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6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION

Public and agency outreach input has been integral in shaping the PEROW/WSAB Corridor AA study
processandguidingthedirectionoftheproject.Stakeholdercommentswerereceivedanddocumented
over the course of the 24Ͳmonth study at meetings and work sessions with a wide range of elected
officials,stakeholders,advisorycommitteemembers,andthecommunity.Thissectionsummarizesthe
involvementapproaches,activities,andoutcomesoftheAAoutreacheffort.


6.1 Public Involvement and Agency Coordination Efforts
Priortoprojectinitiation,aPublicParticipationPlanwasdevelopeddescribingthecommunityoutreach
andpublicengagementactivitiestobeconductedtosupportthePEROW/WSABCorridorAAstudy.The
goalsofthisPublicParticipationPlanwereto:
1. Invitecommunitiesandstakeholderstoshapeandshareresponsibilityfortheirfuture;
2.PresentawellͲdesignedapproachthatclearlyexplainedboththeopportunitiesandconstraints
ofthedecisions–fromfinancial,social,technical,andpoliticalperspectives;
3. Hold inclusive public forums/workshops for communities to develop and critique the “multiple
ways”toreachtheirdesiredfuture.

DevelopmentofthePublicParticipationPlanwasguidedbythefollowingstrategies:
y Incorporate a range of outreach tools that encouraged people to contribute in establishing a
visiontoguidetransportationplanningandproject(s)intheCorridor.
yProvide opportunities for twoͲway dialogues, during which study team members engaged in
thoughtfulconversationswithcommunitymembersandstakeholders.
yDevelop public and media information that inspired project understanding, support, and
enthusiasmbothforparticipatinginthestudyandtheresultingproject.

ThePublicParticipationPlanwasdividedintothreephasestocorrelatewiththekeymilestonesofthe
AA study process.  In order to enhance public understanding of the process, the milestones were
renamedwithdistinctphasesasindicatedbelow:
y ProjectInitiationandConceptualAlternativesScreening–Phase1:EnvisioningOurFuture;
y InitialAlternativesScreening–Phase2:ExploringthePossibilities;and
yFinal Alternatives Screening and Selection of the Recommended Mobility Improvements –
Phase3:RealizingOurVision.

Numerous participation strategies were utilized in throughout the study to maximize community,
stakeholder,andagencyinput:
yInteragency Coordination Group – Stakeholder and agency participation was coordinated
through a group comprised of SCAG, Metro, OCTA, Gateway Cities COG, and the Orangeline
DevelopmentAuthority.
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yElectedOfficialBriefings–OneͲonͲonemeetingswereheldtosolicitelectedofficialinputonthe
transportation and other challenges facing their city, ideas for alternatives to be studied, and
guidance on how to best involve their communities in the AA study. This effort included
presentations to city councils to provide an overview of the study efforts and results and
encourageparticipationinthecommunitymeetings.
yProject Advisory Committees – Two policy committees were formed to guide the planning
processbothfromanelectedofficialperspectiveandacityandotheraffectedagencyviewpoint.
yStakeholderandCommunityGroups–Meetingswereheldwithstakeholders,businessleaders,
and community groups to hear their concerns and project input, and to encourage their
participationinthestudyprocessandupcomingcommunitymeetings.
y CommunityMeetings–Aseriesofpublicmeetingswasheldthreetimesatlocationsthroughout
theCorridortopresentinformationabouttheAAstudyprocess,andtohearcommunityinputon
projectͲrelatedissuesandchallenges,andpossibletransportationalternatives.

APEROW/WSABCorridorAAPublicParticipationMeetingMatrixwaspreparedandupdatedfrequently
todocumentmeetingdates,theorganizationorgroup,andthetypeandpurposeofthemeeting.The
matrix is included as Appendix G to this report. Input was summarized and recorded through
memorandums, community meeting summary reports, comment cards, and emails and letters
documentedinAppendixG:PEROW/WSABCorridorAALogofPublicComments.

ThefollowingparticipationtoolswereusedduringtheAAstudyprocess:
yProjectFactSheet–AtriͲlingualfactsheet(English,Spanish,andVietnamese)wasdevelopedto
present a project overview, including a map of the study area, the purpose of the AA study, a
projectschedule,andkeymilestonesforpublicinvolvementtosettheframeworkforcommunity
discussion.Theseweredistributedatallbriefings,meetings,andworksessions.
yProjectOverviewHandout–AnoverviewoftheAAstudyprocess,includingadiscussionofthe
sixAAstudysteps,anticipatedstudyandoutreachefforts,andprojectschedule,wasdeveloped
and updated throughout the study process to develop a public understanding of the study
processandtoencouragepublicparticipationbyidentifyinghowtoprovideit.
y Websites – A project website (www.pacificelectriccorridor.com), with current project
information, includingall reports,otherstudyinformation,and acalendarofupcomingevents,
wasdesignedforeaseofpublicaccess.AAstudy“business”cardswiththewebsiteinformation
were distributed at all briefings, meetings, and work sessions.  In addition, a project page was
createdontheSCAGwebsite(www.scag.ca.gov/perow).
yFacebook – Project study information was posted and updated on SCAG’s Facebook page
throughouttheAAstudyprocess.
yProject Information Line and Email – The SCAG Project Manager’s phone number and email
address were provided to receive and respond to project comments and inquiries. Comments
wererecordedintheLogofPublicComments.
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yDatabase–AprojectdatabasewasdevelopedofCorridorindividualsandorganizationsaffected
by and interested in any future transit project. The database also included interested parties
and/or affected individuals and organizations outside of the study area.  This database was
utilizedtocommunicatemeetingdatesandstudyupdates.
yElectronic newsletters – Newsletters presenting project study information were posted on the
projectwebsiteandSCAG’sFacebookpageatkeydecisionpointsthroughoutthestudyprocess.
yMeeting Notices – Trilingual information about upcoming community meetings was posted on
theprojectwebsites,mostcitywebsites,anddistributeddoorͲtoͲdoorwithina0.25mileofthe
Corridor by Walking Man for the first two series of community meetings. City websites,
newspaperads,andemailstotheprojectdatabasewereusedforthefinalcommunitymeetings.
ySurvey Forms – PhaseͲspecific project survey forms were developed and used at each of the
communitymeetingstorecordpubliccommentsandalternativepreferences.

6.1.1 Conceptual Screening Efforts
During this first AA study phase, the purpose of the public involvement efforts was to communicate
information about the AA study, solicit input on key Corridor transportation and related community
issues,identifypossibletransportationsolutions,seekinputontheprojectgoalsandevaluationcriteria,
andestablishoutreachstrategies.Thefollowingdiscussionprovidesanoverviewofthepublicoutreach
efforts conducted during this phase: elected official briefings, stakeholder interviews, project advisory
committee meetings, stakeholder and community group presentations, and community meetings that
aresummarizedattheendofthissection.

Outreach efforts in this phase resulted in the identification of a set of nine Conceptual Alternatives
representing a wide range of possible technologies. The proposed alternatives were evaluated on a
meetsͲdoesnotmeetleveloftechnicalandpolicyassessment,alongwithadditionalstakeholderinput,
todefineeightInitialAlternativestobestudiedfurtherinthenextstudyphase.


ElectedOfficialBriefingsandStakeholderInterviews



Duringprojectinitiation,interviewswereconductedwithelectedofficialsortheirrepresentativesfrom
eachofthestudyareacities,includingAnaheim,Artesia,Bell,Bellflower,BuenaPark,Cerritos,Cudahy,
Cypress, Downey, Garden Grove, Huntington Park, Lakewood, La Palma, Los Angeles, Lynwood,
Maywood, Paramount, Santa Ana, South Gate, Stanton, and Vernon, and the counties of Los Angeles
andOrange.Thegoalwastoensurethatelectedofficialsandtheirstafffullyunderstoodtheproject’s
objectives, the process and schedule, opportunities for community involvement, and conversely to
ensure that their priorities, values and needs, and concerns were understood and reflected in the
projectefforts.

