 miles. 
Paradoxically, our analysis of the travel patterns of City 
employees indicates that 52% of those who participate in 
car- or van-pools drive their cars to the pickup point. The 
average trip time for that drive is 9.5 minutes. Thus, at 
least half of the car- and vanpool activities involve as many 
cold starts as if the participants were driving their cars all 
the way to work. Home-based telecommuting, according to 
our data, completely eliminates the cold starts associated 
with commuting. Satellite office telecommuting, if the 
commute distance is longer than a few blocks, probably 
does not reduce cold starts. Yet satellite office 
telecommuting, as well as car- and vanpooling, can 
materially reduce the total vehicle miles traveled (which is 
not counted under Regulation XV). Hence, there is 
considerable strain between Regulation XV and the 
realities of automobile-induced air pollution. That is, the 
rule is biased in favor of rideshare participants and against 
satellite office telecommuters. 
Our air pollution calculations are based on the hot running 
rate of pollution production for cars, in accordance with the 
Mobile 4 specification from the Environmental Protection 
Agency. Therefore, because they miss the cold start period, 
they understate the impact of telecommuting. We 
calculated the air pollution that would have been produced 
by each telecommuter’s car, had they not been 
telecommuting. The results are as follows, in terms of the 

                                                
21Our analysis of a set of 580 potential telecommuters, together with a 

set of 36 possible regional satellite office locations, indicates that 91% 
of the telecommuters would save less than the required 20 miles one-
way by commuting to the center closest to their home. However, the 
remaining 9% produce more than half of the overall VMT savings. 
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annual level of pollutants not produced by the average City 
telecommuter: 
• Carbon Monoxide: 275.6 pounds 
• Nitrogen Oxides: 16.9 pounds 
• Unburned Complex Hydrocarbons: 51.5 pounds 
• Particulates: 1.2 pounds 
One of the common misconceptions about telecommuting is 
that it requires intensive computer use; that it is not 
possible to telecommute unless access to a computer is 
available. While this can be true for computer 
programmers and some other professionals, it is not 
necessarily so for many other people. The dilemma for 
computer professionals is illustrated by the composition of 
the non-telecommuter group of our sample; a large fraction 
of this group consists of individuals who either lack access 
to the mainframe or who otherwise need computers but do 
not have their own personal computers at home. 
Part of our inquiry deals with the extent to which various 
forms of technology are useful to City employees. There are 
two aspects to this inquiry. First, what are the minimum 
technology requirements for any form of telecommuting? 
Second, what is the effect of availability of a particular 
form of technology on increasing the amount of 
telecommuting? 
We include in our list of “technologies” face-to-face 
meetings and other traditional forms of communication, 
since the effectiveness of telecommuting depends on the 
ability of some of the more electronic technologies to 
substitute for those traditional ones. Of the more “high-
tech” technologies (computers, teleconferencing systems, 
etc.) 94.3% of the telecommuters and 93.7% of the non-
telecommuters said these technologies greatly helped their 
work. We conclude that computers and sophisticated 
telecommunications are important to at least nine of every 
ten (up from four of every five at the mid-term evaluation) 
City information workers. 

Technology 
Requirements 
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A test of what technology products are personally 
important is that of personal ownership. Although this 

obviously has some cost considerations, Table 7 gives the 
breakdown of personal ownership of technology among the 
two groups. Over the period of active telecommuting, a 
significant difference has developed in technology 
ownership in the two groups, particularly in the ownership 
of personal computers and related equipment. It is 
interesting to contrast computer ownership by the 
participants of the survey, a 67.7% overall average, with 
the 46.2% personal computer ownership claimed by the 

Personal Ownership 

Table 7: Technology Owned at Home by the Participants 
Type of Technology Telecommuters Non-telecommuters 

Personal Computer 73.7 58.2 
Computer Printer 67.3 46.8 
Computer Modem 39.7 19.0 
Electronic Mail 10.3 6.3 
Mainframe Access from Home 12.8 7.6 
Photocopy Machine 9.0 7.6 
Answering Machine 89.1 73.4 
Facsimile Machine 18.6 12.7 
Multiple Telephone Lines 30.1 19.0 
Phone Line Used Only for Work 9.0 8.9 
Voice Mail 3.2 1.3 
Audio Conferencing 7.1 1.3 
Call Waiting 42.9 25.3 
Call Forwarding 14.7 7.6 

Figure 4: Relative Power in Making Work Easier 
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applicants to the project. 

Table 8: Average Answers to: 
How Much Easier Does This Technology Make Your Work? 

(from 1 = No Effect to 5 = Very Great Effect) 
Type of Technology Telecommuters Non-telecommuters 

Personal Computer 4.3 4.4 
Computer Printer 3.9 4.0 
Computer Modem 3.0 3.5 
Electronic Mail 2.3 2.6 
Mainframe Access from Home 2.8 3.2 
Photocopy Machine 2.7 3.0 
Answering Machine 2.9 3.3 
Facsimile Machine 3.2 3.5 
Multiple Telephone Lines 2.5 2.7 
Phone Line Used Only for Work 2.3 2.7 
Voice Mail 2.2 2.4 
Audio Conferencing 2.3 2.4 
Call Waiting 2.4 2.6 
Call Forwarding 2.2 2.1 

One possible explanation for this disparity in computer 
ownership between telecommuters and members of the 
control group is that many of the telecommuters may have 
been on the verge of buying personal computers and their 
acceptance into the project triggered the purchase. Another 
possibility is that the internal departmental selection 
decisions were biased against prospective participants who 
did not own computers. As to the disparity in computer 
ownership between original applicants to the project and 
the members of the control group, it is possible that, since 
the project began, another 10% of City employees have 
purchased their own personal computers. 

Figure 5: Power to increase Telecommuting (average days per month) 
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We also asked the participants how much easier various 
technologies made their work. Table 8 shows the results to 
date. It is clear that personal computers (with printers) and 
answering machines are key technologies for both groups. 
Interestingly, the non-telecommuters seem to prize 
technology slightly more than do the telecommuters. Figure 
4 shows the same relationships in graphical form. 
In addition to the questions on the general power of each of 
these technologies, we asked the participants to estimate 
what effect the availability of the technologies might have 
on their ability to telecommute. Figure 5 shows those 
estimates, given as the average additional telecommuting 
days per months made possible by the technology. Note 
that, for both of these questions, the non-telecommuters 
gave higher average estimates than did the telecommuters. 
This is particularly striking for the estimates of the ability 
of the technologies to increase the amount of 
telecommuting. Apparently, the telecommuters have a less 
optimistic (although still very positive) view of the ability of 
technology to increase the amount of telecommuting they 
do. In both cases, if all the estimates were added together 
they would total more days per month than are available.22 
Therefore, the estimates must be taken with a grain or two 
of salt. In either case, the highest ranked technologies are 
personal computers, their peripherals, and multiple 
telecommunications lines. 

                                                
22More than double the available days for the telecommuters, triple that 

available days for the non-telecommuters. 
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Table 9: Perceived Availability of Various Technologies 
 Percent Availability 

Technology Telecommuters Non-Telecommuters 

Full-Motion Teleconferencing 2.7 0.0 
Slow-Scan Teleconferencing 2.7 1.3 
Computer Conferencing 9.5 18.2 
Voice Mail 11.4 7.8 
Cellular Phone 17.6 11.7 
Outside Database Searching 22.6 13.2 
Electronic Paging 25.9 14.3 
Electronic Mail 26.2 32.5 
Call Forwarding 31.8 36.8 
Phone Conferencing 55.6 63.9 
Express Mail 63.5 61.8 
Database Development 64.4 66.7 
Computer Graphics 65.8 65.8 
Spreadsheet Analysis 66.4 72.4 
Text Processing 67.3 62.3 
Facsimile 73.6 77.9 
Internal Mail 73.8 77.9 
Specialized Computer Programs 78.1 74.0 
Answering Machines 79.9 61.0 
Regular Mail 85.1 81.8 
Personal Computing 86.3 85.5 
Meetings 96.1 87.0 
Face-to-Face Conversation 96.8 94.8 
Telephone 100.0 100.0 



 

36  ••••  Part 1: Project Description  City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project 

We also tested the relative importance to the participants’ 
work of a broad array of technologies. We included 
traditional “technologies” such as mail, meetings and face-
to-face conversation, as well as a variety of electronic and 
computer technologies. Since many fairly exotic 
technologies are included in our survey, the first task is to 
see how available the technologies are to the City 
employees participating in the project. Table 9 shows the 
results, listed in decreasing order of perceived availability. 
Note that these results depict the employees’ perceptions 
about whether the technology is available to them at the 
workplace. Their perceptions may differ from reality to 
some extent. In general, there is little difference between 
the telecommuters and non-telecommuters. Apparently, a 
few employees believe that neither face-to-face 
conversation nor meetings are available to them! 

We also asked the participants how often they used a 
particular technology and how important the technology 
was to performing their work. From these answers we 
derived a composite factor, we call leverage, that is a linear 
product of the other factors. Leverage values can range 
from 0 (meaning that the technology is either of no use or is 
not used) to 20 (meaning that the technology is used at 
least daily and is of immense importance to one’s work). 

Use At Work 

Table 10: Overall Importance or Leverage of Technologies to the Respondents 
Technology Telecommuters Non-Telecommuters 

Full-Motion Teleconferencing 4.75 0.00 
Slow-Scan Teleconferencing 2.50 3.00 
Computer Conferencing 3.50 2.00 
Voice Mail 7.00 9.83 
Cellular Phone 6.96 10.25 
Outside Database Searching 4.34 4.90 
Electronic Paging 9.29 9.00 
Electronic Mail 8.05 9.18 
Call Forwarding 3.57 3.75 
Phone Conferencing 3.58 2.78 
Express Mail 2.64 2.58 
Database Development 6.19 4.98 
Computer Graphics 4.45 4.39 
Spreadsheet Analysis 5.56 5.48 
Text Processing 11.60 13.09 
Facsimile 8.25 8.38 
Internal Mail 11.78 12.58 
Specialized Computer Programs 11.07 11.65 
Answering Machines 9.66 11.35 
Regular Mail 7.78 8.56 
Personal Computing 14.52 13.84 
Meetings 8.47 8.73 
Face-to-Face Conversation 12.81 13.55 
Telephone 16.71 17.47 
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The leverage is computed only for those respondents who 
have the technology available to them. Therefore a 
technology that is not widely available can still appear as 
having high leverage if those few people who use it feel that 
it is important. Table 10 shows the rankings. 
Although there are differences between the telecommuters 
and the members of the control group, none of the 
differences now appears to be statistically significant.23  
It is noteworthy that personal computing ranks a close 
second in importance to the telephone for both groups, with 
text processing and internal mail alternating for fourth and 
fifth place. Although face-to-face conversation comes in 
third in both groups, it (and the telephone!) may be less 
important to the telecommuters than to the non-
telecommuters. Figure 6 shows these results in graphical 
form. This leads us to conclude that personal computers, 
although not necessary for every job, have grown in 
importance for most City employees, whether or not they 
are telecommuters. Note that meetings occupy ninth place 
in importance for the telecommuters and twelfth place for 
the non-telecommuters. 

                                                
23The idea of statistically significant differences between groups reflects 

two factors: size of each group and the differences in their means and 
variances. Two small groups, with a difference in means comparable 
to, or larger than, that of a pair of larger groups, may not show that 
difference as being statistically significant because the expected 
variance of a smaller group is higher. There were statistically 
significant differences between the two groups in the baseline and 
mid-term surveys. 



 

38  ••••  Part 1: Project Description  City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project 

Voice mail, although not perceived as available to many 
participants, ranks higher than some of the computer 
capabilities in its leverage. On the other hand, some of the 
often touted “musts” for widespread telecommuting, such 
as computer, video and telephone conferencing, score near 
the bottom of the leverage scale. Full motion video 
conferencing is the most important of the three for those 
telecommuters who are aware of it or who have used it. 
However, most City employees are unfamiliar with either 
of these teleconferencing technologies. 
One interesting relationship that shows up in the non-
telecommuter group is the growing importance of electronic 
mail (computer-based messaging) to telecommuters. In our 
baseline survey, the non-telecommuters felt that electronic 
mail was significantly more important, by almost a factor 
of five, than did the telecommuters. By the mid-term 
survey, the ratio of perceived importance had diminished to 
1.5. It slipped to 1.1 by the final survey. The difference 
between the two groups was statistically significant at the 
0.0002 level24 for the baseline survey, but was significant 
only at the 0.0994 and 0.6117 levels in the mid-term and 
final surveys, respectively. In our opinion this, reflects 
considerable convergence in attitude of the two groups as 
they increased in size and diversity, and in knowledge and 

                                                
24That is, the probability is 0.0002 that the difference between the two 

groups is meaningless.  To put it another way: the odds are 4999 to 1 
against the difference being meaningless. By the mid-term survey, the 
odds against the difference being meaningless were reduced to 9 to 1. 
By the final survey, the odds had fallen to 0.6 to 1. 

Figure 6: Relative Leverages of Various Technologies 
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experience of electronic mail. We repeat our baseline 
forecast that electronic mail grows to be of comparable 
importance to the telecommuters as, and if, they gain 
experience with it. 
Ninety-six (62%) of the 156 telecommuters who responded 
to the final survey had made some sort of investment in 
work-related hardware and/or software during the past 
year. Of these investors, the average spent $2200 in 
computer hardware, of which $1800 was specifically for 
telecommuting. Software purchases accounted for $552, on 
average, of which $338 was telecommuting-specific. 
Maintenance costs accounted for $161 and $76, 
respectively; furniture costs averaged $385 and $253; and 
office machines took $775 and $353, respectively. Extra 
telephone services averaged $118, of which $88 was 
telecommuting-specific for 27 of the telecommuters. Total 
investments ranged from $5 to almost $15,000, with an 
average of just over $1400. Telecommuting-specific 
investments ranged from $10 to almost $8500, with an 
average of $668. 

Personal Investments 
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Part 2: Potential Impacts 

The fundamental goal of the project was to demonstrate a 
method for reducing traffic congestion and improving air 
quality. That goal has been met. The next question is: what 
could be the long term impacts of telecommuting? 
We have examined these issues at both the local —City of 
Los Angeles government — and regional levels. The 
examination included economic and energy issues as well 
as the air quality and traffic impacts. As part of the area-
wide investigation we have developed a set of forecasts of 
the range of impacts likely to be produced by the expansion 
of telecommuting in the Los Angeles Consolidated 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) comprising Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura 
counties. 
The group of City employees most likely to be directly 
affected by telecommuting comprises the 15,934 we have 
identified as prospective telecommuters. Telecommuting 
will indirectly affect all 45,000+ City employees. One key 
question is: although we have identified almost 16,000 City 
jobs that are likely to be telecommutable, how many will 
really work out to be so in practice? 
To help assess that issue, we repeatedly asked the 
participants in the project — both telecommuters and 
telemanagers — to estimate how many of their co-workers 
could reasonably be expected to telecommute under the 
technology and work rule conditions of the project (that is, 
largely home-based telecommuting with do-it-yourself 
computer support). The requests were made both 
informally, during the focus group sessions, and formally, 
during the final questionnaire round. 