Interviewswerealsoconductedwithstakeholdersidentifiedbyelectedofficialsaspeoplewhotheyfelt
would offer valuable insight into transportation, land use, and economic issues facing their
communities.InterviewswereconductedinͲperson,orbytelephone,andwereusedtoexplorecritical






6-3





June29,2012

PacificElectricROW/WestSantaAnaBranchCorridor
AlternativesAnalysis

AlternativesAnalysisReport
Final

issuesandquestions,andtoevokestrategicthinkingtoassistinthedevelopmentoftheprojectpurpose
andneed,goalsandevaluationcriteria,andpossibletransportationalternatives.


ProjectAdvisoryCommittees
DuringProjectInitiation,twoProjectAdvisoryCommitteeswereestablishedtoguideplanningefforts:
ySteeringCommittee(SC)–Thepurposeofthiscommitteewastorepresenttheircommunities,
advise the project team, and guide study decisionͲmaking. Membership consisted of elected
officials from the communities located throughout the Corridor Study Area, along with
representativesfromtheLosAngelesandOrangeCountySupervisors,GatewayCitiesCouncilof
Governments(COG),OrangeCountyCOG,andCaltrans,andwaschairedbyaMetroandOCTA
Boardmemberand/orelectedofficial.
y TechnicalAdvisoryCommittee(TAC)–Thiscommittee’srolewastorepresenttheircity’sneeds
andconcerns,advisetheprojectteamonthetechnicalrequirementsoftheproject,andserveas
asoundingboardthroughoutthestudyprocess.TheTACwascomposedofstaffmembersfrom
the transportation, public works, and/or planning departments of the Corridor cities and
counties,andincludedstaffrepresentativesfromMetro,OCTA,theGatewayandOrangeCounty
COGs, and other affected agencies, including the FTA, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Caltrans
Districts 7 and 12, California Public Utilities Commission, UP Railroad, Southern California
RegionalRailAuthority(Metrolink),OrangelineDevelopmentAuthority,andLongBeachTransit.

The approximately 30Ͳmember Steering Committee was identified through letters sent to each city
mayororagencyheadrequestingthemtoserveortoappointarepresentative.Theapproximately40
TAC members were identified through letters and emails sent to each city manager or public
works/agency director asking them to serve or to designate a representative.  Committee meetings
wereheldinvariouslocationsinLosAngelesandOrangecountiestoencourageparticipation.

DuringtheConceptualScreeningphase,thecommitteesmettwotimesandmembersprovidedadvice
on framing the study process and goals, defined the Conceptual Set of Alternatives, and, based on
technicalassessmentandcommunityinput,approvedanInitialSetofAlternatives.TheTACmeetings
wereconductedonMay25,2010;andJuly13,2010,andtheSteeringCommitteemeetingsonMay26
andJuly21,2010.Bothsetsofadvisorycommitteemeetingshadsimilarpurposes:
y May 2010 – The meeting included a project overview, and a group discussion of Corridor
transportationissuesandpossiblesolutions,strategiesforengagingtheircommunities,andinput
onthepresentationandinformationalmaterialsfortheupcomingcommunitymeetings;and
y  July 2010 – The meeting included an overview of the project initiation efforts and community
commentsreceived,andadiscussionofProjectGoals,andrelatedscreeningcriteria.Screening
results of the nine Conceptual Alternatives was presented resulting in the identification of the
eightInitialAlternativestobeevaluatedinmoredetailinthenextAAstudyphase.
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StakeholderandCommunityGroups
Morethan150communityͲbasedorganizations,civicorganizations,andChambersofCommercewere
identified in each city through onͲline research and in interviews with elected officials and city staff
duringprojectinitiation.Beforeeachseriesofcommunitymeetings,theseorganizationswerecontacted
bytelephoneandemailtomakethemawareofthestudyandencourageparticipation.Citymanagers
andpublicinformationofficerswerealsocontactedandaskedtoprovideinformationaboutthestudy
and promote attendance at the upcoming community meetings through their information channels,
includingpublicaccesscableTV,citynewsletters,citywebsites,andmeetingnoticesatcityhallpublic
counters.Staffforcityplanningandtransportationcommissionswerealsocontactedtoprovidemeeting
informationtothecommissioners.


CommunityMeetings





Duringthefirstphase,aseriesofsixinteractivecommunitymeetingswereheldfromTuesday,June15
throughWednesday,June23,2010.ThecommunitymeetingsweredesignedtoaccommodatetwoͲway
communication where the public was first educated about the AA study, its goals and objectives, and
the process; and then encouraged to provide their views about community needs and transportation
concerns,possiblealternativesolutions,andcriteriaforevaluatingthealternatives.Themeetingswere
publicizedbyavarietyofmethodstomaximizeawarenessandparticipationfromthecommunity:
yApproximately37,000flyerswerehungonthedoorsofbusinessesandresidentslocatedwithina
0.25ͲmileradiusoftheCorridorandthenorthernrailroadcorridorsconnectingtoDowntownLos
AngelesandUnionStation.Flyerswerebilingual(EnglishandSpanish),andtriͲlingualinGarden
Grove(English,Spanish,andVietnamese).
yAninvitationwasemailedto410stakeholdersandotherinterestedparties.
yApressreleasewasdistributedtolocalnewspapers,localtransitblogs,andothermediaoutlets.
yPublicserviceannouncementswereairedonVietnameseͲlanguageradio.
yMeeting noticeswerepostedon manycitywebsitesandpresentationswere madeatlocalcity
councilandothergovernmentagencymeetingsthroughouttheCorridor.
yPhone calls were made and invitations emailed to business groups, communityͲbased
organizations,environmentaljusticeandbicyclegroups,aswellascitycommissioners.
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Approximately 185 participants attended the meetings held in accessible locations in the following
PEROW/WSABCorridorcities:
y GardenGrove,Tuesday,June15,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;
y HuntingtonPark,Wednesday,June16,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;
yCypress,Thursday,June17,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;
yCerritos,Saturday,June19,2010,1:00Ͳ3:00PM;
yParamount,Tuesday,June22,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;and
yStanton,Wednesday,June23,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM.

Themeetingformatincludedanopenhousesetupwith13presentationboardsprovidinginformation
on the AA study process, the Corridor, and potential transit opportunities. Participants had an
opportunitytoviewtheboardsandaskquestionsofprojectteammembers.SpanishͲspeakingstaffwas
availableatallmeetingswithVietnamesecapabilitiesattheGardenGrovemeeting.Followingtheopen
house,attendeeswerewelcomedtothemeetingandtheprojectteamgaveapresentationprovidingan
overviewoftheprojectpurpose,process,outcomes,timeline,andopportunitiesforpublicinvolvement.
Information providing an overview of the Corridor context and potential transit opportunities from
previous studies and stakeholder interviews was included. At the conclusion of the presentation,
participantsdividedintosmalldiscussiongroups.Eachgrouphadafacilitatorwhostartedthediscussion
andrecordedcommentsonaflipchartasthegroupaddressedthefollowingquestions:
yWhatdoyouthinkarethetransportationissuesandchallengesinyourcommunity?
yWhattransportationsolutionsmakesensetoyou?
yWhere do you want to go? What work, shopping, education, entertainment, recreational, and
otherdestinationswouldyoulikeeasiertravelto?
yHowshouldtheproposedtransportationsolutionsbeevaluated?Whatshouldweconsiderwhen
makingCorridortransportationdecisions?
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A volunteer from each of the discussion groups reported back to the meetingͲatͲlarge to allow for all
participantstohearkeyideasfromeachdiscussiongroup.Attheconclusionofthemeeting,theproject
teammembersidentified howthepubliccouldsubmitadditionalcomments andstayinformedasthe
projectprogressed.Participantswereencouragedtosubmitcommentcardsaddressingthequestions
and to identify a preferred method of communication. The questions on the comment cards were
similar to the group discussion questions, but participants were encouraged to share any comments,
concerns,orideasrelatedtotheCorridorandAAstudy.Inputreceivedfromthegroupdiscussionsand
comment cards is summarized below and was documented in the PEROW/WSAB Corridor AA
CommunityMeetingsSeries#1–SummaryReport.

Summary
Public involvement efforts conducted during the Project Initiation and Conceptual Alternatives
ScreeningphasearesummarizedinTable6.1anddocumentedinAppendixG:PublicComments.

Table6.1–SummaryofConceptualScreeningPhaseOutreachEfforts
MeetingType








Numberof
Meetings

Numberof
Attendees

Type/Numberof
CommentsReceived

ElectedOfficial/StakeholderInterviews
TechnicalAdvisoryCommittee
SteeringCommittee
Stakeholder/CommunityGroups
CommunityMeetings

50
2
2
10
6

57
53
61
40
185

Total

70

396

Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Writtencomments(86)










6.1.2 Initial Alternatives Screening Efforts
DuringthesecondAAstudyphase,theInitialAlternativeswereassessedbasedonacomparativeinitial
evaluation of technical and environmental benefits and impacts.  The purpose of this phase’s public
involvementeffortswastocommunicatetheresultingtechnicalinformationandseekstakeholderand
community input to identify the most viable transit solutions to be included in the Final Set of
Alternatives to be studied and evaluated further based on more detailed engineering and related
technicalandenvironmentalinformation.

ElectedOfficialandStakeholderBriefings 
Between October 18 and November 23, project presentations or announcements were made at 18
studyareacitycouncilmeetingstoprovideinformationonthestudyandencourageparticipationatthe
upcoming community meetings. Presentations were made at seven city council meetings: Artesia,
Bellflower,BuenaPark,Cerritos,HuntingtonPark,Paramount,andSouthGate.Announcementswere
providedduringthepubliccommentperiodatelevencitycouncilmeetings:Anaheim,Cudahy,Cypress,
Downey,GardenGrove,Lakewood,Lynwood,Maywood,SantaAna,Stanton,andVernon.Inaddition,
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approximately20electedofficialandstakeholderbriefingswereheldfromNovember3,2010through
November23,2010topresenttheInitialScreeningtechnicalresultsandseekinputontheFinalSetof
Alternatives.


ProjectAdvisoryCommittees
Duringthisscreeningphase,thetwoprojectadvisorycommitteesmetmultipletimesbetweenOctober
2010andApril2011toreviewtheInitialScreeningresultsandguidetheidentificationoftheFinalSetof
Alternatives.TheTechnicalAdvisoryCommitteemetfivetimesduringtheInitialScreeningphase:
y October2010–ThemeetingfocusedonanoverviewoftheInitialScreeningtechnicalresultsand
providinginputonhowtopresenttheinformationattheupcomingcommunitymeetings.
y January2011–ThisworkingsessionincludedadiscussionofthePurposeandNeedReport,the
project goals and evaluation criteria, Initial Screening approach, and input received from the
communitymeetings.
y February 2011 – This second working session focused in detail on the initial screening efforts,
including a detailed definition of the Initial Alternatives, analytical methodology, and the draft
InitialScreeningReport.
y March2011–ThemeetingincludedamoredetailedpresentationoftheInitialScreeningresults
andtheFinalScreeningphaseefforts,alongwithaninitialdiscussionofrecommendationsforthe
FinalSetofAlternatives.
y April 2011 – At this meeting, TAC members developed a Final Set of Alternatives to be
recommendedtotheSteeringCommittee.

Inaddition,fourstationareaplanningworksessionswereheldwithTACmembersonSeptember9,16,
21,and29,2010toidentifystationlocationsandcityͲspecificplanninggoalsandplan.
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TheSteeringCommitteemetthreetimesduringtheInitialScreeningphase:
y November 2010 – At this meeting, the committee members received a presentation on and
discussedthestudyPurposeandNeedStatementandtheInitialScreeningResults,andprovided
inputonthepresentationoftheInitialScreeningResultsattheupcomingcommunitymeetings.
y February2011–Themeetingfocused ondiscussingstudyframeworkinformation,includingan
overviewoftheAAplannedprocess,theanticipatedLocallyPreferredAlternative(LPA)actions
and schedule, a more detailed definition of the Initial Set of Alternatives, the Initial Screening
approach, an overview of the Initial Screening technical results, and input received from the
communitymeetingsheldinNovemberandDecember2010.
y April2011–Atthismeeting,thecommitteereceivedapresentationonandapprovedtheFinal
SetofAlternativesrecommendedbytheTAC.


StakeholderandCommunityGroups
FromNovember16throughDecember11,2010,morethan150citycommissions,civicorganizations,
chambersofcommerceandcommunityͲbasedorganizationswerecontactedbyemailandtelephoneto
invite their participation in the upcoming community meetings.  Special efforts were made to target
“hard to reach” populations, i.e. SpanishͲspeaking and VietnameseͲspeaking communities. Six
presentationsweremade;twoinSpanish–toKingdomCausesinBellfloweronOctober28,2010,andto
theWomen’sClubinHuntingtonParkonNovember9,2010.Othergroupsthatreceivedpresentations
were:theBellflowerKiwanisClubonNovember12,2010,andCypressCollegeAssociatedStudentBody
onDecember1,2010.


CommunityMeetings





During the second phase, a series of six interactive community meetings were held from Tuesday,
November 16 through Saturday, December 11, 2010. The community meetings were designed to
accommodatetwoͲwaycommunicationwherethepublicwasfirstprovidedwithanoverviewoftheAA
studyprocess,DraftPurposeandNeedStatement,andresultsoftheInitialScreeningtechnicalefforts;
andthenencouragedtoprovidetheirviewsaboutwhichalternativesshouldbeincludedintheFinalSet
of Alternatives for further study.  The meetings were publicized by a variety of methods to maximize
awarenessandparticipationfromthecommunity:
yA first project EͲNewsletter was prepared sharing information on the AA study process, study
area description and mobility challenges, what was heard at the first community meetings, a
descriptionoftheInitialSetofAlternatives,andinformationontheupcomingmeetings.
yApproximately38,000flyerswerehungonthedoorsofbusinessesandresidentslocatedwithina
fourblockradiusoftheCorridorandthenorthernrailroadcorridorsconnectingtoDowntownLos
AngelesandUnionStation.Flyerswerebilingual(EnglishandSpanish),andtriͲlingualinGarden
Grove(English,Spanish,andVietnamese).
yPresentationsweregivenatsevencitycouncilmeetingsandannouncementsweremadeduring
thepubliccommentperiodat11citycouncilmeetings.
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y Meetinginformationwasprovidedtothepublicinformationofficersof19citiestonotifyelected
andappointedofficialsandtodistributetothepublic;andmeetingnoticeswerepostedonmany
citywebsites.
yApproximately5,000flyerswereprovidedtocitiestobemadeavailableinpublicareas,suchas
cityhallsandlibraries.
y Steering Committee and TAC members were requested to notify their cities and interested
stakeholders.
y An invitation was emailed to 500 stakeholders and other interested parties who requested
notification.
yPhone calls were made and invitations were sent to communityͲbased organizations, business
groups,civicorganizations,andenvironmentaljusticegroupslocatedinall21studyareacities.
y Apressreleasewasdistributedtolocalandcommunitynewspapers,includingtheOrangeCounty
Register, the Long Beach Press Telegram, Paramount Journal, Los Angeles Wave (Lynwood),
Downey Patriot, Downey Connect, Buena Park Independent, Garden Grove Journal; local transit
blogs;andothermediaoutlets.