Impacts Explored 

City Employees 
Impact Assumptions 

Richard
Inserted Text


Richard
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The informal responses by the supervisors, in a group 
setting, tended to run around 50%. These estimates were 
strengthened by the formal questionnaires, in which the 
average response was also 50%, with the upper quartile 
starting at 75%. The telecommuters informal and formal 
responses also tended to match, although the 
telecommuters’ estimates were higher: about 60% as the 
average reply, but with 42% of the telecommuters saying 
(in the final questionnaire) that almost all of their 
colleagues could telecommute at least two days per month. 
In the following set of estimates we are assuming that all 
of the identified job classifications are telecommutable, 
either from home or from a satellite telework center. These 
estimates are based on the nature of the work required for 
each particular classification. 
However, even if the job allows it, individual characteristics 
and desires may preclude telecommuting for some people. 
Therefore, we also assumed that there will be individual 
differences in telecommuting rates — including some 
individuals who will not telecommute at all. The latter 
group may be as high as 50% for some job types. The 
telecommuting rates used for the estimates are thus 
composite rates, based on the combined assumptions that 
some people will not telecommute at all; others will only 
telecommute from satellite centers; still others will only 
telecommute from home; some will do both. 
The only way to estimate the City (or the regional) impacts 
more accurately is to continue evaluation of the experiences 
of an expanding number and types of telecommuters. 
Meanwhile, most of the estimates below for City employees 
are made for the assumption that most telecommuting will 
be from home or will be to telework centers that are close 
enough to home so that the telecommuters will not drive 
their cars to the centers. This situation may take several 
years to develop. Hence the estimates should be considered 
as goals to be reached by the year 2000, rather than 
immediate objectives. 
The following scenarios for the impact of telecommuting on 
the Los Angeles CMSA are all based on a common set of 
assumptions about the basic population of the area and size 
of the work force. Table 11 shows the basic set. 
These figures are derived from census data, our own 
surveys25 and analyses of the composition of the work force. 

                                                
25Surveys of State of California and City of Los Angeles information 

employees. 

Regional Impact 
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All of this is incorporated in a mathematical model that 
was originally developed by JALA in the late 1970’s and 
has been refined several times since. The model includes 
more than 25 independent variables, describing the many 
factors associated with the changes in acceptance of 
telecommuting. 
Each of these factors can change in value from year to year. 
For example, the fraction of the total work force that 

comprises information workers  slowly increases over the 
1992 to 2030 period. So, too, do the commuter modal 
selections; distribution of passengers between single 
occupant cars and higher occupancy vehicles; energy 
efficiencies of the vehicles; and the various factors in 
telecommuting (distribution between full-time home-based 
to full-time telework center-based; average hours per week 
telecommuting; full-commute and telework center commute 
distances). 
Both of the scenarios include several independent trend 
estimates. For example, automobile fuel efficiency is 
assumed to increase at a rate comparable to EPA total fleet 
standards. The number of telecommuting hours per week 
increases with time. The average distance to telework 
centers decreases as the assumed number of center 
increases. Nevertheless, as population grows, so does traffic 
congestion (and commute times) together with average 
commute distance. 
Figure 7 shows the distribution in the five major variants 
of telecommuting for the nominal model. 
This scenario estimates that the five-county area has 
194,000 telecommuters of all sorts by the end of 1992. Most 
of these (144,000) work part time at home, typically less 
than 1.25 days per week. The rest either work full-time at 
home (about 5,000) or at a regional center of some sort. 
When one considers that the governments of the City and 
County of Los Angeles jointly have more than 2,000 known 
telecommuters, and that the area total includes university 
professors, writers, etc., this seems to be a reasonable 
figure. 

Table 11: Los Angeles CMSA Impact Assumptions 

Total population: 15,187,000 
Population annual growth rate 2.346% 
Total area work force: 6,828,000 
Total information workers: 3,988,000 
Commuters 6,691,000 
Commuters using private vehicles 
(including car/van pools): 

90.4% 

Commuters using mass transit: 8.6% 
Average information worker daily 
commute (round-trip miles): 

39 

Baseline Scenario 
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One of the problems with estimating the real extent of an 
innovation at an early stage is that of counting what is a 
sparse population component; 1.3% of the population in 
this case. As the number of telecommuters grows, and 
particularly as the number of formal telecommuting 
programs increases among area employers, it will be easier 
to get more exact numbers of the actual growth. 
The high growth scenario assumes that the “normal” rate of 
growth of telecommuting is boosted by a combination of 
regulatory and competitive pressures, improvements in 

technology and consequent attitude changes on the part of 
potential adopters. Figure 8 shows the results of that 
analysis. 
As a check to the validity of the scenario, the 1992 State of 
the Commute report from CTS reports that 9.1% of its 
survey respondents claimed that they worked at home an 
average of four days per month. This amounts to 619,000 
home-based telecommuters in the region. The High Growth 

Figure 7: Nominal Telecommuting Forecast. 
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Table 12: Growth Limits by Form of Telecommuting 
Type of Telecommuting Maximum % of 

Infoworkers 
Full-time home 8 
Part-time home/CBD 20 
Part-time home/LC 10 
Part-time LC/CBD 17 
Full-time local center 25 
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Scenario of Figure 8 gives a value of 663,000 telecommuters 
of all types for 1992, comparable to the CTS estimate. If the 
CTS survey is correct, the region is at present near the 
high growth scenario. 
Both scenarios have the same assumptions as to the 
ultimate limits of telecommuting. That is, both assume that 
telecommuting will peak at 80% of the information 
workforce, sometime in the mid-21st century. The scenarios 
also include the same assumptions about the distribution of 
modes of telecommuting. Table 12 shows the assumptions. 
The term CBD in the table refers to Central Business 

District. In this context it simply means the “traditional” 
office center where the telecommuter would be working 
otherwise. Similarly, LC refers to any one of the forms of 
regional telework center mentioned earlier. Both scenarios 
also assume a decreasing distance to the local center over 
the years, as the number of centers increases. 
These nominal and high growth scenarios generally cover 
the upper and lower limits of telecommuting in the region, 
as estimated by our demographic and economic analyses. 
Neither of these scenarios will actually unfold exactly as 
shown here. Reality is always different from long term 
forecasts. 

Figure 8: High Growth Scenario 
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To get an idea of the range of possibilities we performed 
what is known as a Monte Carlo analysis of the scenarios. 
For this process, we estimated the likelihood of the various 
rates of growth of each of the five types of telecommuting, 
providing a probability distribution function for each. We 
then ran 1000 scenarios, each time with a different 
combination of growth rate assumptions, as governed by 
the probability distributions. 

The results of that analysis are shown in Figure 9. The 
graph shows the range in expected value of the total 
number of telecommuters for each of the years from 1980 to 
2030. The lowest (0%) curve represents the minimum 
number of area telecommuters that we expect to see, while 
the top (100%) curve represents the maximum number we 
expect to see. the intermediate curves represent the 
probabilities that reality will be at or below that curve. The 
CTS survey value of 619,000 telecommuters for 1992 is at 
about the 85% likelihood point of the analysis. This, too, 
supports the conclusion that we are presently nearest to 
the high growth scenario. 

 
The City of Los Angeles has 49 sites that are subject to the 
requirements of Regulation XV. By far the most populous of 
these are in the Civic Center. Therefore our analysis has 
been made under the simplifying assumption that all of the 

Figure 9: Likelihood Distribution of Telecommuting Scenarios 
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City’s employees work in the Civic Center. Distances of a 
few blocks between sites have no appreciable effect on the 
results. The department-level computer model, developed 
as part of this project task, can be used to get more 
accurate estimates. 
For purposes of the analysis, we assumed that City 
employee still have the ridesharing behavior evidenced by a 
survey completed by the City Administrative Office in 
1991. In that survey, 29% of City employees were on 
compressed work schedules. Our analysis assumes that the 
29% figure continues to hold and that the distribution of 
types of compressed schedules matches that of the final 
evaluation survey of the Telecommuting Project; that is, 
91% using 9-80 and 7% using the 4-10 schedule. 
If the City continues its pattern of ridesharing and 
compressed schedules, then what is the impact of 
telecommuting? The City has 49 facilities that are subject 
to the rules of Regulation XV. These are scattered 
throughout the City, but the primary concentrations of City 
employees are in or near the Los Angeles or the Van Nuys 
Civic Centers. The target Average Vehicle Ridership (AVR) 
rates for City facilities are either 1.5 or 1.75, with the 1.75s 
primarily in the Los Angeles Civic Center region. 

Our analysis indicates the impact of telecommuting on 
AVR by means of an AVR multiplication factor that is a 
function of the average level of telecommuting among its 
15,934 potential telecommuters. If none of these employees 
telecommute, the multiplication factor is 1.0; that is, no 
effect (since 1.0 × the current AVR = the current AVR). If 
all of them were to telecommute 5 days per week — an 

Figure 10: Telecommuting AVR Multiplier Factor for the City 
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extremely unlikely situation, then the multiplication factor 
would increase by more than 60%. Figure 10 shows the 
relationship, with average telecommuting days per week 
ranging from 0 to 2.5. 
Since the Civic Center area provides the most stringent 
case of the AVR target we can ask what amount of 
telecommuting would be required to increase the AVR from 
its 1992 level of 1.554 to the target level of 1.75. Figure 11 
shows the relationships of Figure 10 applied to the current 
Civic Center AVR. As can be seen from the Figure, the AVR 
target would be met, without any other AVR-related 
changes, if the average level of telecommuting were 
increased to about 1.4 days per week. This is quite an 
attainable figure. Our analysis of City employee jobs gives 
an estimated average of 1.46 telecommuting days per week. 

Figure 11: Telecommuting impacts on the Civic Center AVR 
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Note that, in this general model, we have assumed that the 
distribution of job types and commuting behaviors is the 
same at all City facilities. Of course, this is not the case; 
each facility has its own particular mix of jobs and 
commuting behaviors. The relationships of Figure 10 are to 
be used for estimation purposes only. For example, the 
achieved AVR at the Van Nuys Civic Center in 1992 was 
1.107. Its AVR target is 1.5. The ratio of 1.5 to 1.107 is 
1.355. From Figure 10 we see that a multiplication factor of 
1.355 is off the scale. Actually, it would require an average 
of about 3.3 days per week telecommuting to meet the goal 
if no other changes occurred — and if the population 
distribution at the Van Nuys Civic Center matched that of 
City employees in general. This is more than double the 
requirement at the Los Angeles Civic Center and more 
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than double our, admittedly conservative, estimate of what 
can be expected from City employees in the next three or 
four years. If the model is applicable, it is clear that 
telecommuting alone cannot solve all the air quality 
improvement requirements; some combination of 
telecommuting, additional ridesharing and compressed 
work weeks seems to be required. 

In any case, if the City were to have its 15,934 
telecommuters working from home an average of 1.4 days 
per week, then the annual pollution reduction would be on 
the order of: 
• 6,150,000 pounds of carbon monoxide; 
• 380,000 pounds of nitrogen oxides; 
• 1,150,000 pounds of unburned hydrocarbons; and 
• 26,000 pounds of particulates. 
Figure 12 shows the annual levels of reduced car mileage 
for the Los Angeles CMSA under the high growth scenario. 
Since at least half of this mileage reduction involves 
automobile cold starts — the most polluting phase of car 
use — telecommuting promises to be a significant reducer 
of air pollution in coming years. Figure 13 shows the 
results for the high growth scenario. Since the pollution 
reduction data were calculated using a constant ratio of 
pollutants per vehicle-mile, the results are somewhat 
understated for the 1990s and, perhaps, overstated for the 
years past 2000. The early understatement is because the 
data used were for highway travel in the mid-1980s and did 
not include an increase in pollution for the startup and 
idling periods. An overstatement could result from a steady 
improvement, over the mid-1980s levels, in the quantity of 
pollutants emitted by cars. 

Figure 12: Annual Mileage Reductions from Telecommuting: High Growth Scenario 
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For comparison, air pollution data from the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District show the annual 
pollution contribution from cars in 1991 to be 1,580,000 
tons of carbon monoxide; 221,000 tons of hydrocarbons; 
243,000 tons of nitrogen oxides; and 20,000 tons of 
particulates. If the high growth telecommuting scenario 
continues, we could expect a reduction by the year 2000 of 
19%; 23%; 8%; and 4%, respectively, from present levels. 

Clearly, these air pollution reduction values provide a 
persuasive argument for further development of 
telecommuting. In addition to the air pollution factors, 
there are the energy conservation consequences of 
telecommuting. Our forecast model calculates the net effect 
of telecommuting on energy conservation. The net effect is 
derived from the reduction in automobile fuel use by 
telecommuters, combined with the possibly increased use of 
computers and the clearly increased use of 
telecommunications. 

The key effects of pollution reduction, although the primary 
incentive for the City of Los Angeles Telecommuting 
Project, may be eclipsed by the economic impacts of 
telecommuting. The telecommuter effectiveness increase 
values we have obtained from the project can be considered 
typical of those in large organizations. In fact, we have 
tried to be conservative in every case. Therefore, these 
results may be generalized to the region as a whole without 
fear of overestimation, in our opinion. 

Figure 13: Air Pollution Reductions from Telecommuting: High Growth Scenario 
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We estimated the likely change in work effectiveness that 
telecommuting would produce for each of the City 
telecommuting-appropriate job classifications.26 As in the 
case of the estimates for the amount of telecommuting for a 
particular classification, the effectiveness change estimates 
are made on a combination of experience gained in the City 
of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project and from similar 
projects elsewhere. 
The changes are expressed both as an average expected 
effectiveness improvement and as a total dollar impact for 
each evaluated classification, using 1992 salaries as the 
basis. The overall average estimated effectiveness change is 
10.7%. If all of these telecommuters were to perform 
exactly according to the estimates, the net result 
would be an annual effectiveness impact of 
$75,794,175 (constant 1992 dollars) or more than $93 
million by 1998, assuming average salary escalation of 
4.3%. 
Whether, and in what form, these impacts would be 
realized is beyond the scope of this project since it involves 
a number of key management issues. Foremost among 
them is the ability of an organizational unit to assimilate 
the improvements. That is, does an individual’s 
effectiveness increase translate directly into a comparable 
increase in the effectiveness of the organization in which 
the individual works — is the effectiveness change used 
properly? If so, there are two classical first-order options 
for the organization: 

1. Increase the level of services provided by the unit 
without increasing the number of personnel in the 
unit. A variant of this is the diversion of expansion 
funding to technology improvements (such as 
computers, networks, telecommunications and/or 
peripheral equipment) rather than to salaries for 
more employees. 

2. Decrease the number of personnel in the unit 
without changing the level of services. The current 
euphemism for this is downsizing. 

Each of these options must be examined very carefully as 
part of the management response to the impacts of 
telecommuting. However, for many of the units we 
observed during the project, the most logical option is the 
first; at least some of these units are currently severely 

                                                
26For details, see the Department Impact Modeling Report. 

City Employees Employee Effectiveness Changes 
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overloaded and telecommuting is allowing them to function 
at the desired level with their existing staffing. 
However the effectiveness impacts are applied, the 
economic arguments for telecommuting seem quite 
powerful. 