Approximately170participantsattendedthecommunitymeetingsheldinthesamesixcitiesasthosein
thefirstseriesofcommunitymeetingsinLosAngelesandOrangecounties:
y Paramount,Tuesday,November16,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;
y CerritosTuesday,November23,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;
yHuntingtonPark,Wednesday,December1,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;
yGardenGrove,Thursday,December2,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;
yCypressCollege,Tuesday,December7,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM;and
yStanton,Saturday,December11,2010,6:30Ͳ8:30PM.

TheformatofthemeetingswassimilartothecommunitymeetingsconductedduringProjectInitiation
andstartedwithaninformalopenhousewhereparticipantscouldviewboardspresentinganoverview
of the projectͲtoͲdate.  Information presented included an overview of the AA planning process,
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CorridorfactsleadingtothedefinitionofthePurposeandNeedStatementandMobilityStatement,the
eight Initial Set of Alternatives being evaluated, and potential alignments. Participants had an
opportunity to view the boards, ask questions of the project team members, and take a biͲlingual
(EnglishandSpanish)handoutsummarizingtheprojectinformationpresentedontheboards.SpanishͲ
speakingstaffwasavailableatallmeetingswithVietnamesecapabilitiesattheGardenGrovemeeting.

Following the open house, attendees were welcomed to the meeting and the project team gave a
projectoverview,afterwhichparticipantssplitintodiscussiongroups.Eachdiscussiongroupdiscussed
theproposedalternativemodesoftransportation,theprosandconsofeach,andtheirpreferencesfor
theircommunity.AvolunteerfromeachofthediscussiongroupsreportedbacktothemeetingͲatͲlarge
tosharekeyideasfromeachdiscussiongroup.Inaddition,participantswereprovidedwithcomment
cardsrequestingthattheyidentifythethreealternativestheyfeltwerethemostviableandshouldbe
studied further, along with any projectͲrelated comments.  Input received from the group discussions
and comment cards is summarized below and was documented in the PEROW/WSAB Corridor AA
CommunityMeetingsSeries#2–SummaryReport.


CommunicatingtheFinalSetofAlternatives
WithapprovaloftheFinalSetofAlternativesbytheSteeringCommitteeonApril19,2011,avarietyof
efforts were made to provide the community and stakeholders with information on the No Build,
TransportationSystemsManagement,andfourbuildalternativestobestudiedinthelastphaseofthe
AAstudy.Twocommunityopenhouseswereheld,oneeachinLosAngelesandOrangecountiesonthe
followingdates:
y SouthGate,Monday,June27,2011,5:30Ͳ7:30PM;and
y GardenGrove,Tuesday,June28,2011,5:30Ͳ7:30PM.

Theinformalcommunityopenhousesweredesignedtoprovidethecommunityandstakeholderswith
anoverviewoftheFinalSetofAlternativesaspresentedonpresentationboards.Informationpresented
included an update of the AA planning process, the Corridor facts leading to the definition of the
PurposeandNeedStatementandMobilityStatement,detailedinformationonthesixFinalAlternatives
being evaluated, along with their potential alignments. Participants had an opportunity to view the
boards,askquestionsoftheprojectteammembers,andtakeabiͲlingual(EnglishandSpanish)handout
summarizingtheprojectinformationpresentedontheboards.SpanishͲspeakingstaffwasavailableat
all meetings with Vietnamese capabilities at the Garden Grove meeting.  Participants were asked to
completeabiͲlingualcommentcardaskingthefollowingquestions:
yWhatareyourthoughtsabouttheFinalSetofAlternatives?
yWhatshouldweconsiderwhenmakingthedecisiononthefinalrecommendedalternative?
yDoyouhavecommentsonanyotherissuerelatedtothestudy?
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Theopenhouseswerepublicizedbyavarietyofmethodstomaximizeawarenessandparticipationfrom
thecommunity:
yAsecondprojectEͲNewsletterwaspreparedintroducingtheFinalSetofAlternativesandinviting
participationintheupcomingopenhousesandemailedto:allpersonsandorganizationsonthe
projectdatabase;TACandSteeringCommitteemembers;federal,state,county,andcityelected
officials;andcommunityorganizations,citycommissions,andchambers.
y Ameetingnoticewasprintedinlocalandcommunitynewspapers,includingtheOrangeCounty
Register,LongBeachPressTelegramservingtheGatewayCities,LaOpinion,andVietͲHerald.
y Steering Committee and TAC members were requested to notify their cities and interested
stakeholders.
yPhone calls were made and emailed invitations were sent to communityͲbased organizations,
businessgroups,civicorganizations,andenvironmentaljusticegroupsinall21studyareacities.
yPresentations were made to communityͲbased organizations, business groups, civic
organizations, and other groups, including the Bellflower Kiwanis Club on November 12, 2010,
Cypress College Associated Student Body on December 1, 2010, South Gate Chamber of
CommerceonMay24,2011,andSouthGatePlanningCommissiononMay25,2011.


EnvironmentalJustice
PublicoutreachforEJcommunitieswasanimportantpartofoutreacheffortsduetothehighpopulation
of EJ communities along the PEROW/WSAB Corridor. Initial outreach efforts began in the conceptual
screening phase with 10 meetings and presentations to EJ communities. This was followed by 52
meetingsandpresentationsconductedintheinitialscreeningphase.


Summary
The public involvement efforts conducted during the Initial Alternatives Screening phase are
summarizedinTable6.2anddocumentedinAppendixG:PublicComments.


Table6.2–SummaryofInitialScreeningPhaseOutreachEfforts
MeetingType








Numberof
Meetings

Numberof
Attendees

Type/Numberof
CommentsReceived

18
5
3
168
6

NA
128
87
NA
169

2

80

202

464*

Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Writtencomments(86)
Verbalcomments
Writtencomments(17)


CityCouncilPresentations
TechnicalAdvisoryCommitteeMeetings
SteeringCommitteeMeetings
Stakeholder/CommunityGroups
CommunityMeetings








CommunityOpenHouses




Total

*TotalnumberofattendeesexcludingCityCouncilPresentationsandStakeholder/CommunityGroups
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6.1.3 Final Alternatives Screening Efforts
DuringthefinalAAstudyphase,theFinalSetofAlternativeswereevaluatedindetailbasedonincluding
conceptuallevelengineeringandstationareaworkingsessionswiththeCorridorcities.Thepurposeof
thisphase’spublicinvolvementeffortswastocommunicatetheresultingtechnicalinformationandseek
stakeholderandcommunityinputtoidentifytheFinalRecommendationsforfuturestudy.


ElectedOfficialandStakeholderBriefings 
Duringthisphase,approximately12electedofficialandstakeholderbriefingswereheldfromJuly2011
through June 2012 to present the Final Screening technical results and seek input on the Final
Recommendations.