Employee effectiveness increases are not the only impacts 
of telecommuting. There are additional savings in office 
and parking space, reduced turnover rates and decreased 
use of sick leave. We have evaluated these total impacts in 
a series of three alternative scenarios: 
• In the first scenario, the use of telecommuting by the 

City remains at its current level. 
• The second scenario shows a steady growth, beginning 

in 1993, to the maximum expected number of 15,934 
City telecommuters. 

• The third scenario shows a more rapid growth rate to 
the maximum. 

The analysis includes estimates of the costs of training and 
technology improvements required to produce the growth. 
The net benefits to the City are shown in Figure 14. 

The City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project and all 
other well-conceived and organized telecommuting 
activities show a consistent common economic result: the 
effectiveness of telecommuters is higher than that of non-
telecommuters. Our measures indicate an improvement on 
the order of 9.3% for the entire group of prospective City 
telecommuters. Our experience with other organizations in 
California, both public and private, lead us to expect some 

Net City Economic Benefits 

Figure 14: Net Telecommuting Benefits to the City 
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organizations’ averages to be as much as double the City of 
Los Angeles values. Nevertheless, if we take the 
conservative approach and use the City’s effectiveness 
changes as typical of the region, then the direct of effect of 
telecommuting in the area could be as shown in Figure 15. 
The direct economic impact of the effectiveness changes in 
the year 2000 ranges from at least 2.3 billion to as much as 
3.5 billion dollars annually, depending on the scenario the 
future most resembles. These figures are in constant, 1988 
dollars and are based on the area’s 1988 per capita salary 
income. Since information workers — or at least those who 
are likely to be telecommuters — are more likely to have 
higher than average salaries, the information in Figure 15 
are likely to be doubly understated. 

In addition to the direct effect of telecommuting, the 
indirect impacts must also be considered. At the 
microeconomics level, if organizational effectiveness 
improves, so does the organization’s profitability. The 
organization is better able to compete, both by reducing the 
costs of its existing goods and/or services and by offering 
new goods and/or services. Both of these goals are achieved 
by reducing the person-hours required to produce a unit of 
output (in these cases, units of information). If the 
organization is in an expanding market, the newly released 
person-hours can be used to increase or improve product. 
At the macroeconomics level, widespread improvements in 
competitiveness of individual organizations act to increase 
economic growth in the region in general. Thus, the overall 
impact is likely to be some multiple of the direct impacts 

Figure 15: Area-Wide Effectiveness Change Impact of Telecommuting 
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shown in the figure. We estimate that the actual impacts 
could be as high as five times the values shown in Figure 
15. That is, in the year 2000, telecommuting could be 
associated with a 10 billion dollar improvement in the 
region’s economy, compared to what it might be with no 
telecommuting. 
Finally, it is important to consider another, potentially 
major, “side effect” of telecommuting: its ability to bring 
work to workers who cannot easily go to a traditional 
workplace. The 1992 riots demonstrated the consequences 
of a long standing economic dysfunction in Los Angeles: no 
jobs for a large component of the population. Among the 
plethora of rationalizations about the fundamental causes 
of the riots there is one constant: many people feel that 
they are trapped in a dead end existence. They feel that 
they have no access to, or hope of, means to improve their 
condition. Frustration, rage and eventual destruction are 
the natural consequences of that situation. What to do? 
Telecommuting provides one approach to resolution of that 
problem. First, work can be sent to any residents who are 
mobility handicapped, either because of physical 
impairments or the lack of adequate transportation. 
Second, work can be combined with training (or vice versa), 
so that worker skills, from basic reading ability to more 
complex information skills, can be upgraded while the 
trainees are working. The information tools to accomplish 
this are here today and are growing in capability daily. 
One strategy to develop this capability is through the 
development of neighborhood business centers that 
combine “regular” small business operations with 
telework/training centers.27 This would promote a system 
of positive cash flow into the community from the inception 
of the center(s). Variants of this model have shown 
themselves to be successful both elsewhere in California 
and in Europe. As a first step, the Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission has plans to initiate one or 
more centers in South Central Los Angeles in conjunction 
with its Blue Line stations. Each center would be linked to 
others via the fiber optics transmission system that is a 
part of the light rail network. 
It is difficult to put a figure on the value of such centers. 
One success criterion would be that they are at least self 
supporting and turn out employees who are qualified to 
work in skilled jobs. If that is the case, then there is a clear 
economic benefit. If the local economy improves as a direct 

                                                
27The author, in concert with CHARO, attempted to initiate such a 

center in East Los Angeles in the mid-1980s, but an impasse with a 
large corporation, regarding facilities sharing, stifled the project. 



 

54  ••••  Part 2: Potential Impacts  City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project 

result of such activities, then the overall benefit can be 
substantial. 
Over 800,000 Americans information workers are disabled 
every year. Although we were not able to get exact figures, 
presumably about 42,000 of those newly disabled 
information workers live in the five counties area. Some 
fraction of those workers are perfectly able to do useful 
work, provided the work can come to them at least some of 
the time. Each worker who returns to the work force 
instead of receiving benefit income makes a double 
contribution to the economy. If telecommuting could 
produce a 10% reduction in the number of newly disabled 
individuals who were otherwise able to work, then the 
additional annual impact could be on the order of 200 
million dollars. 
Like the traffic, pollution and economic impact aspects, the 
experience of the City’s Telecommuting Project in energy 
conservation can be generalized to both the rest of the City 
employees and to the region as a whole. 
Our forecast of the overall energy conservation impacts is 
based on an analysis of the commuting patterns of all City 
employees. This estimate is derived from data supplied 
from the Department of Transportation as a result of their 
1990 survey of City employees. Although commute 
distances were not included in the survey, we were able to 
estimate them for about 18,000 of the 30,500 employees in 
the survey28 on the basis of the ZIP codes for each 
employee’s home and office. The average estimated one-way 
commute distance for these employees was19.8 miles, 
slightly less than that of the telecommuters in the project. 
We also assumed that future telecommuters would have 
the same pattern of compressed schedules as were revealed 
in a survey conducted by the City Administrative Office in 
1991. This produces an average effective work week of 4.84 
days. The telecommuting rate was assumed to be an 
average of 1.4 days per week; sufficient to meet the Civic 
Center AVR requirements. 
The calculations produced an average annual energy saving 
of 4198 kilowatt-hours per telecommuter, for a total annual 
saving, assuming all 15,934 telecommuters are active, of 
59.9 million kilowatt-hours, about 1,600,000 gallons of 
gasoline. 
Our forecast model calculates the net effect of 
telecommuting on energy conservation. The net effect is 
derived from the reduction in automobile fuel use by 

                                                
28The reamaining employee entries in the database either had missing 

or faulty entries for one or more of the ZIP codess. 
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telecommuters, partially offset by the possibly increased 
use of computers and the clearly increased use of 
telecommunications. 
Two factors are not included in the model. First, 
notwithstanding the contrary experience of the City project, 
we expect that telecommuters will tend to use slightly more 
home heating and cooling energy while they are 

telecommuting. At present, there are no data to show an 
offset of this energy use by a comparable reduction in the 
heating and cooling of the “downtown” offices of the 
telecommuters — largely because there are not yet enough 
telecommuters for the effects to be noticeable. The model 
assume a wash between these two energy uses in the long 
run. 
Second, the model does not include our finding that about 
20% of telecommuter households have a reduction in car 
use over and above the telecommuting-specific reduction.29 
Given these caveats, we feel that the projections shown in 
Figure 16 provide a conservative estimate of 
telecommuting’s energy impacts. 
One of the perceptions about most large cities is that their 
citizens suffer/enjoy a large degree of isolation. This is 
particularly true of so-called bedroom communities, where 
a large fraction of the resident population travels to 
somewhere else for nine or more hours every weekday. By 

                                                
29See our report: Telecommuting Travel Impact Analysis: Los Angeles 

Telecommuting Pilot Project for details. 

Figure 16: Estimated Area-Wide Energy Conservation Impacts of 
Telecommuting. 
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some quirk of Murphy’s Law it often appears that people 
who live on the west side of Los Angeles (or insert the 
name of any other city in the region) drive to work on the 
east side . . . and vice versa and so on. 
One of the aspects of moving the work to the workers 
instead of moving the workers to work is that the workers 
are not doing the locale swap as often; they are spending 
more time in the areas in which they reside. Our research 
and that of others indicates that telecommuters, when they 
do travel to other than their principal offices, are more 
likely to make trips to nearby locations than are non-
telecommuters. That is, the telecommuters are becoming 
more locally or community oriented. This can have a 
number of interesting impacts. We have only preliminary 
data on these effects, since they are somewhat dependent 
on the number of telecommuters and many of the effects 
can take several years to develop. 
First, if more people are around the neighborhood on 
ordinary week days, what is the effect on the crime rate? 
One possibility is that programs such as Neighborhood 
Watch may be more successful; there are more neighbors to 
watch. If telecommuters, who are more likely than average 
to use electronic mail, start to set up neighborhood 
electronic alert networks, Neighborhood Watch takes on a 
new dimension. Yet, if telecommuters are busy 
concentrating on their work all the time, the effect may be 
negligible. Our experience is that telecommuters become 
more neighborhood aware even if they do not become more 
active in neighborhood activities. 
Second, if telecommuters spend more time in the local area, 
they are more likely to do business with local businesses — 
at the expense of the businesses near their downtown 
offices. However, they are less likely to go out to lunch, so 
the lunch time restaurant business may show little change 
locally and a decrease at the downtown location. On the 
other hand, they may be more likely to go to a local 
restaurant for dinner — with the family. 
The net result of this may be that neighborhoods with 
moderate to large numbers of telecommuters will become 
more cohesive: neighborhoods after the small, cohesive 
community style. This cohesion could further increase 
community emphasis on and participation in education and 
other activities usually identified with such well-
functioning communities. 
At the same time, the telecommuters are likely to maintain 
contacts with co-workers and friends who may be scattered 
all over the region, or all over the world, for that matter. 
Thus, they will have the advantages of essentially global 
job and interest/avocation diversity, while maintaining 
roots in a local community. While it is difficult to see clear 
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indications of this at this time, there are clues to the 
trends. The clues are appearing in such statistics as the 
growing difficulties employers are having in getting their 
employees to move to other locales30, and the growing 
popularity of such computer-based information services as 
Prodigy and CompuServe. 
The desired effect of telecommuting is to help redress the 
jobs-housing imbalance. That is, to allow existing 
businesses and employees to be located where they are now 
without incurring the travel that currently occurs. There is 
a potential undesirable side effect of telecommuting: the 
telecommunications equivalent of the “freeway effect.” That 
is, the mere existence of the ability to move to almost 
anywhere, while still being able to hold a properly paying 
job, may cause people to flock to new areas with lower 
housing costs — urban sprawl. To quote from an earlier 
publication:31 

The process as new highways are completed, for example, 
runs roughly as follows in regions of economic 
attractiveness: 

 1. The improved transportation infrastructure is a major 
inducement for businesses and households to move to 
areas that are both served by the infrastructure and have 
lower land prices.  The goal in individual household move 
decisions is to achieve an attractive, affordable, generally 
low population density residence location. 

 2. The expanded movement to the newly developing area 
acts to increase land prices and congestion, increasing 
population density (and decreasing step 1 attractiveness) 
as population growth continues in the area. 

 3. The increasing congestion and improving tax base spur 
demand for further expansion of the transportation 
infrastructure either by increasing capacity, often at the 
expense of removal of local residences, or by extending the 
infrastructure to more rural areas, or both.  Go to step 1. 

Continuing repetition of this cycle ultimately results in 
the wide scale suburbanization of the area and 
elimination of formerly rural areas.  Often these areas 
were originally forested, agricultural or wildlife habitat 
land.  Los Angeles is often cited as the archetypal example 
of this process. 

                                                
30As reported in such publications as Business Week and The Wall Street 

Journal. The employees do not want to break up their children’s school 
work and friendships or, in the millions of multiple earner families, 
jeopardize their spouse’s jobs. 

31Jack M. Nilles.  Telecommuting and urban sprawl: mitigator or 
inciter? Transportation 18: 411-432, 1991 
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In the telecommuting case, the existence of a 
telecommunications infrastructure, which could be 
wireless, could result in the demand for an expanded 
transportation infrastructure and increasing conversion of 
rural land to housing and its related physical 
infrastructure. We have seen no evidence of this, but the 
possibilities must be considered in any comprehensive 
regional plan. 
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Part 3: Recommendations 

The author makes the following recommendations to the 
City for addressing the issues raised in this report. 
The first three recommendations apply for all 
circumstances. 
• Increase the level of awareness of upper 

departmental management concerning the impacts 
of telecommuting. This can begin with distribution of 
report summaries and/or high level briefings to all 
department General Managers. This was our 
recommendation after both rounds of focus group 
meetings and it continues to be because it is so critical 
to the success of telecommuting. 

• Maintain at least the current level of 
telecommuting and, at a minimum, begin 
expanding telecommuting in those departments that 
already have active telecommuters. 

•••• Develop uniform telecommuting guidelines. The 
project began with the development of a tentative set of 
guidelines that were provided to all departments as 
part of the training program. While they proved to be 
quite serviceable during the project, the guidelines often 
were interpreted differently by different departments. A 
revised set of guidelines would address the issues raised 
during the project. Appendix 1 provides a suggested set 
of rules. 

The subsequent recommendations are made under the 
assumption that telecommuting will continue in the 
departments currently participating in the project. 
•••• Integrate Transportation Demand Management 

Strategies. Telecommuting has proven itself to be an 

Immediate Action 

Internal Implementa-
tion Priorities 

Management 
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effective rideshare strategy. Promotion and expansion 
of telecommuting should be a formal part of an 
integrated strategy for managing the use of 
transportation by City employees. 

•••• Create Specific Incentives and Disincentives. 
Although the project has been successful, it is 
abundantly clear that there is still significant 
resistance to telecommuting — not to mention 
downright hostility — on the part of many City 
managers. In addition to the expanded awareness 
program listed earlier, a system of incentives 
(recognition, factors in promotion/salary decisions, etc.) 
and disincentives (such as minimum telecommuting 
quotas) should be devised to overcome that resistance. 

•••• Expand Telecommuting. The results of the project 
clearly indicate that the use of telecommuting should be 
expanded. Our analysis suggests that at least 15,934 
City employees — one-third of the City’s permanent 
staff — could successfully telecommute. 

•••• Increase and Expand Training. It is also clear that 
training in the management methods of successful 
telecommuting is important to telecommuting’s success. 
Both initial, pre-telecommuting training and follow-up 
reinforcement are called for. All of the City’s 
telecommuters and telemanagers should receive 
training. Further, the training should include: 
1) managers who are not currently (but may become) 
direct supervisors of telecommuters; and 
2) colleagues of telecommuters. 

•••• Develop TeleService Program. The City has already 
developed regional City Halls in Van Nuys and West 
Los Angeles. Telecommuting could be used to further 
distribute City services all over the City. This may be of 
particular importance in areas affected by the recent 
riots. Mini- or micro-City Halls could be developed, 
staffed by telecommuters living locally, to provide most 
City services to local residents. 

Technology 
• Form a City-wide action committee, possibly as a 

subcommittee of the Telecommuting Task Force, 
to define and resolve the issues of technology 
performance and reliability standards; technology needs 
and applicability for various types of telecommuting 
work; and ownership and financing possibilities. 

•••• Improve Access to Information Technology. There 
is no question that access to personal computers is a 
major factor in improving effectiveness of City 
information workers, whether or not they are 
telecommuters. A number of telecommuting-trained 
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City employees were prevented from participating in 
the project because they didn’t have personal computers 
at home or were unable to get access to the City’s 
mainframe computer. Our focus group sessions and 
personal interviews indicated many cases where City 
employees have invested their own funds in computer 
equipment that is superior in performance to that in 
their principal office. It appears that the City is 
incurring major opportunity costs because of the freeze 
on computer equipment. It is extremely important that 
this issue be resolved soon. 

• Resolve the uncertainties about mainframe access 
for those prospective, trained telecommuters who have 
not yet begun to telecommute32. This was our 
recommendation after each round of focus group 
meetings and continues to be because it still an 
outstanding issue. 

• Develop a uniform, City-wide policy, possibly in 
conjunction with vendors, on duplication of applications 
software used by telecommuters at home. 

• Although voice mail is now available (500 “mailboxes”), 
most telecommuters are not aware of it. Broaden the 
awareness of, and access to, voice mail, particularly 
for telecommuters. 

• Increase audio/telephone (and, where 
appropriate, video) teleconferencing capabilities 
and awareness in each department as a means of 
increasing “attendance” at meetings without increasing 
travel for meetings. 

There are many ways in which the City can show 
leadership in Southern California. The following are 
examples. 
•••• Publicize the results of the City of Los Angeles 

Telecommuting Project to other cities and to area 
businesses. 

•••• Revise zoning ordinances to encourage 
telecommuting (while discouraging potential urban 
sprawl made possible by telecommuting). 

•••• Cooperate with other Cities and public agencies 
to share facilities for telecommuters so that public 
sector employees all over the region can begin 
telecommuting from offices near their homes. 

 

                                                
32Only about half of the individuals trained by JALA were allowed to 

telecommute. 

Provide Area-wide 
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Part 4: A Brief Action Plan 

The planning phase and the first stages of implementation 
of the Telecommuting Pilot Project were initiated by the 
Telecommuting Task Force (TTF). The TTF comprised 
senior managers from several City departments. The 
purpose of the TTF was to provide general policy guidance 
to the project, but it was not closely linked to the details of 
the implementation. Nor was the TTF an advocate of 
telecommuting, other than to support its testing. It was 
deliberately neutral. 
Assuming our recommendation for expansion of 
telecommuting is adopted, we further recommend that the 
first step in the expansion process is the appointment by 
the Mayor of a proactive Telecommuting Implementation 
Group (TIG) whose primary task is to motivate and 
coordinate the expansion process. This is a quite different 
mission from that of the TTF. The State of California 
formed a Telecommuting Advisory Group with a mission 
similar to that suggested here. The effectiveness of that 
group is demonstrated by the fact that the Governor 
decreed that telecommuting is a key work option for State 
employees and that the number of State telecommuters has 
more than quintupled since the Pilot Project was completed 
in mid-1990. 
Members of the TIG should be senior managers from every 
department of the City that has, or is likely to have, active 
telecommuters. The TIG should also include 
representatives from all of the affected unions. The 
Chairperson of the group should be someone who is directly 
concerned, because of the nature of his/her job, with traffic 
reduction or with productivity improvement. We suggest 

Telecommuting 
Implementation 
Group 
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that the City Rideshare Program Administrator accept this 
responsibility. 
The first task of the TIG is to develop a basic 
telecommuting policy, giving minimum standards and 
implementation guidelines for the entire City. The duty of 
each member of the TIG, beyond contributing to the overall 
standards and guidelines, is to coordinate any expansion of 
those for her/his own department. The policy should 
include personnel selection and training criteria and 
methods; satellite office requirements and implementation 
procedures; work rules; technology needs; and evaluation 
requirements and procedures, as a minimum. 
Because motivation of managers is fundamental to the 
success of telecommuting, it is vital that the members of 
the TIG be movers and shakers, rather than passive 
coordinators. Their fundamental role, once standards and 
guidelines are developed, may be to change attitudes 
within their own departments, where existing attitudes are 
impeding acceptance of telecommuting. This requires that 
they be selected on the basis of their leadership and 
influence with their colleagues. 
Further, it is important that the members of the TIG have 
a minimum tenure of two to three years and that they are 
suitably rewarded or recognized for their efforts. That is, 
they should not view their responsibilities to the TIG as 
just another unwelcome burden. 
In a sense, the Telecommuting Expansion Project is a 
larger scale version of the Pilot Project. The process is quite 
similar. First, the Mayor and Council should address the 
issues of the necessary infrastructure: telecommunications 
and computers. As we have found from the Pilot Project, a 
fairly substantial amount of telecommuting can occur with 
little or modest impact on the budget. However, a fairly 
small increase in availability of personal computer 
hardware and software; and an expansion in mainframe 
access can have substantial additional effects. These issues 
should be clearly identified, if not resolved, before the next 
step. 
Second, a new series of briefings and/or informal meetings 
with department General Managers and senior managers 
should be made, either as a group or on an individual basis. 
Those briefings should focus on the key policy issues and, 
where there are Pilot Project data, on the specific 
experiences in their own departments. No department 
should be left out of this process. Each General Manager 
should be asked to develop a telecommuting 
implementation plan and schedule. The plan should include 
technology needs. 

Telecommuting 
Expansion Project 
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Third, a series of briefings to mid-level managers and 
supervisors should be held, on a department by department 
basis. The purpose of the briefings is to acquaint them with 
the results of the Telecommuting Pilot Project. Wherever 
possible, telecommuters and telemanagers from their own 
departments should attend the briefings and voice their 
own views on the benefits and risks of telecommuting. The 
desired outcome of these briefings is that the managers will 
develop implementation plans for their own groups. 
During the first stages of the implementation, some 
managers — and some departments may continue to reject 
telecommuting as an option for them. Our strategy has 
always been, and continues to be, to insist that 
participation be voluntary at all levels of management. 
However, in the case of departments that have refused 
telecommuting and have not achieved the necessary AVR 
levels by other means, the General Manager should be 
required to show clearly how the department can achieve 
its AVR goals without using telecommuting. 
Fourth, all potential telecommuters should be given 
briefings on telecommuting, including clear descriptions of 
the work options and responsibilities of telecommuters, and 
should be given an opportunity to volunteer to become 
telecommuters. 
Fifth, it is our opinion that the volunteers and their 
supervisors should go through some formal selection 
process that serves as a means for identifying possible 
problems with telecommuting. If nothing else, the process 
tends to focus attention on a key ingredient of 
telecommuting: trust and quality communication between 
supervisor and employee. During the Telecommuting Pilot 
Project a set of formal background questionnaires33 was 
used for this purpose. 
Sixth, the selected telecommuters and telemanagers should 
be given formal training in telecommuting management 
techniques. Ideally, the extent of training required by 
members of a particular work group depends on the level of 
independence already achieved within the group. In some 
cases, very little additional training is required. In other 
cases, several hours of training may be in order. Our 
experience during the pilot project was that two hours of 
training for the telecommuters and two hours for the 
telemanagers was the minimum acceptable for most of the 

                                                
33The questionnaires were administered to both the prospective 

telecommuters and their supervisors. This background evaluation was 
limited to the Pilot Project but will be available to the City for further 
implementation at a nominal cost per telecommuter. 
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groups. Some groups needed more detailed training, as we 
determined from subsequent focus group sessions. 
Steps three through six need not be completed for all of the 
telecommuters at once. A better strategy for large 
departments may be to implement telecommuting on a 
division by division basis, or even in smaller increments, as 
dictated by operational considerations. The overall 
schedule may be dictated by the requirements of the 
SCAQMD. 
Although the focus of this project was on reducing the level 
of commuting by City employees, another major 
opportunity was suggested repeatedly during the course of 
the project: Why not use telecommuting as a means of more 
effective local delivery of City services? 
The rationale is as follows. The City has an extensive array 
of service-providing facilities distributed throughout its 
area. But many of these are single function facilities, such 
as fire and police stations, parks buildings, and the like. 
Although there are multi-function facilities in locations 
other than downtown Los Angeles, such as the Van Nuys, 
West Los Angeles and San Pedro City Halls, they are few 
and far between. Further, there are no such facilities to 
serve areas of particularly high need, such as South-central 
or East Los Angeles. 
Because not all services are available throughout the City, 
citizens of Los Angeles spend significant amounts of time 
and effort traveling from their homes and businesses to 
City facilities in order to receive any one of the variety of 
services provided by the City. Often, they are required to 
visit several different locations before receiving all of the 
services they need. Presumably, some citizens give up the 
search in frustration before getting the services. There are 
no quantitative data available as to the magnitude, extent 
and success of this taxpayer travel activity. 
Given the severe constraints on the City’s budget, it is not 
likely that a series of conventional local City Halls will be 
built any time soon. However, it seems entirely feasible to 
do “reverse telecommuting:” to use existing City facilities 
that are turned into multi-purpose operations for 
disseminating a variety of information and completing 
routine City-citizen transactions. Applicants would be able 
to go to a local City facility and be in contact with the 
required experts regardless of the actual location of the 
experts. 
This need not result in major inroads on facilities that are 
already overcrowded. For example, a variant of the 
information kiosks that are being tested by the State of 
California might provide significant increases in 
localization of services. Increased telecommuting by the 
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usual occupants of existing facilities might free up enough 
space so that the conversion of some of it to multiple uses 
would be essentially invisible. 
The technology required to accomplish this is already in 
existence. No new inventions are required. Two key 
questions are: what level (read cost) of technology is 
required to deliver what services?; and how important are 
the benefits derived from the localized delivery? As an 
example, the Department of Telecommunications is 
investigating the requirements for a broad-band network 
interconnecting City facilities. The existence of such a 
network would be a major asset for implementing a broad 
TeleService program. 
As is the case with telecommuting, the benefits derived 
from a TeleService program may significantly exceed 
operating costs. However, until a more thorough analysis is 
made of the opportunities, issues, potential benefits and 
costs, it is not possible to gauge the total impact. Therefore, 
we propose that a pilot TeleService project be planned and 
developed to explore the opportunity. 
Sponsored by the Institute for Local Self Government,34 a 
project is currently under way to develop and demonstrate 
office space sharing arrangements among local 
governments. The central concept of the project is that local 
governments can develop satellite office telecommuting 
arrangements without necessarily leasing new office space 
elsewhere. A City of Los Angeles employee living in, say, 
Rialto could telecommute part time from the Rialto Civic 
Center rather than commuting to downtown Los Angeles — 
and vice versa. 
The primary barrier to demonstration of satellite center 
telecommuting during the City project was the rule that 
the City would lease facilities only for a minimum duration 
of several years. While this is a quite reasonable approach 
for negotiating the most favorable leasing terms, it was not 
possible to lease space for only a few months (the duration 
of the project) in areas close to City employee residences. 
Early in the project we identified more than seven areas 
where satellite offices could effectively serve City 
employees. None of them included an existing City facility. 
Most were outside the City limits. Only near the end of the 
data-taking stage of the project were we able to reach an 
agreement with the Ontario Telebusiness Work Center to 
house one telecommuter outside the City limits. 

                                                
34The ILSG is a non-profit, non-partisan reserach and education 

organization affiliated with the League of California Cities. Its mission 
is to promote and strengthen local self government. 
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To test the impact of a network of available telework 
centers, we used our computer program for evaluating the 
AVR impacts of various travel demand management 
strategies. Our analysis of the residence and work locations 
of a sample of 580 prospective City telecommuters indicates 
that only 4 now work at the City (or other public agency) 
facility nearest their homes. The other 576 would save 
more vehicle miles by either telecommuting at home or 
from a different faciltiy than their principal office. For the 
whole group of 580 employees, including some current 
home-based telecommuters and some rideshare members, 
the annual additional vehicle miles saved by 
telecommuting from a satellite office one day per week 
would be 900,000 miles (17,600 trips). 
Participation in the ILSG project or a similar arrangement 
could materially expand the City’s telecommuting without 
increasing expenditures for office space. 
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Appendix 1: Telecommuting 
Guidelines 

The general issues of telecommuting are common to most 
organizations: who controls whom/what; who is liable for 
what; who pays for what; and who, if anyone, is at a 
disadvantage as a result of telecommuting? The dominant 
fear expressed by managers during the preliminary phases 
of the project was that telecommuting would be forced upon 
them upon conclusion of the project and that they would 
have no control over who telecommutes or over how often 
and under what circumstances telecommuting would occur. 
An opposite management view was also heard, although it 
didn’t surface until later in the project: “this is just a fad 
and will go away — we don’t have to pay attention to it.” 
The views expressed by various employee representation 
groups, both within the City and elsewhere around the 
world, tend toward: “This is a new way for management to 
exploit the employees.” Here too, another voice is heard: 
“How can we make it a mandatory option for all 
employees?” 
During the development of the project plan and periodically 
throughout the project, the usual liability questions arose, 
typified by: “Who’s liable if a telecommuter breaks her leg 
at home while ostensibly working at two in the morning?” 
And: “What happens if the equipment used by the 
telecommuter breaks?” Data security issues also arose 
frequently, particularly with respect to the possibilities for 
unauthorized access to the City’s mainframe computers. 
Finally, the telecommuters’ main concerns were the (in 
their view) possibly frivolous attempts by “management” to 

The Issues 
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arbitrarily limit — or force — their telecommuting. This 
apprehension was supported by the failure of several 
departments to allow many of their trained telecommuters 
to telecommute, and by others to put strict limits on 
telecommuting days or schedules. We uncovered no 
occasions, once the active phase of the project began, where 
telecommuters felt they were forced to telecommute against 
their wishes. 
All of these issues arise from a fundamental adversary 
attitude, possibly supported by past experience, on the part 
of all of these groups of people. Lurking in this background 
is the leaden rule: Do unto others as you think they will do 
unto you — only do it to them first. 
The dilemma arises from the fact that successful 
telecommuting requires an attitude of trust and 
cooperation among the participants. The question is, can a 
set of rules be developed that acts to encourage growth of 
the necessary trust, while avoiding the trap of relying on 
blind faith? 
We should emphasize that these concerns were by no 
means universal. There was abundant evidence during the 
project that many telecommuters and their supervisors had 
well developed and proven feelings of mutual trust. 
Nevertheless, in those cases where such trust is 
nonexistent or uneasy, it is important to establish some 
fundamental rules that will act to help improve the 
situation. 
Consequently, the following recommendations are designed 
to stipulate the roles and responsibilities of telecommuters 
and telemanagers is such a way as to promote increasing 
feelings of trust without being unduly restrictive upon the 
prerogatives of either telemanagers or telecommuters. 
The following rules are proposed as a general guide for City 
Departments in establishing clear relationships between 
telecommuters and Department management. Some of 
these rules should be inviolate, while others may be subject 
to negotiation. Consequently, we have separated them into 
two groups. 