ProjectAdvisoryCommittees
During this final screening phase, the two project advisory committees met multiple times after the
SteeringCommittee’sapprovaloftheFinalSetofAlternativesonApril19,2011.BetweenJuly2011and
June 2012, advisory committee activities focused on refinement of the Final Set of Alternatives,
discussion and review of the Final Screening technical results, and development of the Final
Recommendations.TheTechnicalAdvisoryCommitteemetfivetimesduringtheFinalScreeningphase:
y July2011–ThisTACmeetingfocusedonhearingtheresultsofthecityworksessionsheldduring
June2011torefinestationandalignmentdecisions.Theprojectteampresentedanoverviewof
the technical efforts that were to be initiated, along with the comparative evaluation
methodologytobefollowed.Afterthismeeting,andTACagreementontherefineddefinitionof
the Final Set of Alternatives, the project team efforts were going to focus on preparing the
engineering,cost,ridership,environmental,andothertechnicalanalyticalefforts.
y March 2012 – This meeting focused on providing committee members with an update on the
project schedule and an overview of the Final Screening results from the technical analytical
efforts,includingasummarycomparisonofthealternatives.Anupdateonthedefinitionofthe
FinalSetofAlternativesbasedonworksessionswithindividualcitieswasalsoprovided.
y April 2012 – The working session focused on a detailed discussion of the technical analytical
resultsandthemethodologiesusedinthetechnicalevaluationofthealternatives.
y May2012–Atthismeeting,TACmemberswereaskedtoprovidetheirinputonthecommunity
meeting format and presentation materials. An initial discussion was held on what the Final
Recommendationsshouldinclude.
y June2012–InthefinalTACmeeting,apresentationoftheprojectteamrecommendationswas
madetostartthediscussionoftheFinalRecommendations.TheTACdevelopedandapproved
Final Recommendations including technology, alignment, and phasing recommendations, to be
forwardedtotheSteeringCommitteefordiscussionandapproval.
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TheSteeringCommitteemettwiceduringtheFinalScreeningphase:
y April2012–Atthismeeting,thecommitteemembersreceivedapresentationonthetechnical
study process and the results. Information presented included refined definitions of the
alternatives,conceptualcapitalandoperatingcost,dailyridershipestimates,costͲeffectiveness,
and environmental benefits and impacts.  An overview of the upcoming schedule through the
Steering Committee’s approval of the Final Recommendations at the upcoming June 2012 was
presented and discussed. Committee members were also informed about the community
meetingstobeheldduringMayatsixlocationsinLosAngelesandOrangecounties.
y June2012–Atthisfinalmeeting,SteeringCommitteemembersreceivedabriefpresentationof
the Final Recommendations developed by the TAC, and then discussed the proposed
recommendations for further study.  Minor revisions were made to the recommendations and
the Steering Committee voted on June 20, 2012 to approve Final Recommendations to be
forwardedtoSCAG’sTransportationCommitteeandRegionalCouncilforaction.


CommunityMeetings





Duringthesecondphase,aseriesofsixinteractivecommunitymeetingswereheldfromTuesday,May
15 through Thursday, May 24, 2012.  The community meetings were designed to accommodate twoͲ
way communication where the public was first provided with an overview of the technical findings of
theAAstudyprocess;andthenencouragedtoprovidetheirviewsaboutwhichalternativesshouldbe
includedintheFinalRecommendationsforfurtherstudy.Themeetingswerepublicizedbyavarietyof
methodstomaximizeawarenessandparticipationfromthecommunity:
y Steering Committee and TAC members were requested to notify their cities and interested
stakeholders.
y An invitation was emailed to 500 stakeholders and other interested parties who requested
notificationaboutfuturemeetings.
y Apressreleasewasdistributedtolocalandcommunitynewspapers,includingtheOrangeCounty
RegisterandtheLongBeachPressTelegram,LaOpinion,andNguoiVietDailyNews.

Approximately 149 participants attended the community meetings held in the following six Corridor
citieslocatedinbothLosAngelesandOrangecounties:
y SantaAna,Tuesday,May15,2012,5:30Ͳ7:30PM;
y GardenGrove,Wednesday,May16,2012,5:30Ͳ7:30PM;
yBuenaPark,Saturday,May19,2012,5:30Ͳ7:30PM;
yLittleTokyo(DowntownLosAngeles),Tuesday,May22,2012,5:30Ͳ7:30PM;
yBellflower,Wednesday,May23,2012,5:30Ͳ7:30PM;and
ySouthGate,Thursday,May24,2012,5:30Ͳ7:30PM.
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The community meetings provided an opportunity for the project team to share the results of the
technical and environmental analytical results of the Final Set of Alternatives. The meetings were
designed to allow residents from throughout the region, people who own property adjacent to the
Corridor, business and civic leaders, transit advocates, and other interested members of the public to
share issues, ideas, and perspectives about the Final Set of Alternatives and provide input to the
developmentoftheFinalRecommendations.TheformatofthemeetingswassimilartotheJune2011
communitymeetingswithaninformalopenhouse,withaformalpresentationmidͲwaythrough.

An open house was set up in each meeting room and included presentation boards containing
information about the PEROW/WSAB Corridor, the Alternatives Analysis (AA) study process, the Final
Set of Alternatives being analyzed, the alignment alternatives, a comparison of cost, ridership, and
environmental impacts, and a project schedule of the next steps. Attendees had the opportunity to
reviewtheinformationonthepresentationboardsandaskquestionsofmembersoftheprojectteam,
andrefertoabiͲlingual(EnglishandSpanish)handoutsummarizingtheprojectinformationpresented
onthelargeboards.SpanishͲspeakingstaffwasavailableatallmeetings,withVietnamesecapabilities
providedattheGardenGrovemeeting.Participantswereaskedtocompleteacommentcard,provided
inEnglish,Spanish,andVietnamese,askingthefollowingquestions:
y Please rate each of the six final alternatives (from strongly oppose to strongly support) and
explainwhyyouprovidedthatrating.
yWhatfactorsaremostimportanttoyouwhenevaluatingthealternatives?
yWhichtransitalternativesareyoumostlikelytouse?

Afterallowingmeetingattendeestimetoreviewthepresentationboardsandaskquestions,theproject
team then gave a presentation on the results of the AA study process. The presentation provided a
detailedoverviewoftheFinalSetofAlternativesandfocusedonthecharacteristicsthatdistinguished
eachtransitoption.Acomparisonoftheestimatedcost,ridership,andenvironmentalimpactswasalso
presented.Attheconclusionofthepresentation,theprojectteamsharedthenextstepsintheprocess
and identified ways for the public to submit their comments. The meeting then returned to an open
house format.  Public input received from the comment cards was documented in the PEROW/WSAB
CorridorAACommunityMeetingsSeries#4–SummaryReport.


Summary
ThepublicinvolvementeffortsconductedduringtheFinalAlternativesScreeningphasearesummarized
inTable6.3anddocumentedinAppendixG:PublicComments.
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Table6.3–SummaryofFinalScreeningPhaseOutreachEfforts
MeetingType








Numberof
Meetings

Numberof
Attendees

Type/Numberof
CommentsReceived

TechnicalAdvisoryCommitteeMeetings
SteeringCommitteeMeetings
CommunityMeetings

5
2
6

125
80
149

Total

12

354

Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Verbalcomments
Writtencomments










6.2 Summary of Public and Agency Comments
Public comments were received at elected official, advisory committee, community and stakeholder
groups, and community meetings.  Comments were documented through written meeting summaries
andcommunitymeetingreports,publiccommentsheets,letters,andemails.