♦ Telecommuting is a management option, not 
an employee entitlement. Successful 
telecommuting requires that both the nature of the 
work to be performed and the working relationships 
between the telecommuter, the telecommuter’s 
colleagues and her/his supervisor be consistent with 
the principles of location independence for the 
period of telecommuting. 

Approaches 

A Core Set of Work 
Rules 

Absolute Rules 
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♦ Telecommuting must always be voluntary for 
both telecommuter and his/her supervisor(s). Either 
the telecommuter or his/her supervisor may elect to 
discontinue the telecommuting if: a) the 
telecommuter is not comfortable with 
telecommuting; or b) the telecommuter is not 
performing to mutually pre-agreed upon work 
standards. Any discontinuation of telecommuting 
must occur upon adequate prior notice. 

♦ Telecommuters and their direct supervisors 
must be given training in the management 
aspects of telecommuting prior to beginning 
telecommuting if they do not already operate in a 
location independent mode. 

♦ Performance evaluation of telecommuters 
should be based on prior mutual agreement, 
between the telecommuter and his/her direct 
supervisor, as to specific work goals, objectives and 
schedules. Although specific objectives and 
schedules may be based upon estimated times to 
complete tasks, performance evaluation should not 
be based on time-to-complete. 

♦ Telecommuters are regular employees, not 
subcontractors. 

♦ There is no distinction in rates of pay and 
benefits between telecommuters and non-
telecommuters. 

♦ Telecommuters should be given the same 
opportunities as non-telecommuters for 
promotion and career development, including 
access to additional training. 

♦ Telecommuters should have regular 
opportunities to meet their telecommuting and 
non-telecommuting colleagues in their organizations 
in order to minimize any feelings of isolation or 
exclusion. 

♦ Telecommuters should have access to electronic 
mail, voice mail and/or whatever other means are 
normally used in an organization for keeping them 
linked with their colleagues. 

♦ Telecommuters and telemanagers should 
establish a regular schedule or other method for 
maintaining suitable levels of communication with 
each other. 

♦ There should be no arbitrary limitation on 
telecommuting schedules and frequencies. The 
specific schedule and frequency of telecommuting for 
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an individual telecommuter should be dictated 
solely by the needs of the work unit and the 
availability of sufficient quantities of 
“telecommutable” work, not by any unfounded 
expressions of distrust of the telecommuter such as 
prohibiting telecommuting days adjacent to “off” 
days. 

♦ Telecommuters should have the same rights 
and access to representation as their colleagues. 

♦ Telecommuters should not be required to 
perform in excess of their in-office levels as a 
condition of beginning/continuing telecommuting. 
An alternative, less protective version: 
Telecommuters should not be required to 
perform in excess of their in-office levels as a 
condition of beginning/continuing telecommuting to 
the extent that they feel stressed from the 
extra load. Telecommuters naturally tend to 
perform more effectively and feel less stress during 
their telecommuting days but the fundamental 
success criterion for the project was to reduce 
automobile use while maintaining normal levels of 
performance. 

♦ All operating costs of telecommuting, such as 
business related telephone charges, office supplies 
and special software or necessary software 
upgrades, shall be paid for directly or reimbursed to 
the telecommuter by the City. 

♦ All necessary equipment and equipment 
maintenance costs should be covered by the 
City in all cases where the telecommuter needs the 
equipment for telecommuting but does not own, is 
not able to, or desires not to use her/his own 
equipment. Several prospective telecommuters were 
eliminated from participation in the project because 
they did not have suitable computer equipment at 
home. Our surveys indicate that the benefits from 
performance increases to be expected from 
telecommuters far outweigh the costs of additional 
computer equipment. 

♦ Telecommuters may use their personal 
computer equipment and/or software for 
telecommuting, provided that it is compatible with 
City computers. Many of the City’s telecommuters 
have personal computer installations that are 
superior to that available in their principal offices. 
However, in these case the employee, not the City, 
should be responsible for the maintenance of the 

Negotiable Rules 
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equipment and/or software. The employee should 
also be responsible for insuring that any of her/his 
software used for City related work is virus-free and 
compatible with City software. 

♦ The City retains the right to, and 
telecommuters have the right to insist upon, 
inspection of home offices and computer 
equipment/software for safety, adequacy and 
security. 

♦ The schedule worked by a telecommuter need 
not be that same as that of the principal office, 
provided that the schedule is given prior approval by 
the telecommuter’s supervisor. For example, given 
prior approval, the telecommuter may begin and 
finish work earlier (or later, or some combination 
other) than the normal office schedule. 

♦ Telecommuters must be reasonably accessible, 
via telecommunications, to the principal office 
during normal work hours, or during some 
portion of normal hours, given prior approval by the 
telecommuter’s supervisor. In the latter case, the 
hours of accessibility and work need not be entirely 
identical. “Reasonably accessible” means that the 
telecommuter should respond to a call from the 
office within some time limit mutually agreed upon 
by the telecommuter and his/her supervisor 

Most of these rules were covered in the manuals issued to 
the telecommuters and telemanagers as part of the training 
process. They have been amended and augmented as a 
result of the experience gained during the project. 
As with the general management and labor relations issues 
addressed above, the legal aspects of telecommuting are not 
materially different from those of the traditional 
workplace. These issues focus primarily on responsibility 
and liability. The following proposed rules35 address those 
issues. 

• A telecommuter is covered by Workers 
Compensation Insurance regardless of the 
location of her/his workplace and work hours, 
provided that the work location and schedule was 
given prior approval by the telecommuter’s 
supervisor. 

• Accidents at a telecommuter’s home to persons 
who are not employees of the City of Los 

                                                
35Note that JALA International, Inc. is not a law firm. The 

recommendations given here deal with the substance of the issues and 
may or may not be in appropriate legal format. 

Legal Approaches 
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Angeles or, if they are employees, are not engaged 
in City work activities, are the responsibility of 
the telecommuter. 

• Telecommuters are responsible for protecting 
City information in their possession, or 
accessible through the use of equipment in 
their possession, regardless of their work location. 
Any sensitive information in a telecommuter’s 
possession must be given at least the same or 
equivalent physical protection as would be used or 
available in the telecommuter’s principal office. 

• Telecommuters are not to use City provided 
equipment or software to perform work for 
any other employer. 

• Telecommuting shall not be required as a 
condition of employment. 

• The City is not responsible for that portion of 
home utilities costs or space rental that is 
attributable to a telecommuter’s 
telecommuting activities. During the training 
sessions we stressed that it was extremely unlikely 
that City employees could deduct the costs of home 
offices in their federal income tax forms unless 
telecommuting was required as a condition of 
employment. A recent Supreme Court decision has 
strengthened that rule. There are current moves in 
Congress to change the tax laws so that 
telecommuters can receive some tax benefits. 
However, unless and until that occurs, home 
telecommuters can not deduct those expenses. 
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Appendix 2: Evaluation 
Methodology 

Two types of evaluation, summative and normative, were 
used to assess the efficacy of telecommuting. The 
summative (or ‘what has been happening?’) evaluation was 
made via a series of questionnaires administered to the 
telecommuters, and, in some cases, their families; their 
supervisors; and members of the control group. A cost-
benefit model was derived from the summative evaluation 
data and from other departmental statistics. The normative 
evaluation (or ‘where should we be going?’) evaluation was 
achieved via individual interviews and a series of focus 
group meetings. 
The control group was composed of City employees who 
otherwise would have been qualified to be telecommuters 
but who elected not to telecommute during the course of the 
project. That is, the control group members were selected to 
be as similar to the telecommuters as possible, given the 
variety of personalities and job types in the project. 
The summative evaluations comprised two different types 
of evaluation: overall impact assessments, including a cost-
benefit model; and a travel demand analysis. The impact 
assessments were made via three series of detailed 
questionnaires36 that covered general demography; the 
adequacy of the City’s information infrastructure; 
personnel roles and information activities; technology use; 
                                                
36These questionnaires have been used by JALA in a variety of 

telecommuting projects, in both the public and private sectors, since 
the mid-1980s. 
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commuting patterns; telecommuting details; 
implementation issues; and overall performance impacts. 
These lengthy questionnaires, often requiring two hours to 
complete, were administered to the telecommuters and 
control group members at the beginning, mid-point and 
conclusion of the data-taking phase of the project. 
Supervisors of telecommuters and control group members 
were also given short evaluation questionnaires, focusing 
on performance issues. These were administered at the 
same times as the telecommuter/control questionnaires. 
Although the general evaluation questionnaires provided 
overall information on the trip reduction impacts of 
telecommuting, it was important to get some information 
on a persistent question about telecommuting impacts: does 
telecommuting simply act to move the distribution of trips 
around, with no overall effect on travel? That is, while 
telecommuters may not use their cars on telecommuting 
days, they may use them more than usual on non-
telecommuting days, including weekends. Therefore, the 
telecommuters and members of the control group — as well 
as their driving age family members — were asked to 
complete logs for each trip made, for whatever purpose, 
over a period of one week in March, 1992. 
The data derived from all of these formal questionnaire 
series were used to complete a cost-benefit model that 
quantifies the known dollar impacts of telecommuting and 
provides a means of forecasting future impacts under 
various telecommuting scenarios. A related model was 
developed that provides a comparative analysis of 
telecommuting with other means of trip reduction, such as 
carpools and vanpools. 
One of the key economic impact statements about 
telecommuting is its effect on productivity.  There are some 
very important distinctions to be considered here since 
major economic commitments may be made on the basis of 
productivity estimates.  The following describes my 
considerations in developing the various evaluation 
questionnaires. 
The results of the surveys, occurring as they did in the real 
world instead of a laboratory, are complicated by the time-
varying composition of the group of telecommuters.  
Transfers, departures, switches to and from 
telecommuter/control status (some individuals did this 
more than once) all tend to obfuscate the results.  
Consequently, where important factors in the evaluation 
are discussed, we have included confidence estimates of the 
reliability of the conclusions.  These are generally in the 
form of an estimate of Type I error: the likelihood that two 
sample populations (such as telecommuters and controls) 
are really identical even though the statistic says they 

Productivity vs. 
Effectiveness 
Measurement Issues 

Strength of Inference 
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aren't.  This is expressed in the form of a probability, p, 
that the two populations are the same.  The lower this 
probability is, the more likely it is that the populations are 
indeed different.  Ordinarily we don't state that two groups 
are different in the characteristic in question unless the p-
value is 0.1 or less, preferably less than 0.05.  That is, the 
odds are 9 to 1 or 19 to 1 or more [(1-p)/p], respectively 
against the two groups being the same. 

Productivity is a loaded term.  In particular, manufacturing 
productivity is usually taken as the model.  One has mental 
images of whiz-bangs being turned out like clockwork.  
Productivity in this situation is measured as the ratio of 
the price received for the whiz-bangs produced, divided by 
the cost of production.  When one turns to information 
work the first problem is: what's the product?  In the case 
of clerk typists the identifiable product may be typo-free 
letters and memos going into the mail.  In the case of a 
detective or a policy analyst, as examples of the types of 
telecommuters in the project, the measure of productivity is 
significantly less well defined.  In any case, productivity is 
a measure of doing things right. 

Effectiveness is the term we prefer to use.  Our approach is 
that productivity is the wrong term to use in any case.  
This is specifically because of the tendency to count things 
(letters, typed, decisions made, briefs or specifications 
written, etc.) as the means of measure.  This distracts one 
from the real purpose of information work: to generate or 
convey information and to affect decisions.  This is a 
broader concept and, unfortunately, one that is even harder 
to measure.  But the breadth is, we feel, in the right 
direction.  Effectiveness is a measure of doing the right 
things - and doing them right.  As such, it includes 
productivity as a component, but someone who is very 
efficient/productive at doing the wrong things is decidedly 
not effective. 

It is not possible to measure absolute levels of information 
work effectiveness, if for no other reason than that there is 
no consensus on what it is.  However, most individual 
information workers, and their supervisors, have a feel for 
what has changed over some relatively short period, such 
as a few months to a year or two.37  In this way we do not 
                                                
37Even periods of one or two years' duration can be difficult to measure 

since one's memory of what one did as long as a few days ago can often 
be faulty. 

Productivity 

Effectiveness 

Measuring changes rather than absolutes 



 

City of Los Angeles Telecommuting Project  Appendix 2: Evaluation Methodology ••••  77 

have to be concerned with what the elements are of the 
effectiveness evaluation; we do not sink into the pit of 
endless qualifications of measures for each type of job.  We 
simply ask what has changed, and proportionately how 
much, in whatever terms the subject is used to thinking of 
his/her own (or his/her own subordinate's) effectiveness. 

In addition to focusing on changes rather than absolutes, 
we compare estimates of effectiveness.  We compare the 
self estimates of the telecommuters with the self-estimates 
of the members of the control group.  We compare both of 
these with the estimates made by the 
telecommuters'/controls' supervisors of their effectiveness 
changes.  We compare the final self-estimates with the pre-
telecommuting self-estimates. 

Finally, we also examine what has stayed the same.  What 
hasn't changed?  The work environment, the roles played 
by the individuals in their work, the work activities in 
which they engage, the technological tools they use, the 
factors that make up effectiveness measures are all part of 
our evaluation questionnaires.  That is, we try to detect any 
changes in the work environment that might explain 
changes otherwise attributable to telecommuting.  If these 
work-environmental factors are unchanged and/or common 
to both the telecommuter and control groups then any 
effectiveness differences between the groups are more 
likely to be attributable to telecommuting.  Note that there 
were no significant differences detected in these factors in 
the pre-telecommuting, the first annual and the final 
evaluations.  In the interests of reducing the length of the 
questionnaires (and reducing the strain on the 
respondents), the information infrastructure and work 
roles questions were dropped from the first annual 
questionnaire. 
 
Although the summative evaluation techniques provide 
quantitative snapshots of the impacts of telecommuting, it 
is also important to be able to improve the process in mid-
course. To that end, two series of focus group sessions were 
held, at about the one-third and two-thirds points in the 
project. These were augmented by informal meetings and 
telephone conversations with telecommuters throughout 
the project, often in response to queries about procedural 
issues. 
The focus group meetings were relatively informal but were 
structured to elicit comments and suggestions about 
problems with technology, operating procedures, working 
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relationships, personal and family impacts of 
telecommuting. The meetings also served as a means of 
reinforcing some of the management approaches covered in 
the initial training sessions. During the first series of 
meetings the telecommuters and their supervisors met 
separately, in case there was any reticence about 
discussing management problems with supervisors (or 
telecommuters) in attendance. In the second series of 
meetings, the telecommuters and supervisors met together. 
There was no substantive difference in the outcomes 
between the two sets. 
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Appendix 3: Quotes from 
Supervisors 

The following is a set of comments from the 
supervisors who completed evaluation forms in the 
final round of surveys. [Italicized comments in 
brackets, for the following items, are those of the 
author.] 
• Even with an increased caseload, and the 

increased complexity of cases, [the 
telecommuter] has maintained his level of 
effectiveness. I believe this has been possible 
because of the quality time telecommuting 
affords him. 

• Telecommuting has allowed [the telecommuter] 
to keep pace with an increased workload, more 
complex cases, and specific projects. 

• We accomplished things with telecommuting 
that we haven’t been able to do for four or five 
years. Telecommuting gaves us the time [and the 
freedom from interruptions] that let these tasks 
be finished with outstanding results. 

• This employee has a significant impairment 
(physical) to her performance. The telecommute 
day has helped compensate so that she is more 
productive, even though her overall performance 
is below her prior capability. (She has a 
degenerative disease that is also impairing her 
mental processing.) Telecommuting is a job saver 
for her and us. 

Good News 
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• I'm very supportive of telecommuting. Originally 
my support was theoretical. Today it is based 
upon actual practice. The “quiet” or undisturbed 
time available to telecommuters allows for very 
productive work on certain tasks/assignments. 

• Our work is difficult to quantify in terms of how 
long a particular part of it should take, and as 
everyone is at a different task at different times, 
it just is not clear if someone is getting more, 
less or no change in the work done. The only 
thing I can tell is that telecommuters are happy 
about telecommuting. 

• Telecommuting has helped [the telecommuter] 
as well as other employees I am familiar with in 
increasing productivity in that they can work on 
a project with no distractions such as phone calls 
and people dropping by to talk. 

• Telecommuting has forced [the telecommuter] to 
be a more organized worker. He has had to plan 
his work here and at home. He stated that the 
flexibility in work environment and work 
schedule has helped relieve the boredom that 
comes with doing repetitive tasks. 

• This individual has been on medical leave of 
absence. We attempted to use telecommuting to 
alleviate the degree of worksite pressures. While 
she telecommuted, her production record 
improved. 

• We are suffering a 50% staffing shortage at this 
time and are convinced that telecommuting has 
helped us to maintain an acceptable level of case 
processing. 

• I think the telecommuting program should be 
continued since the productivity, volume of work, 
increased for the engineers I supervised. 

• Due to required meetings, field work, employee 
unable to complete telecommute goal of once 
every two weeks. Excellent use of time the few 
times she did telecommute. Employee is very 
productive at the office and in the field and at 
home telecommuting. 

• For certain tasks/functions/projects and 
employees telecommuting is, in my opinion, 
vastly more effective than traditional methods. I 
would like to see it gain acceptance. 

• I am also convinced that many employees under 
my supervision could be more productive if they 
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“telecommuted” ( and did not have to contend 
with phone and other interruptions). 

• Telecommuting works very well with this 
motivated employee. When large complex 
projects need to be completed in a short period of 
time, she works from home without interruption. 
She makes optimum use of the phone for 
communication and for providing and receiving 
information. She uses her own computer 
equipment. 

• [The telecommuter] lives near [a City facility]; on 
several occasions, he was able to do field work 
“next door” without having to travel downtown 
and back. For him, [the facility] became a ready-
made “satellite center.” 

• Employee lives 29 miles from work. Effective use 
of employee's time. Special responsibilities of the 
job lends itself to telecommuting. 

• There is no doubt in my mind that all of our 
professional and most of our clerical staff could 
significantly benefit by telecommuting once or 
twice per pay period. Too many distractions in 
the office (much public comment telephone 
work). 

• [The telecommuter’s] job performance is higher 
than the average engineer and that continued 
with telecommuting. He has outstanding PC 
skills which makes his telecommuting more 
effective and he has flexible approach to when 
telecommuting is done. He is well organized and 
plans ahead which also adds to his being very 
effective in a telecommuting program. 

• I have found that telecommuting works well 
when an employee is assigned a project that 
requires extensive reading and analysis. 

• [The telecommuter] initially focused on reports 
and manuals. Later she had access to a main 
frame connection and devoted time to testing 
and trouble shooting new information systems. I 
had to limit the main frame access when I was 
pressured to keep the phone bill under $70.00 
per month. For an effective program, the Dept. 
needs to solve the Telecommunications Cost 
Problem by placing low cost or toll free nodes 
near the telecommuting employees. 

• There has been a slight increase in my workload 
duties that [the telecommuter] would have 

Mixed News 
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handled had he been present, but at the same 
time this was offset by the greater productivity. 

• I believe that telecommuting is a very good 
program. But the effectiveness of the program is 
very much dependant upon “the employee” who 
participated in the program. Most of the 
participants are performing well but some would 
be kind of abusing the system (program). [Hence, 
the need for pre-telecommuting screening.] 

• The work was tailored to be effectively done at 
home. Because main frame accessibility was not 
available to [the telecommuter] , her work 
focused on reports, manuals and studies. She 
was able to accomplish almost two days work in 
one telecommuting day at home. This was a Win-
Win for the Dept. 

• Employee lives one mile from work. More 
effective on job site as position already requires 
off site field work. [This and the following quote 
are from the same supervisor.] 

• Employee lives two miles from work. 
Responsibilities of position more effectively 
carried out at work site since job has extensive 
field work outside of the office. [Meeting 
requirements, in a period of great transition, 
made more telecommuting difficult for these two. 
Teleconferencing systems might have lessened the 
problem.] 

• The city has chosen to operate its pilot program 
on the basis of telecommuters taking one day off 
per week. I'd like to see a more irregular 
schedule. [Note: See the comment on the next 
quote.] 

• We have removed all our telecommuters from 
weekly, fixed telecommuting days and have 
made the option available to any staff member, 
on a periodic basis, provided that there is 
justification. We found the practice of having 
fixed telecommuting days to be negative in that 
staff began to assume the day as an employment 
right rather than a privilege. [Note: Considerable 
time was spent during the training sessions and 
in subsequent focus group sessions about the 
relative advantages and disadvantages of 
fixed/variable telecommuting schedules, 
stressing the likely need for flexibility. One can 
lead a horse to water . . . .] 

Not So Good News 
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• Due to personal problems and work related 
changes in duties and assignments the 
telecommuting option did not work out for [the 
telecommuter]. We both continue to be positive 
in attitude towards it and if situations change 
would re-implement. [Satellite office 
telecommuting might work out better for this 
telecommuter.] 

• On the plus side [the telecommuter] is very 
productive on his TC day. On the down side [the 
telecommuter’s] work (we feel) must be 
reviewed. [Note: A major part of the training 
deals with the work definition and review 
process. It is interesting to note that the 
requirement to review output apparently is 
considered by this supervisor to be a novelty, not 
applicable to in-office workers.] 

• Due to the assignments and upgrading of our 
work environment [the telecommuter] has not 
telecommuted in the past several months. There 
has been a significant decrease in productivity 
on two of her existing assignments. Also, 
because our [senior] manager is unwilling 
to commit his team to the program, it is no 
longer one of his top priorities to promote 
this program. He finds it easier not to 
support even if the participants are already 
enrolled in the program. [Emphasis added.] 

• [The telecommuter] elected to stop 
telecommuting because of too many 
interruptions at home. [Note: We find this 
happens with less than 5% of home-based 
telecommuters.] 

• This program required more structure, training 
and monitoring to be effective. Passing out this 
questionnaire 5 mos. after we terminated the 
pilot project is ludicrous. [Comment by a 
supervisor who was trained but neither 
supervised a telecommuter nor attended 
subsequent focus group sessions. Only two of the 
active departments, accounting for 9 
telecommuters, formally terminated their 
telecommuting as of July 1992.] 
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Holmby Westwood Property Owners Association
914 Westwood Boulevard,   Suite 573

Los Angeles, California   90024
hwpoa@aol.com

May 25, 2015

City Planning Commission
Van Nuys City Hall, Council Chamber, 2nd Floor
14410 Sylvan Street
Van Nuys, CA   91401

Case No.: CPC-2013-0910-GPA-SP-CA-MSC
CEQA No.: ENV 2013-0911-EIR

Dear City Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to you on behalf of the Holmby Westwood Property Owners Association, 1100 single 
family homes adjacent to Westwood Village on the east.  The association has expressed its views on the 
Mobility Plan 2035 at many public meetings as well as private meetings with our councilmember, Paul 
Koretz.  Our position has been articulated to our councilmember, the LA City Planning Dept., 
representatives from UCLA, the Westwood Neighborhood Council, the Westwood Community 
Council, the Westwood Village Improvement Association, and Tom Gaul of Fehr & Peers.

THE HOLMBY WESTWOOD PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION OPPOSES ANY 
BICYCLE LANE ON WESTWOOD BLVD. INCLUDING BETWEEN PICO AND SANTA 
MONICA BLVD. AND BETWEEN WILSHIRE BLVD. AND LE CONTE AVE.

Councilmember Koretz sent a letter to My La, Dept. of City Planning on May 13, 2014 which stated: 
“I made clear last year that I oppose the use of Westwood Blvd. for bikes lanes and I am disappointed 
that the Westwood Blvd. option reappears in this document and that the northern segment in the 
Westwood Village area has been raised as an option of year 2 in the implementation of the Citywide 
Bicycle Plan.  I am requesting that this BEN be removed as part of this document and as part of an 
earlier approved citywide plan.”

On May 7, 2015, I attended a meeting in the westside office of Councilman Koretz where the 
councilman met with westside community leaders and Claire Bowin and Ken Bernstein from the LA 
City Planning Dept.  Councilman Koretz made it crystal clear that he wanted Westwood Blvd. removed 
as an option for bike lanes.

What is it that the LA City Planning Dept. does NOT understand from the Councilmember”s request? 
EVERY community group on the westside affected by the impacts of such bike lanes has OPPOSED
the Westwood Blvd. proposal in its entirety since its inception.

We have studied routes, impacts, the scale of Westwood Blvd., its sidewalks, rush hour peaks, the 
number of trips by vehicles (in the neighborhood of 30,000 during rush hours), the number of buses 
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between Wilshire Blvd. and LeConte (1,000 during rush hours), the number of bicycle trips (approx. 
1% of trips on the Blvd.), the number of peak hour borders on the Expo line (5,000), the number of 
additional trips (shuttles, buses, vans) for 1st mile/last mile (perhaps every 5-6 minutes), and the number 
of stops and turns of buses on the boulevard.  

A bike lane, protected or unprotected, on Westwood Blvd. will be detrimental to EVERY user 
whether on a bus, in a car, on a skateboard, on foot or on a bike.  The community has been 
assured that if parking would be removed, if traffic would be impacted, or a lane removed, there 
will not be a bike lane on Westwood Blvd.

The Mobility Plan – 2035 comments, “Westwood Bicycle Lane,” page 25 states:  “Councilmember 
Paul Koretz, 5th District, expressed concern over the Westwood bicycle lane and would like to see the 
bicycle lane implemented on another street.”  That is not what the councilman stated in his May 13, 
2014 letter or in his meeting with Claire Bowin and Ken Bernstein as recently as May 7, 2015.    He said   
he wanted Westwood Blvd. removed from the map.

One of the Five Goals of the Mobility Plan – 2035 is “Safety First.”  It is the foundation of a Complete 
Streets policy but bike lanes are NOT a requisite for any Complete Street.  Should Westwood Blvd. 
include bike lanes, either protected or unprotected, it will not be safe for any user.  Drivers parking 
their vehicle will be at risk as they back into a parking space or leaving a parking space and when 
exiting or entering their vehicle.  Bus passengers will be at risk in getting on and off the bus, bikers will 
be at risk at intersections, bus stops, bus turns at corners, and changing lanes, and pedestrians will be at 
risk at crosswalks and on sidewalks.  Substandard traffic lanes will also affect the safety of movement. 
Traffic congestion is near the highest in the city, if not the highest. Westwood Blvd. is plagued with 
impacts for all users NOW and will not improve with bike lanes.  The Mobility Plan has not 
demonstrated that Westwood Blvd. will improve for all users and will be safer for all users with bike 
lanes, protected or unprotected.

Goal 3:  Access for All Angelenos
Today, Westwood Blvd. is accessible to all users.  There are approximately 70,000 people on the UCLA 
campus daily with most arriving from the south.  The number of bus and vehicle trips is discussed 
above as is the percentage of bicycle users.  One of the stated purposes of the Westwood Village 
Specific Plan is that “Westwood Village continues to function as a retail center that primarily serves the  
surrounding community and secondarily serves the broader regional and tourist market.”  Today, this 
Plan states that it “encourages and facilitates non-automobile access to the Village.”  Westwood Blvd.  
meets the stated goal of accessibility to all users. 

Increased congestion results in traffic calming.  Traffic calming on Westwood Blvd. between Wilshire 
Blvd. and LeConte will admittedly, increase greenhouse gases.  This adverse impact is directly related 
to impacts on climate change.  Goal 5 addresses Clean Environments and Healthy Communities.  Bike 
lanes on Westwood Blvd. would not meet such a goal.

We request that you disapprove the staff report until changes are made on the westside of Los Angeles. 
We urge that you NOT certify the FEIR, and make no recommendations that the Mayor approve and 
the City Council adopt the draft Resolution and the draft Ordinance. 

By reference, please incorporate any and all comments made to this Mobility Plan by Terry Tegnazian, 
Debbie Nussbaum, Laura Lake, Ph. D, Carole Magnuson, Marilyn and Bennett Cohon, and Barbara 
Broide to this comment letter.



Thank you.

Sincerely,

SANDY BROWN
President, Holmby Westwood Property Owners Association 
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Brian Dyer 

1835 Grace Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90028 

April 6, 2015 

Ms. My La 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 667, MS 395 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Mobility Plan 

Much has been said throughout “Mobility 2035” about the legal requirements that the The City of Los 

Angeles has to follow from California State Bill 743 and State Assembly Bill 1358. Both bills demand the 

City to reduce carbon emissions (citing the automobile as the top polluter) and offer alternative 

transportation needs to the populace of the City Los Angeles and surrounding communities outside of 

Los Angeles’ jurisdiction. Currently, the State is changing CEQA language to encourage development of 

alternative transportation strategies to reduce carbon emissions from automobiles. The planners who 

developed the plan should be commended for presenting something, which hopefully will be a feasible 

attempt at providing reductions in carbon emissions. 

However, as stated by the 2035 mobility plan, CEQA also requires that Vehicle Trip Hours not be 

increased, as this would be an “Undesirable Outcome.” But as we see from the drop in Metro ridership 

in the last quarter, getting people to behave the way governments want them to behave is a difficult 

task. And the unintended consequences, which are outlined in the last part of the Mobility 2035 plan 

should be heeded and believed as a probable outcome. 

Entertainment hubs  

Donald Shoup, UCLA Urban design professor.in his 2001 “Cruising for Parking,” estimated that in 

Westwood, cruising for a curbside parking space creates 950,000 excess VMT. It also increases Vehicle 

Trip hours. This provides for a positive increase in carbon emissions. In Entertainment Hubs, such as 

Westwood, and especially the Hollywood core, which veil you pass through to get the Cahuenga Pass, 

the reduction of parking being asked by the City in the more than 44 development projects will most 

probably create arise in VHT’s and VMT. The Mobility Plan is to be commended in not losing sight of 

needed parking in Hollywood and supporting the maintenance of parking resources in Hollywood. The 

plan would as do well with considering an increase demand of street usage from tourists and locals who 

come to these areas for entertainment purposes. Currently, the plan uses SCAG population projections, 

but the millions of tourists who visit Los Angeles entertainment hubs and attractions should also figure 

into the projections. Without an input or calculation, emergency services throughout the areas might be 

compromised. 