6.2.1 Themes Identified During Conceptual Alternatives Screening
DuringElectedOfficialbriefingsandStakeholderinterviews,thefollowingdominantissuesandconcerns
wereidentified:
yTrafficdisruption–ThediagonalrightͲofͲway(ROW)crossesnumerousheavilyͲtraveledstreets,
andtherewereconcernsabouthowimpactstotrafficcapacityandflowcanbeminimized.
yNoise impacts – The ROW is adjacent to wellͲestablished and quiet residential neighborhoods
and concerns were expressed about how the peaceful character, privacy, and quality of life be
maintained.
y Costtobuild,operate,andride–Giventhecurrenteconomicrealitiesbeingexperiencedbycity
governments and transit operator, there were concerns about whether an affordable
transportationoptioncouldbeprovided,andthefundsavailabletobuildandoperateit.
y Resulting system travel speed – Even with implementation of a transit system, travel times
between key points may not be reduced and concerns were given that whether Corridor
residentsandemployeeswouldjustcontinuetodrive.

Atthesametime,electedofficialsandstakeholderssawafuturetransitsystemasofferingthefollowing
opportunities:
y Traffic congestion relief – Participants felt that providing more transportation will get more
peopleoutoftheircars,butwantedtounderstandwhatridershipcouldbeprojected.
y TransitͲorienteddevelopmentsupport–Manycitiesviewedthepotentialsystemasacatalystto
support new development and new places to help their cities become a new destination
attractingnewshoppers,diners,andvisitors.
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yImprovedaccesstojobsandemployees–Withanewtransportationoption,largeemployerscan
attractmoreemployees;residentswillbeabletotraveltoemploymentcentersmoreeasilyand
moreaffordably.
yImprovedaccesstoeducationalandculturalopportunities–Residentscouldusethepotential
system to expand their educational and cultural experiences, and future employment
opportunities.
yImproved access to recreational opportunities – Residents could have improved access to
existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle trails and parks throughout the Corridor via the
transit system; and provision of an integrated walking and biking facility would improve
alternativemodesofaccessandincreasetheuseofexistingrecreationalfacilities.



During this study phase, major project themes were identified at the community meetings, which
represent a synthesis of participant input on issues and challenges, solutions and opportunities,
importantdestinations,andevaluation criteriafor transitalong theCorridor. Theinputwasgathered
through the facilitated group discussions and individual comment cards that were turned in at each
communitymeeting.ThemajorthemeswillbeusedintheAAstudyprocess,alongwiththetechnical
assessment efforts to evaluate potential alternatives. The key themes are organized in the following
areastocorrespondwiththediscussionquestions:
y IssuesandChallenges;
y Solutions;
y Destinations;and
y EvaluationCriteria.






IssuesandChallengeswereidentifiedbythemeetingparticipantsinresponsetothequestion–Whatdo
youthinkarethetransportationissuesandchallengesinyourcommunity?
yTraffic congestion and parking availability constrain car travel – Participants expressed
frustration with congestion on freeways and arterial streets, and there were concerns that
congestion could get worse in the future because many freeways and roads are already at or
near capacity. Many participants anticipated that population growth will likely increase the
number of cars on the road, and thought that a limited ability to expand the existing highway
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systemwouldbeasignificantissueinthefuture.Peoplealsofeltthatparkingwasimportantand
destinationswithparkingshortages,includingpossiblefuturetransitstations,wereproblematic.
yCurrent public transit systems do not adequately serve transportation needs – One of the
strongest recurring concerns identified by participants was the perception that current local
publictransitisinconvenient,inefficient,andinflexible.Otherareasofconcernrelatedtocurrent
transit were infrequent service, limited hours of operation, slow travel speeds, and frequent
transferswithcoordinationbetweenmultipletransitmodesandprovidersmakingreachingfinal
destinationsbytransitmoredifficult.
yTransit usage faces challenges – Many people felt that the prevailing “car culture” led to a
perception,realornot,thatpublic transitisinferiortocar travel.Safety,comfort,cleanliness,
convenience, cost, and a lack of familiarity with the transit system are all factors that were
expressed when describing the challenges of using public transit.  Many participants believed
thatawelldesignedandproperlyfunctioningtransitsystemcouldaddresstheseissues.
yMany barriers exist that encourage car usage – Community members who seek to travel
without a car found mobility challenging, and expressed a need for a supportive walking
infrastructurethatfacilitatessafe,comfortable,andconvenienttravelrelatedtopublictransit.

Inresponsetothequestion–whattransportationsolutionsmakesensetoyou?–thefollowinginput
relatedtopossibletransportationsolutionswasreceived:
yEnthusiasm for providing public transit in the Corridor – Participants were excited about the
potential for public transit in the Corridor, and were eager to discuss how public transit would
function in the study area. There were robust discussions on the benefits and challenges of
differenttransportationmodes.Althoughapreferredmodewasnotidentified,manyparticipants
wereadversetoBusRapidTransitandtendedtopreferrailservice.
y  Opportunities for development and neighborhood revitalization along transit service in the
Corridor – Community members were interested in the possibility that Corridor transit could
provideacatalystforresidentialandcommercialdevelopment.Ingeneral,participantsfeltthat
mixedͲuse developments near transit stations would be attractive because of the ease of
accessingtransitandprovidingconnectionstojobs,goods,andservices.Manybelievedthatthe
unique characteristics and particular needs of each community should be considered, and
stationscouldhelpestablishdistinctcommunityidentities.
yWidespreadsupportfortrailsandopenspaceadjacenttoatransitsystem–Participantswere
supportive of creating a linear bicycle and pedestrian trail along the length of the ROW, and
providing dedicated open space adjacent to a transit system. Many believed that this pathway
system would provide additional connections between stations that would complement the
publictransitsystem.
yConsiderationforopportunitiesotherthantransportationsolutions.–Alongwithotherideasfor
reuse of the Corridor that were offered at each of the meetings, some participants supported
leavingtheCorridorasitis.
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In response to the questions about desirable destinations, the following input was received on work,
shopping,education,entertainment,recreational,andotherdestinationsthatthecommunitywouldlike
easiertravelto:
yConnectionstoexistingandfuturetransportationsystemsareessential–Participantsstrongly
communicatedtheneedforCorridortransittointegrateintotheexistingtransportationnetwork.
Communitymemberscitedimprovedaccesstoairports,otherraillines,andlocalbuslinesand
circulator services.  Overall, participants expressed that they wanted an easy to use, seamless
system.
y Employment centers, educational institutions, medical facilities, and cultural/entertainment
venues provide the best opportunity for transit use – Major employment centers were
mentioned frequently as important destinations, along with the desire to travel to universities
and colleges. Hospitals and medical facilities were also frequently mentioned destinations,
especially for older adults who may not be able to drive. Providing access to concert and
entertainmentvenuesandsportsstadiumswasalsocitedfrequently,aslongasthetransitwould
beabletoprovideserviceduringthehoursthosevenuesoperate.
yStations should be located within activity centers – Community members felt that stations
should be coͲlocated with existing activity centers to provide an enriching environment to
support transit use, and that new development could be created to support the potential
stations. They supported connecting to Downtown Los Angeles to the north and Downtown
SantaAnatothesouthasthesetwoexistingactivitycentershavejobs,governmentfacilities,and
otheractiveuses.
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Whenaskedabouthowtheproposedtransportationsolutionsshouldbeevaluated,andwhatshouldbe
considered when making Corridor transportation decisions, the following guidance was identified as
importanttoparticipants:
yPreserving and enhancing the quality of life – Participants expressed significant concern over
potential impacts of constructing a transit system, including environmental, safety, economic,
and lifestyle impacts. Key concerns were impacts related to noise, vibration, privacy, safety,
security, and air quality. Community members believed that some of these impacts could be
mitigated, but complete avoidance would be difficult. Additionally, they were concerned about
theimpactoftransitatͲgradecrossingsonsafetyandtraffic,andthefearthatacquisitionwould
benecessaryandthatpropertyvalueswouldbenegativelyimpacted.
yBalancing the necessity for convenient access to many local destinations with the ability to
quickly reach regional destinations – Participants were aware that the more stops there are
alongatransitline,theslowerthetravelspeedwouldbe.However,theyfeltitwasimperative
thatconvenientaccesstoatransitsystembeprovided.Equallyimportantwastheneedforpublic
transportationtoquicklyreachkeyregionaldestinationsforittobeuseful.
yCreating a sustainable system of choice – Participants wanted a public transit system that is
financially feasible and minimized financial impacts on taxpayers.  They expressed concerns
aboutthecoststobuildthesystem,aswellasthecoststooperateandmaintainthesystem.In
addition,participantssaidthecosttoridewasanimportantfactor,especiallyforolderadultsand
students.