But more should be done. As the Mobility Plan itself states, with the reduction of speed, carbon 

emissions increase. However, many developments coming into Hollywood are being encouraged by City 

Planning to reduce parking. The plan states that it will encourage the continued use of TOD planning. 
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However, because of Hollywood’s grid interface with the Cahuenga pass, the restriction of the hills upon 

movement (Franklin becomes a major east/west artery narrowing down to one lane each way between 

Cahuenga and Highland, thus further creating carbon emissions during any event or bowl season.) 

reduction of parking in planned development needs to be carefully considered as the cost could, and 

most probably will increase carbon emissions as the pass is called upon to carry an ever heavier load.  

The recent development of Universal Studio’s “Harry Potter” franchise, the Academy Award season, 

which shuts makes difficult access to the Cahuenga corridor, etc. need to be taken into consideration. 

The Cahuenga Corridor, and the 101 Freeway through it, need to be protected from overdevelopment as 

any friction of this vital passage will further create carbon emmissions and have a ripple effect throught 

the Los Angeles and San Fernando basins. The plan needs to point out that, although access is for 

everyone, The Cahuenga Pass is the major route for traveling from the valley to the financail core 

downtown, where many commuters work.  

 

Traffic Officers 

The Plan needs to look at the use of traffic officers helping in congested corridors during peak hours. 

When cars do not make it through through an intersection by the time a light turns red, they sit blocking 

traffic, keeping it from moving, and pumping more carbon emissions into the air. Traffic officers would 

alleviate this problem. 

 

Hollywood, Los Angeles’ geographic center and major thoroughfare 

In Hollywood, three major Secondary Highways pass throught the Hollywood Core: Vine, Highland and 

LaBrea. All three carry passengers in a car or bus up to and through the Cahuenga Pass, yet no Vehicle 

Enhanced Network exists to facilitate passage quickly from South of Sunset. One only has to look at the 

maps provided by the Mobility Plan to see the separation of the Northern Valley, to Central Los Angeles. 

The access across the divide is the 101 freeway and the 405 freeway (the 5 to the East skirts the City and 

is still problematic with the inclusion of Glendale, Burbank and other cities). Buildings, the Hollywood 

and Highland Complex, the Hollywood Bowl Season, along with the Ford theatre, all contribute to 

excessive bottle necking and long extension of cars and busses that do not move back down to Wilshire 

and Olympic during peak hours. Pumping more carbon emissions into the air. Originally built out as a 

neighborhood serving the movie studio and radio industry, Hollywood was nestled appropriately next to 

the hills and water. Now, its geographic positioning should carefully be considered as a contributor to 

carbon emissions, as well as the growth around the passes accesses to the North and South. Any undo 

buildup of friction on the flow will increase emissions. The Plan does not include a VEN South of Sunset, 

although a preponderance of vehicle miles and vehicle hours are affected by the congested approach to 

the Cahuenga Pass. 

 

Smart Phone Data Aggregators 

With the advent of the Smart Phone, and its resounding success, mapping services or “apps” provide 

detailed traffic analysis of Los Angeles and alternative routing during “sig alerts” and traffic congestion. 



Many times, these alternate routes will show ‘cut throughs’ with estimated time savings. The smart 

phones get this information because users of the apps provide the companies their location. The 

locations are aggregated by the algorgithms and the company returns the results to the Smart Phone, in 

real time, so drivers can make intelligent choices through arterial streets that will move them around 

the City. We have already seen the increase of an estimated 6000 cars on the weekends traevling up to 

see the Hollywood Sign through neighborhoods do to Google maps providing access routes. The 

unintended consequence of not doing so will allow rerouting of cars by these apps through areas and 

neighborhoods the plans wish to protect. 

The Mobility 2035 needs to add technology into its scheme. Los Angeles has an interconnected network 

of travel lights, yet the system is not, as of this time, interconnected with any real time mapping 

companies. 

Data, the Mobility 2035 Plan should also make sure that the SCAG projections are accurate as can be. 

Since the City lost millions of dollars with the overturn of the Hollywood Community Plan because it 

used inaccurate projects, and since the Gold Standard is the US Aensus, care should be taken to keep 

supplying data for correct usage of what is being put into place. Once again, by partnering with Smart 

Phone traffic app providers, (actually, since the State is mandating, the Plan should point out where it 

expects the State to help) this data can become readily available. With the 2020 Census approaching, 

the plan should incorporate the use and data and actively seek it out. True, the SCAG figures mentioned 

will be altered as well. The 2030 Census would not be usable for meeting goals by 2035. 

 

Neighborhood Councils 

The Mobility Plan does speak of education. In many occurrences, it is to the police, firefighters, or other 

such city organizations. Nowhere does the Mobility Plan mention using the Neighborhood Council 

system, as part of its public education process. Indeed, the Plan never mentions Neighborhood Councils 

although they are part of the City’s Charter. Many of the NCs actively use social media to encourage 

public participation in government, community interest and better understand the needs of their 

community. The Mobility Plan should look the Neighborhood Councils in its implementation strategy as 

a means to understand if the Plan is working and where to tweak it when it is not. 

 

Tiered payment for transportation and amenities in busses and rail. 

There is an economic divide between the users and those who own a car. As much as I hate to say it, I 

know some people would prefer not to mix with people who are not of their culture, demographic, or 

the homeless. Before the Metro Rail lines were put in, Metro used a tiered system for non-stop busses 

to the Downtown Core. Commuter busses still do that as well. However, that has almost been removed 

from the Central area of Los Angeles. To get people on the rails, at each major end point, adequate 

parking needs to be provided. Not reduced. I have many anecdotal stories about people trying to find 

parking to take the Metro mid day, but there was none, which forced them to drove downtown or to 

their destination. These sociological drivers need to be looked at, if we really want to get people out of 

their cars.  



 

Feedback to the State 

Finally, the City of Los Angeles needs to have a feed back loop to the State, to tell it when the State’s 

mandates are not working, and where and when they do work. The City needs to partner with the State, 

if carbon emissions are to be truly reduced, both financially and philosophically over whether some of 

the initiatives the State has mandated really are bearing fruit, or if it actually is exacerbating the carbon 

emission problem. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Brian Dyer 
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Westwood South of Santa Monica Boulevard Homeowners (Letter R207) 
Additions to Comments 
April 7, 2015 
 
Please consider this addendum to our comments. 
 
It has come to our attention that the Casden property at Sepulveda/Sawtelle/Exposition/Pico may be for sale 
or may have sold since it received its entitlements. We continue to believe that components of a WESTSIDE 
TRANSIT CENTER should be incorporated on that site (in addition to whatever the developer decides to 
build).   
 
If there is an opportunity for the property's future use to be reconsidered in any way (as the result of 
requests for project changes or whatever), we urge the Planning Department to seek access to some of the 
land to enable the operation of a Westside Transit Center there. 
 
Two additional comments: 
 
It is important that revenue streams be identified in order to have adequate funds to develop needed 
transportation infrastructure.   While funds from measures such as Measure R are very helpful and go 
toward dedicated (mostly) regional projects, there is a need to have a funding mechanism (perhaps tied to 
project trips) to enable the development of larger transportation/transit initiatives.  I am hopeful that the 
Westside Mobility Study will develop funding mechanisms but it is something that should be done for all 
areas of the City. 
 
There is an article that was sent to me by Bill Pope and in it there is a good discussion about the importance 
of reducing congestion.  That topic was not adequately addressed in the Mobility Plan. 
 
I am submitting portions of that article to you as follows for the file/record and for your attention to the points 
raised: 
 
Congestion in Metro Areas: It's Baaack! 
Despite reams of media anecdotes about people adopting an urban, smart-growth lifestyle and abandoning their cars for 
walking, biking, and transit, traffic congestion is increasing again, as recovery from the Great Recession continues. 
Recent California headlines tell the story: 

•    "As economy improves, L.A. and O.C. rise in traffic congestion rankings," Los Angeles Times, Oct. 28, 2014 
•    "California highways seeing record traffic, bucking years of decline," Sacramento Bee, Dec. 27, 2014 
•     "It's official: Bay Area gridlock is worse," San Jose Mercury News, Jan. 9, 2015. 

The Federal Highway Administration's most recent Traffic Volume Trends found that traffic (vehicle miles of travel—
VMT) in October 2014 was 2.6% higher than a year ago. Broken down geographically, the increase was greatest in the 
Gulf coast area, including Texas (3.4%), next-highest (3.2%) in the West and the South Atlantic, less in the North 
Central states (1.6%), and just 1.1% in the Northeast (which may explain why the major national media seem not to 
have noticed). 
The FHWA report also provides annual figures for total national VMT dating back to 1989. That number peaked in 
2007 at 3.04 trillion, bottomed out at 2.96 trillion in 2009, and is projected to finish 2014 at 2.99 trillion once 
November and December numbers are available. However on a year-to-date basis (first 10 months of each year), the 
2007 peak was 2.54 trillion and the 10-month figure for 2014 is 2.51 trillion, so the final 2014 figure may exceed the 
2007 peak. 
I cite these VMT and congestion trends to remind you that metro areas' long-range transportation plans ought to be 
focused on reducing traffic congestion to a far greater extent than most of them are. That was the lesson of 
comprehensive studies my colleagues and I carried out in recent years for Atlanta (2006), Lee County, FL (2009), 
Miami (2012), and Chicago (2012)—and now Denver. These studies are all posted on the reason.orgwebsite. 
The Denver study was released earlier this month at a news conference in the city, with participation from Colorado 
DOT's High Performance Transportation Enterprise. Lead researcher Baruch Feigenbaum noted two major problems 
with the official 2035 Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan produced by the Denver Regional Council of 
Governments (DRCOG): its $133 billion price tag is not fully funded, and if the plan is implemented, congestion in 
2035 will be far worse than today. 
The Reason proposal is an alternative plan aimed at addressing both of those problems. It calls for a more 
comprehensive network of express toll lanes than CDOT currently plans, as well as improving 40 major arterials, many 
of them converted to Managed Arterials by adding electronically tolled underpasses or overpasses to significantly 
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increase their traffic-flow capacity. This network of uncongested toll facilities would also enable a far more expansive 
express bus and bus rapid transit (BRT) system serving the entire metro area. 
By refocusing major capital expenditures on projects that would cost-effectively reduce congestion, the price tag of the 
Reason plan is estimated at $52 billion—less than half that of the DRCOG plan. Moreover, the portion funded by the 
toll revenue would be paid for only by those who choose to use the tolled additions. The plan received good media 
coverage, and Feigenbaum has been invited back to Denver to speak at a number of events. You can download the full 
study from http://reason.org/files?reducing_congestion_denver.pdf. 
 
My first proposal is to require MPOs to compare future congestion levels with the present-day baseline congestion 
level. This may sound obvious, but in preparing their federally required long-range transportation plans, most MPOs do 
not do this. They often cite reducing congestion as one of the plan's goals, and often report how bad congestion is today 
(the baseline year for their modeling efforts). But you will almost never find out whether congestion in 2035 or 2040 
(whatever horizon year they use in the modeling) will be reduced—i.e., less than it is now. If future congestion is 
addressed at all, what is compared is what congestion would be in that future year under a hypothetical "no-build" 
scenario, versus what the modeling projects it would be if the full Plan is implemented. 
It's not as if the elaborate traffic modeling doesn't have the data needed to compare congestion under the Plan with 
congestion today. It's just that those writing the document voted on by the MPO board disguise the fact that in just 
about every case, the level of congestion will be worse once the billions have been spent on transportation 
improvements than it is today. What that means is that a large share of the transportation "investments" are planned for 
nice-to-have things like a region-wide bicycle network that will do next to nothing to reduce congestion, rather than on 
replacing bottleneck interchanges, building an express toll lanes network, and providing region-wide express bus 
service—all of which actually would reduce congestion. 
Gullible voters/taxpayers are easily misled into thinking that a multi-billion-dollar two-decade transportation plan 
whose goals include congestion reduction will actually make their streets and expressways less congested. This 
proposed change in the regulations for long-range transportation plans is intended to make clear to citizens whether or 
not their plan would actually reduce congestion from the levels that exist today. 
 
Bike and Pedestrian Fatalities—Looking for Solutions 
I don't know if this is happening where you live, but where I live (in Florida) the past year has seen a steady flow of 
news stories and opinion pieces about the high death toll of pedestrians and cyclists, in contrast to the steady decline of 
the motor vehicle fatality rate in recent decades. Bicycle and pedestrian organizations cite these statistics to argue that 
the solution lies in programs like Complete Streets, to add sidewalks and protected bike lanes just about everywhere. 
But you can't cost-effectively deal with a problem unless you have data that identifies cause and effect. So I was 
pleased to come across a just-revised report on this subject, commissioned by Florida DOT and carried out by a team 
at Florida International University: "Comprehensive Study to Reduce Pedestrian Crashes in Florida." As noted, it deals 
only with pedestrian accidents, but illustrates what is likewise needed in order to understand bicycle accidents. 
The authors report that "one in every five traffic-related fatalities in [Florida] is a pedestrian." The report analyzes 
6,434 car-pedestrian crashes that occurred on state roads (which includes numerous urban arterials) during 2008-2010. 
About 10% of those (663) resulted in pedestrian fatalities. Sorting the data by age group, they found that those aged 16-
25 had the highest rate of pedestrian crashes. Based on police reports, pedestrians were found to be at fault (e.g., 
stepping in front of a moving vehicle) in over 53% of these accidents, with drivers responsible for 28%. And crashes 
where pedestrians were at fault were more severe than the driver-at-fault ones. Statewide, the majority of such crashes 
occurred on urban principal arterials, though rural crashes had a higher fatality rate. When crashes at signalized 
intersections were studied, there were no significant differences among different types of crosswalks. The researchers 
also used the data for mixed logit models to look for statistical associations between variables, and the report includes 
several dozen findings. 
Using all this information, the authors identified signalized intersections with very high (greater than three standard 
deviations) pedestrian crash incidence, and came up with some possible remedies, such as prohibiting right turns on red 
at such locations and trying to get pedestrians to cross only at designated crossing locations at the designated times as 
indicated by walk signals. They also found that undivided roadways had more pedestrian crashes, due to the absence of 
raised medians that can provide a safe place to stop if the traffic signal changes and the pedestrian is onlyhalf-
way across. 
This kind of analysis is very important if we're going to be serious about making smart changes to reduce pedestrian 
and bicycle injuries and fatalities. But there are also causal factors that no roadway features can prevent, such as 
walking while drunk. NHTSA has reported nationwide that one-third of pedestrians killed while walking have a blood 
alcohol level of .08, indicating intoxication. When Mother Jones reported this information last month, it came under 
blistering attack from Streetsblog USA for "blaming drunk people for getting hit by cars." I guess any data that 
suggests anyone but car drivers is at fault undercuts the message that we need to rebuild America for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 
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From: Bill Miller  <nyc.bill@aol.com>    
Date: Wed, May 27, 2015 at 3:20 PM 
Subject: Mobility 2035 Plan Opposition Points... 
To: james.k.williams@lacity.org 
Cc: my.la@lacity.org, claire.bowin@lacity.org 
 
 
I am sending again since I did not see my letter in your report. 
Also adding this article about the nightmare unleashed on Silverlake area due to traffic lanes closed for 
bikes. 
http://www.theeastsiderla.com/2015/05/is-silver-lakes-rowena-road-diet-a-disaster/ 
Is Silver Lake’s Rowena road diet a disaster? 
SILVER LAKE — It’s been more than two years since  Councilman Tom LaBonge rode his bike down 
Rowena Avenue to celebrate the opening of new bike lanes. The lanes for cyclists were added after a 
nearly mile-long section of Rowena was put a on a “road diet” that left the street with only two traffic lanes 
instead of four.  But the reduction of lanes for cars and trucks has only made congestion worse, and 
conditions have not improved....   Last week, Public Works Commissioner Matt Szabo called the Rowena 
road diet “a bit of a disaster.” 
Szabo made the remarks during a meeting in which the commissioners rejected putting the Glendale-
Hyperion bridge on a road diet as requested by bike and pedestrian activists. Szabo said eliminating one 
lane of traffic on the bridge, which is about two blocks north of Rowena, would only create more traffic 
jams on nearby streets. 
“The Rowena road diet is possibly not the best choice that we could have made,” said Szabo. “I can’t in 
good conscience vote for anything that would compound that situation. Traffic is already backed up.” 
The road diet left Rowena with one traffic lane in each direction  between Hyperion Avenue and Glendale 
Boulevard.  
LaBonge and others said the reduction in lanes would slow down speeding vehicles and create a safer 
and more pleasant environment for pedestrians and cyclists. 
However, since Labonge’s initial bike ride down Rowena, some residents complain that the bike lanes are 
frequently empty, in part because they don’t connect to other bike lanes.  
Meanwhile,  cars and trucks stuck in traffic have spilled over into side streets. 
“Everyone on my street, Waverly Drive, hates it because we have at least 600-1,000 more cars daily on 
our street, sometimes speeding, sometimes blowing the stop signs,” said Jerome Courshon in an email.... 
removing lanes from those streets that serve as major arteries from one part of the City to another is not 
the solution.” 
The Eastsider has contacted LaBonge’s office for a response. 
 

 
 
Traffic congestion on Rowena in 2013 after two traffic lanes were removed as part of a road diet 
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Anyone wonder why Ryu won CD4 seat? 
 
The streets and traffic in our area, the Core of Hollywood, Hollywood East of LaBrea,  looks like this, even 
worse all the time now! 
Franklin, Hollywood Blvd. Cahuenga, Highland (no one even tries getting anywhere via Highland 
anymore), Sunset Blvd., Fountain, LaBrea, Wilcox, Vine, all backed up, 24-7. 
This is what you want to do to the core of Hollywood? An area inundated with Movie Premieres street 
closures, Jimmy Kimmel Live street closures, Hollywood Bowl traffic, Hollywood and Highland chaos, 
Marathons, Half Marathons, this walk, that walk, we can't get out of our neighborhoods! And WHO is 
making money form all these Marathons and Events? And even when there are no events going on, 
Hollywood Blvd. is gridlocked. We can't get out onto it  from any of the side streets that will be inundated 
with even more drivers cut  throughs if parking and traffic lanes are shut down for bikes.  
 
Since your mobility team rep visited our HHWNC meeting, the Mobility Plan has been spreading and 
people are up in arms about it, and about not knowing about it. 
At the HHWNC meeting stakeholders one after another after another begged this all be postponed since 
no one knew about it until less than a week than comments needed to be submitted. They begged for an 
opportunity to really review all of it. That presenter should have had power point or SOMETHING to show 
them.  
They were told there had been meetings, all over town. Why didn't anyone know about them? 
A meeting occurring downtown after this presentation had about TWELVE people!  
Is that thorough outreach? 
I have attended a number of community and other neighborhood council meetings since and a 
PlanCheckLA meeting, where attorney Robert Silverstein was guest speaker,  and when it was brought 
up, to a packed house,  most present knew nothing about it.  
Someone mentioned a website for comments that no one knew about except the bike lobby, and it was 
considered a Brown Act violation..and it was brought up that you had questionaires for INPUT handed out 
at  a  Ciclavia event. ..which ofcourse would be PRO bicycle..but most present at these events are not 
going to be riding bikes to work, to their kid's schools, or other activities, or things they have to get to.  
This brought up alot of irate, angry,  and disgruntled discussions...with questions about how to recall 
councilmembers in the Hollywood area, and how to SUE. 
It would be fool hardy if this was to continue to move forward at this point.  
Evidently changes have been made in some Hollywood areas...  
However, to eliminate traffic lanes east of LaBrea on Hollywood Blvd. or Franklin or any of these streets, 
the streets MOST congested, blocked in gridlock, the area most  inundated with constant street closures 
for Hollywood premieres, and Hollywood Bowl congestion, Jimmy Kimmel live congestion and street 
closures, to eliminate traffic lanes and parking along these boulevards and streets will paralyze the area.  
Businesses along these avenues and streets also will not be able to function if parking is eliminated for 
bike lanes.. 
Here's a better idea" DO REAL TRAFFIC STUDIES, not the bogus  studies that have never occurred for 
this Plan, do upgrades, traffic signals, turn arrows, and do all you can to mitigate the traffic, and make the 
traffic flow smoother. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
To: my.la <my.la@lacity.org> 
Sent: Mon, Apr 6, 2015 3:55 pm 
Subject: Mobility 2035 Plan Opposition Points... 
 
Mobility Plan 2035 
Env-2013-0911-EIR 
File No. CPC-2013-0910-GPA-CA-MSC 
State Clearing House 2013041012 
 
Some of the most glaring issues in the Mobility 2035 Plan and why I oppose them: 
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Hollywood Bowl Subway Stop: 
Page 82   
https://losangeles2b.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/ 
appendix-b1-mobility-2035.pdf  
This makes no sense whatsoever..If the purpose is  
convenience..for whom? 
The Hollywood Bowl operates only a few months out of the 
year. Why would the city go to the expense of creating a 
subway stop for a venue hardly in operation? 
There is nothing else in the area..Tourists would have quite a trek down to  
Hollywood Blvd. from that location. 
Tourists would not be walking up the hills to get to a subway stop at The  
Hollywood Bowl. 
This illogical plan sounds like it can only be to justify creating  higher  
density, TOD (Transit Oriented Developments ), tall dense buildings,  along  
Highland Ave. to the 101 freeway..This is a street no one can get up or  
down on now.  
TOD's are failing in other countries and are being  
ELIMINATED..because they have failed everywhere  
(i.e. Australia)to do what they were supposed to do.. 
eliminate traffic. They create more traffic. 
More people live in the areas,adding more cars.. 
And that's a fact. 
The subway stop at The Hollywood Bowl is a ridiculous  
idea..It was fought against by many communities years  
ago.. 
Residential communities did not want a subway carving into and destroying  
the hillside or so close to residential neighborhoods. 
Now it is common knowledge that a subway stop placed there may be  a  
way to sell off the Highland Corridor to developers, for overscale projects  
that will only add to the existing gridlock along Highland, and tower over and 
imprison the surrounding hillside communities behind tall overscale  
buildings. 
If this subway stop happens, the city can expect even more law suits with  
many more involved than Millennium/Vine or any other law suit that has hit  
the city. 
 
                
EMS will have even more challenges getting to people in those Hill  
communities.  
'People will die..fires will burn out of control.. 
we can't get to people now'... 
to quote Pat McOsker when he testified passionately and warned them  
against the higher density Hollywood Plan at a PLUM  
Committee hearing.  
There will be major battles to Protect the Hollywood Hills and Hillside  
Communities from this kind  of development.. 
A subway at the base of the Hills can never happen.  
It's a total waste of money.  
 
               LACK OF OUTREACH:  
The Mobility Plan mentions 'public participation',  
'80 community meetings'.. 
I attend three Hollywood Neighborhood Council meetings  
regularly.. 
Nobody knew about any of these community meetings.. 
In the final weeks, a meeting was organized at Hollywood 
Hills West NC.. 
It was standing room only..and NO ONE had heard about  
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this Plan nor had they ever heard of any 'community  
meetings' 
To my knowledge no one came to the NC.. the NC reached  
out for someone to come and explain it. 
Where? When? Were these community meetings? 
Forgive my skepticism, but I am one of many who  
attended every Hollywood Community Plan hearing:  
Planning Commission, two Plum Hearings and City Council  
hearing the day it got voted on and approved. 
And listened over and over about all the '100's of  
meetings' and how ALL of Hollywood was informed... 
when most of us had NEVER known about it.. 
the TRUTH was, they only informed 'those within a 500  
foot radius of proposed changes"  
So the TRUTH was, hardly anyone in Hollywood knew  
anything about The Hollywood Community Plan. 
When e-mails were sent to Dept. of Planning for proof of 
these '100's of meetings brought up at EVERY hearing, 
there was none. 
 
                
Why didn't any of us hear anything about  these meetings in Hollywood?  
Why weren't Hollywood NC's contacted, aggressively Why didn't CD offices deal with this?? 
           And bring it up at NC meetings when they 'present'? 
Hollywood is the dumping ground for overdevelopment and has constant 
gridlock traffic..That BIKES are NOT going to SOLVE. 
 One would think this area above  would certainly suffer the plans for lane  
closures for BIKES.  
Here is just a sampling of what Hollywood residents endure on going with  
constant street closures..add to that marathons, half marathons, Jimmy  
Kimmel events, more street closures, and The Hollywood Bowl.. 
It is abusive.. 
 
           NO HOLLYWOOD STREETS CAN HAVE ANY TRAFFIC LANES CLOSED. 
Hollywood Blvd., Sunset Blvd., Highland, LaBrea, Cahuenga, Vine,Franklin,  
Fountain.. 
HOLLYWOOD CANNOT HAVE LANES OR PARKING ELIMINATED! 
            
Chinese Theatres - Recent Premieres 
Click to a history of premieres and street closures. 
http://www.tclchinesetheatres.com/recent-premieres/ 
                             
http://onlyinhollywood.org/alerts/ 
             
               
The 'outreach' website everyone was supposed  
to know about..but most didn't.  
http://la2b.org/author/lacityplanning/ 
This is NOT outreach and if it is being presented as outreach and public  
participation. and community input, it is a VIOLATION of 
THE BROWN ACT. 
Not only did nobody know about it, an on line 'town hall' like this excludes  
many from the process who don't go on computers, who are not computer  
literate..It is not all inclusive at all. 
 
 OPPOSED TO ELIMINATING TRAFFIC LANES AND PARKING 
IN THE HOLLYWOOD AREA for Bicycle Transit..:  
OPPOSED TO ANY ZONE CHANGES..i.e. RESIDENTIAL ZONES TO  
COMMERCIAL ZONES IN HOLLYWOOD. 
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Here is  a map of just some of the developments in Hollywood.. we are up to nearly 100.. 
              Major over development issues..and why no traffic lanes can be eliminated. for bikes..  
               
The higher density plans are not working..and  eliminating traffic lanes for bikes is not the solution... 
People are NOT giving up cars..they are a necessity for most.. 
The SOLUTION is NOT bikes..The solution  is a moratorium on all the over development..and higher 
density. 
Especially now with the water supply crisis.  
http://www.hollywoodchamber.net/newsletter/Hollywood-Economic-Development-Map.jpg 
              http://la.curbed.com/tags/hooray-for-hollywood 
                                 
DROUGHT/DEVELOPMENT.. 
NY Times article..appropriately titled 'tests history of endless growth' 
                                 
The over development needs to stop.. not eliminating lanes for bikes in the hopes all these additional 
people and cars, the higher density over development is bringing into Hollywood and LA will be solved.. 
                                 
LESS TRAFFIC LANES FOR BIKES WON'T SOLVE THIS PROBLEM 
                                 
California Drought Tests History of Endless Growth - NYTimes.com 
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/04/05/us/ 
california-drought-tests-history-of-endless-growth.html?_r=0 
 
BIKES are HAZARDS to BIKE RIDERS and DRIVERS.. 
                                 
What Laws and Rules of the Road are cyclists required to obey?? 
              (links to website with bike fatalities and injuries below) 
                                       
Bikes and shutting down traffic lanes will only make this worse..(see below)  
STOP all the HIGHER DENSITY OVER DEVELOPMENT ..all those people being 
'encouraged' to live here..not 'accommodating' but 'encouraging'.. 
one of the many reasons the Judge threw the Hollywood Community (higher 
density) Plan out..it was 'POPULATION ENCOURAGING'..not 'POPULATION 
ACCOMMODATING'. 
Stop adding to the traffic by adding more density..BIKES are NOT the SOLUTION 
and NOT an ALTERNATIVE MODE OF TRANSIT.. 
Los Angeles tops worst cities for traffic in USA..Eliminating lanes for bikes 
will only make this worse. 
http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation-now/2015/04/01/worst-cities-
traffic-usa-los-angeles/70762026/ 
http://www.nbclosangeles.com/news/local/TomTom-Study-Traffic- 
America-Worst-Los-Angeles-298203231.html   
 
                              
The many fatalities and injuries to cyclists,  
prove this is not a bicycle friendly city..  
It never will be.. 
Be that as it may....cyclists must be tested for and  
required to have cycling licenses.. 
just like driving licenses..  
as it is now, it is a total free for all on our roads. 
They do NOT follow rules of the road. 
What makes anyone think crating bike lanes will change that? 
It is very chaotic out there.  
Many time they come riding towards us in traffic going the wrong way,  
crossing any way they want in traffic.. they are a hazard! 
They ignore signals and traffic lights..Does the city want more law suits?? 
 Are they really willing to take these risks on?  
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This is a very irresponsible plan .. 
Cyclists should be registered, licensed,required to take BICYCLE riding tests, KNOW the RULES OF THE 
ROAD..and required to obey them,  
Just like drivers, AND required to WEAR HELMITS..which they do not  
want to do..  
The city is foolish  trying to push this cycling agenda.. 
Does the city want MORE LAW SUITS??  
There will be plenty if this dangerous, to cyclists, drivers AND  
pedestrians .. bike plan goes into effect.  
 
                         
Most important..NO LANES CAN BE ELIMINATED.. 
We already have way too much gridlock.. 
eliminating lanes for bikes  will paralyze the city. 
Hollywood is in constant gridlock NOW.. in addition  
to being the dumping ground for every street closure  
for every event imaginable, from movie premiers to  
marathons, half marathons, jimmy kimmel events..  
on and on and on..  
..it is never ending..the Hollywood Bowl traffic.  
and all the new high density projects are in  
THE WRONG PLACE..a place already out of control, choking with congestion  
and  with constant gridlock. 
The higher density nightmare is adding even more cars to the traffic.  
eliminating traffic lanes for bikes in LA and in Hollywood will paralyze  
the city... for BIKES..they are NOT an alternative form of transit.. in any way shape or form..THE CITY 
WILL BE PARALYZED.. 
                                 
http://bikinginla.com/category/bicycle-safety-2/injuries-and-fatalities/ 
 
http://bikinginla.com/facts-stats/ 
How safe is bicycling? Cyclists suffered in an estimated 52,000 injuries in 2009; making your odds of 
returning home safely from any given ride nearly 77,000 to one; the chances of surviving any given ride 
were over 6.3 million to one in your favor 
 
http://bikinginla.com/organizations/ 
                           
 
                           
W.A. Miller 
                           
Hollywood, Ca.90068  
                           
April 6. 2015 
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