6.2.2 Comments Received During Initial Screening
During this study phase, the discussion focused on the alternatives under consideration, and
stakeholdersandthecommunitywereaskedthefollowingquestionsaboutthetransitalternatives:
y Wouldthisalternativemeetyourcommunity’stransportationneeds?Whyorwhynot?
y Wouldyouusethisalternativeifitwereprovided?Whyorwhynot?
y Isthisalternativeareasonablesolutionconsideringtheinvestmentrequiredtoimplementit?
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Thediscussionthemesidentifiedduringthesecondseriesofcommunitymeetingsarelistedbelowand
reflectthefeedback,perspectives,experiences,issues,andideasonthedifferentalternativesidentified
inthegroupdiscussionsandsubmittedthroughcommentcardsduringthesixmeetings.Theinputhas
beensynthesizedtoreflectidentifyissuesthataddressissuesrelevanttotheprojectasawholeand/or
relatedhowtheCorridorshouldbeused,and/orspecificinputoneachofthedifferentalternatives.
y Continued enthusiasm for providing public transit in the Corridor – Participants remained
excitedaboutthepotentialforprovidingtransitintheCorridor,andwereeagertoconsiderand
discussdifferenttransportationsolutions.ManyattendeesfeltthattheCorridorisauniqueasset
that provides a special opportunity to provide a critical link between Los Angeles and Orange
counties. They saw the need for public transit to meet future local and regional transportation
challenges.
y Preservingandenhancingqualityofliferemainsacriticalissue–Therewereconcernsregarding
potential impacts to the quality of life from the introduction of transit service in the Corridor.
Similar to the first community meetings, concerned attendees identified possible air quality,
noise,vibration,visual,privacy,andcrimeimpactsascriticalissues.Participantsinquiredabout
thepotentialmitigationmeasuresthatcouldbeincorporatedintotheprojectdesigntoreduce
theimpacts.
y AwarenessofthechallengesfrompotentialatͲgradecrossingsalongtheCorridor–Participants
understood the diagonal orientation of the Corridor and the large number of street crossings,
especially major arterial streets, will present a challenge in providing public transit. Concerns
wereexpressedthatatͲgradecrossingswouldnegativelyimpactboththetransitsystemandlocal
traffic.Severalpeopleexpressedconcernsaboutpedestrianandbicyclesafety.
y Consideration of other opportunities for the Corridor – Many participants were supportive of
including a linear bicycle and pedestrian trail, either in conjunction with or instead of a transit
system. Some community members, particularly those with houses adjacent to the
PEROW/WSABCorridorROW,supportedleavingtheCorridorasitis.
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y Concerns over funding for providing transit in the Corridor – Attendees were concerned with
whether adequate funding would be available to implement transit in the Corridor.  Concerns
wereexpressedthatanyfuturefundswouldbewellspentandCorridortransitiswellͲutilized.






Basedongroupdiscussionandcommentcardsreceived,themajoralternativeͲspecificpointswere:
yBusRapidTransit(BRT)isapragmaticandsensiblesolution,butithasobstaclestosuccessful
implementation.ParticipantsfeltthatBRTwaspossiblyagoodsolutionduetoitsrelativelylow
costtobuildandoperate,andperceivedshorterconstructiontimethatwouldallowittobein
operationsoonerthantheotheralternatives.Overall,BRTreceivedlacklustersupportbecauseit
was viewed as “secondͲrate” transit service.  Many people expressed doubts that the negative
publicperceptionofbusescouldbeovercome,andthatthesystemwouldnothavetheridership
necessarytobesuccessful.ParticipantsdoubteditsefficiencywithoutadedicatedROWbeyond
thePEROW/WSABCorridorROW.
yAlthough not widely considered a right fit for the Corridor, Street Car service was viewed
favorably.Ingeneral,participantslikedthestreetcarvehicleandsawitasprovidingasmooth
ride utilizing an electric system. Its slow travel speed was viewed as possibly having less
communityandenvironmentalimpactsthansomeoftheotheralternatives.However,amajority
ofthe community membersdidnotseeitasarightfitforthis Corridor.Theslowtravelspeed
and frequent stops were perceived to meet local transportation needs, but not the regional
transportationneedsviewedasessentialforconnectingcommunitiesalongtheCorridor.There
wereconcernsthatthisalternativewouldhavelowridershipbecauseofthemismatchbetween
the Corridor’s capacity needs and street car seating characteristics, and many felt it was not
worththeinvestmentrequiredtoimplementit.
y StrongsupportwasexpressedforLightRailTransit(LRT)basedonitspotentialforservingthe
community’s transportation needs. Of all the transit alternatives, participants indicated the
strongestpreferencefortheLRToption.Manyconsideredittobeanefficientsystemthatwould
providetherightbalancebetweenlocalandregionalservicefortheCorridor.Participantsfeltthe
stationspacingwasappropriatetosupport communityeconomicand transportationneeds. In
addition,itwasviewedasafamiliartechnologythathasbeenprovensuccessfullocallyandthat
itwouldbecompatiblewithexistingsystems.
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y Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU) was generally viewed unfavorably because of its dieselͲbased
technology.AlthoughsomeparticipantssawDMUserviceasapotentialsolutionfortheCorridor,
itdidnotreceivewidespreadsupport.Greatconcernswereexpressedoveritsuseofdieselfuel
–evencleandieselfuel.Participantscitedairqualityimpactsandpublichealthconcernsastheir
dominant reasons for not supporting this option. Other attendees felt introduction of a new
transit technology was inconsistent with other locally proven systems, and may not be costͲ
effective.



yConventionalhighspeedrailwasseenasagoodsolutionforstatewidetransportationneeds,
butwouldnotprovideaccesstolocaldestinationsneededalongtheCorridor.Mostattendees
feltthathighspeedrailwasnotarightfitwiththeCorridorasitwasperceivedtoprimarilyserve
regionaltrips.PeopleexpressedtheconcernthatCorridorcommunitieswouldbeburdenedwith
the impacts without receiving sufficient benefits. Others felt that high speed rail service in the
CorridorwouldbeduplicativeoftheplannedCaliforniaHighSpeedRailSystem(CAHSR)between
Union Station and Anaheim. There were also significant concerns about the high cost to build,
operate,andridehighspeedrail,andthatthelowridershipprojectionsintheCorridorwouldnot
makeitacostͲeffectivesolution.
y  High Speed Maglev had a mixed reception, with many participants expressing that it was an
unreasonablesolution,butothersuggestingalowerspeedoptionthatcouldmeetcommunity
needs.Aswithconventionalhighspeedrail,participantswerenotgenerallysupportiveofmaglev
highspeedservice.ManyfeltthattheCorridoristooshorttosupporthighspeedtravel,andthat
the costs to build, operate, and ride are too high. Some people supported a modified maglev
system option that would operate at a slower speed and have more station stops than high
speed service. Those participants felt that it was more of a cuttingͲedge approach and would
provide cleaner and quieter service.  Others expressed concern that the technology was
unproven in the United States, would be incompatible with existing systems, and would be
redundanttoandincompatiblewiththeplannedCAHSRsystem.
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CommentsReceivedDuringOpenHouses
Basedongroupdiscussionandcommentcardsreceived,themajorpointswere:
y  Enthusiasm for providing public transit in the Corridor. A majority of participants supported
providingforafuturetransitsystemintheCorridor.
yLightRailTransit(LRT)wasidentifiedasthepreferredmodaloption.TheBRTandStreetCar
alternativeswereidentifiedasbeingtooslowandnotbeingabletointerlinewiththeLosAngeles
rail system. While some respondents questioned using an unproven technology, more
informationwasrequestedontheLowSpeedMaglevOption.
y The No Build Alternative was preferred by some residents living along the PEROW/WSAB
Corridor ROW.  Residents expressed significant concerns about the impacts resulting from
implementing a transit system which would negatively impact their quality of life and property
values.
y  There was strong support for provision of a bicycle and pedestrian trail either in conjunction
withorinsteadofatransitsystemoption.
yThekeyconcernsexpressedaboutimplementationofatransitsystemwererelatedtopossible
noiseandvibrationimpacts,andtheneedtobuildacostͲeffectivesolution.


6.2.3 Comments Received During Final Screening
Thefinalseriesofcommunitymeetingswasintendedtoprovidethepublicwithresultsoftheanalysis
foreachalternative.Thediscussionthemesidentifiedduringthefourthseriesofcommunitymeetings
arelistedbelowandreflectthefeedback,perspectives,experiences,issues,andideasonthedifferent
alternativesthroughcommentcardsduringthesixmeetings.
yConcerns about transit funding, feasibility, and impacts.  Some community members that
supportedtheNoBuildAlternativeexpressedconcernsaboutthehighoverallcostofproviding
transit,aswellasthelimitedsourcesoffunding,andthegenerallytroubledstateofgovernment
finances.Communitymembers,especiallythosewholive,operatebusinesses,andownproperty
adjacenttotheCorridoralsoexpressedastrongdesireforpreservingqualityoflifeinareasnear
theCorridor,andsharedspecificconcernsaboutpotentialimpactstoairquality,aestheticsand
privacy,noise,propertyvalues,traffic(especiallyatintersections),andsafety.
y Additional transportation options are needed to meet future transportation needs of the
growing region. Most community members were enthusiastic about providing transit in the
Corridor,andtheycommentedthattheCorridorwasauniqueandvaluableassetthatshouldbe
used to provide additional transportation options. Community members who opposed the No
BuildAlternativeoftencommentedthatitwouldbeacontinuationofthestatusquo,andthat
consequencesfornotproactivelytakingactiontoaddresstheregion’stransportationproblems.
The No Build Alternative would rely exclusively on freeways for regional transportation and
wouldnotprovideasolutionascongestionworsensastheregiongrowsinthefuture.
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yConsider additional uses of the Corridor instead of, or in addition to, transit.  Overall,
community members generally supported the use of the Corridor for recreational purposes in
conjunctionwithtransitservice.OthercommentsspecificallyaddressedtheuseoftheCorridor
asatransportationrouteforbicyclists.AfewcommunitymemberscommentedthattheCorridor
shouldbeusedforonlyforopenspaceandrecreationinsteadoftransportation.
y Measures that improve the efficiency of the region’s transportation system should be
implemented to alleviate congestion. Overall, community members supported the TSM
Alternativeasawaytoaddresstheregion’stransportationchallengesintheshortterm,butnot
asacomprehensivelongͲtermsolution.ManycommunitymembersopposedtheTSMAlternative
because it does not provide an alternative to the congested road and highway network.
Community members who expressed support for the TSM Alternative often commented that
improvements to existing bus service, providing pedestrian and bicycle paths, and other small
improvements to the transportation system would be most effective in combination with
providing a transit option in the Corridor, and the improvements would likely be insufficient
without a transit option. Overall, the lowͲcost solutions included in the TSM Alternative were
supportedbymanycommunitymembers.
y BRT is practical but is not the best transportation solution of the Corridor.  In general,
community members were not very enthusiastic about the BRT Alternative as a transportation
solutionintheCorridor.However,somecommunitymembersthoughtthatitsrelativelylowcost,
the speed in which it could be implemented, demonstrated success in the region, adaptability,
andthatnotransferswouldbeneededbetweenSantaAnaandLosAngelesmadeitapractical
transportation solution. Some community members commented that BRT was better than no
transportationsolutionatall,andthatitcouldserveasaninterimtransportationsolutionanda
precursor to another solution in the future. Other community members were opposed to BRT
becauseitisanoldtechnologyandwouldnotappealstronglyenoughtopeopletochooseitover
driving. In addition, many community members commented that BRT would not meet the
transportationneedsoftheCorridorbecauseitwouldhavetooperateinthealreadycongested
streetnetwork,leadingtounpredictabletraveltimesandcontributingtofurthercongestion.
yAlthoughadequate,StreetCarisnottheidealtransportationsolutionfortheCorridor.Some
community members supported the Streetcar Alternative because it would provide a quality,
lower cost transportation alternative that would serve the communities along the Corridor.
However, most community members commented that it was not worth the investment
compared to other alternatives because it has a similar overall costs and similar noise, safety,
traffic,andimpactstoadjacentpropertyasotheralternatives.TheStreetcarAlternativealsohas
a lower projected ridership, slower travel speeds than other alternatives, and it would not be
compatiblewiththeexistingMetrosystem.
yLight Rail Transit is the best investment of all the transit alternatives and would provide a
beneficialtransportationsolutionfortheregion.Communitymembersexpressedstrongsupport
for the Light Rail Transit Alternative, and many commented that it was the best out of all the
alternatives. Supporters commented that it was the best fit for the Corridor because it would






6 - 25





June29,2012

PacificElectricROW/WestSantaAnaBranchCorridor
AlternativesAnalysis

AlternativesAnalysisReport
Final

havefasterspeeds,highercapacity,andhigherprojectedridership.Theyalsocommentedthatit
would not have any transfers from Santa Ana to Los Angeles, and, therefore, is the best
alternativetoaddresstheregion’stransportationneeds.Lightrailtransitwouldalsobenefitfrom
being compatible with the existing Metro transit system because it would be adaptable and
wouldbenefitfromusingexistingfacilities.Inaddition,becauselightrailtransitisalreadyusedby
Metro,itisknowntobereliable,isaproventechnologyintheregion,andisfamiliartotransit
riders.
yThe cost of providing Low Speed Magnetic Levitation seems prohibitive, but the technology
could provide a new solution to meet future transportation needs. The Low Speed Maglev
Alternativehadsupportfromsomecommunitymembersbecauseitwouldbefaster,quieter,and
safer,andwouldcauseminortrafficimpactscomparedtootheralternatives.Somecommunity
membersbelievethat,inadditiontomeetingthecurrenttransportationneeds,theLowSpeed
Maglev Alternative is the best longͲ term solution to meet future transportation needs. Other
community members commented that it had a significantly higher overall cost that was
prohibitive, and that it would cost more to operate and maintain, and to ride. Community
members also opposed Low Speed Maglev because it would only provide a marginal benefit
comparedtootheralternatives,isanunproventechnologyintheUnitedStates,andwouldnot
be compatible with the existing Metro transportation system. Community members were also
concernedthattheLowSpeedMaglevAlternativewouldpotentiallyrequirepropertyacquisition
thatwoulddisplaceresidentswholiveadjacenttotheCorridor.
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