Appendix 1 - Part 2

FINDINGS OF NOVEMBER 10, 2001 PUBLIC HEARING

PROPOSED SERVICE CHANGES

LINE 18 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Cancel line segment east of Montebello Metrolink Station; alternative service provided by existing Montebello Bus Line 10.
Public Comment:
Seven of nine respondents opposed the cancellation citing concern for the resulting loss of a direct link to the Metro Red Line from Melrose Ave. Two suggested that if the service was cancelled, that service levels on the Line 10 parent route be preserved.

Staff Response:
Based on public input and further evaluation of passenger data, the staff recommendation supports the retention of Line 11.

LINE 56 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Cancel line; alternative adjacent service provided by existing MTA Line 55 and the Metro Blue Line.
Public Comment:
Six of nine respondents opposed the proposal; one supported the proposal.  Two suggested modifications to either the routes or schedules of other MTA services in the area. Respondents opposing the cancellation of Line 27 cited concerns about additional transfers that would result; that long established travel patterns would be disrupted; and that the span of service on the other existing lines does not match that of Line 27 during the non-peak periods and on weekends. Two contributors suggested modifications to the proposal to overcome the span of service and weekend deficiencies: one suggested rerouting Line 550 over the route of Line 27 while another suggested operating Line 316 to match the span of Line 27.

Staff Response:
Based on the public comment received and further review of passenger data, staff recommends that Line 27 be cancelled as proposed and that the Line 16-316 schedule be modified to provide additional service approximating that provided currently by Line 27 over Burton Way to Century City.

LINE 58
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Consider reducing service up to 50% by adjusting headways according to rider demand.
Public Comment:
Two of six respondents supported the proposal while four were opposed. Three cited concerns regarding forced transfers and lack of schedule coordination between the MTA and LADOT operated services. One opponent of the proposal also cited concerns about the loss of a connection to the LA County-USC Medical Center. One of the supporters also suggested modifying the south part of the route to serve the 103rd St. Blue Line Station instead of the Firestone Station currently served since land use in the vicinity of 103rd St. is superior. 

Staff Response:
Based on public input and further evaluation, the staff recommendation supports the retention of the entire Line 254.
LINE 214 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Cancel weekend service; extend Line north on weekdays to Harbor/I-105 Transitway Station.
Public Comment:
Nineteen individuals submitted comments and/or testified at the July public hearing. One respondent also submitted a petition with 136 signatures. With one exception, all respondents, including the petition signatories, were opposed to the cancellation. Some expressed the concern that no alternative service would be available while others believe that a Montebello operator would worsen service levels and spread of service, and cease acceptance of MTA fare media at some point. Others suggested that a Montebello operator would foster service “balkanization” by creating a hole in the MTA county-wide service network. One opponent believed that union jobs would be threatened either through the participation of a municipal operator or the attempt to use private providers. One contributor suggested that if Montebello provides alternative service that MTA reroute Line 262 to Atlantic Square and East Los Angeles College prior to cancellation. Several opponents requested that the route be retained and extended further south to Metro Green Line or to Alondra Blvd. where connections to Long Beach Transit could be made. One opponent suggested that a moratorium be placed on changes to MTA service in the area pending the results of the Southeast Area Restructuring Study underway. Finally, one contributor would approve the change if Montebello provided more service than is currently operated on Line 262 by the MTA.

Staff Response:
Staff recommends proceeding with the proposal to cancel Line 262. Montebello staff have committed to operating alternative service that would at least meet (if not exceed) service levels, spread, and days of service currently operated by the MTA. As well, Montebello has indicated a willingness to honor MTA passes. MTA staff will continue to negotiate this important matter with Montebello.
LINE 378 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Cancel line; alternative service provided by existing MTA local service Lines 78-79.
Public Comment:
All 12 respondents opposed the proposal citing concerns about forced transfers, incompatible schedule frequencies, and reduced span of service. Additionally, several expressed concern that MTA passes would not be accepted on an on-going basis. Others stated that some locations currently served by Line 264, such as Don Bosco Tech and the Montebello Town Center, would not be served by a Montebello alternative service, if operated. One contributor suggested that MTA study Lines 264 and 487 to rationalize their operation as opposed to ending Line 264 at an arbitrary terminus that is not an important destination for riders.

Staff Response:
Based on the public input received and additional review of data, staff recommends that this line stay intact. Staff will consult with Montebello to determine if their proposal to operate over this line could include the entire route. 

LINE 379 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Cancel line; alternate service provided by existing MTA local service Lines 78-79.
Public Comment:
Nineteen individuals submitted comments and/or testified at the July public hearing. One respondent also submitted a petition with 136 signatures. With one exception, all respondents, including the petition signatories, were opposed to the cancellation. Some expressed the concern that no alternative service would be available while others believe that a Montebello operator would worsen service levels and spread of service, and cease acceptance of MTA fare media at some point. Others suggested that a Montebello operator would foster service “balkanization” by creating a hole in the MTA county-wide service network. One opponent believed that

LINE 471 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Cancel line contingent on the identification of alternative service; or, shorten line at the Los Angeles/Orange County Line; alternate service provided by existing Orange County Transit Line 116.

Public Comment:
Nineteen individuals submitted comments and/or testified at the July public hearing. One respondent also submitted a petition with 136 signatures. With one exception, all respondents, including the petition signatories, were opposed to the cancellation. Some expressed the concern that no alternative service would be available while others believe that a Montebello operator would worsen service levels and spread of service, and cease acceptance of MTA fare media at some point. Others suggested that a Montebello operator would foster service “balkanization” by creating a hole in the MTA county-wide service network. One 

LINE 491 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 

Shorten Line to operate between El Monte Busway Station and Sierra Madre; alternate service provided by existing MTA Lines 484 & 490 and Foothill Transit Service. 

Public Comment:
Nineteen individuals submitted comments and/or testified at the July public hearing. One respondent also submitted a petition with 136 signatures. With one exception, all respondents, including the petition signatories, were opposed to the cancellation. Some expressed the concern that no alternative service would be available while others believe that a Montebello operator would worsen service levels and spread of service, and cease acceptance of MTA fare media at some point. Others suggested that a Montebello operator would foster service “balkanization” by creating a hole in the MTA county-wide service network. One opponent believed that

OTHER COMMENTS

Public Comment:
In addition to the program specific comments, other service issues were forwarded for consideration. 


Line specific issues: In the airport area, one contributor observed that night service after 9:00PM was infrequent and unreliable, particularly on Lines 40, 111, 117, and 212. A request to modify the route of Line 102 to serve both the Harbor Transitway 37th Street Station and the Vernon Metro Blue Line Station to improve access to and from Exposition Park was submitted. A respondent suggested that Line 111 night service should run at least hourly to Norwalk and Florence after midnight, 7 days a week. A suggestion was made to improve service frequencies on Line 176 and to modify the route in the Los Feliz area to connect with Line 180-181.  A request was made to extend Line 260 to connect with the Metro Green Line at the Long Beach Station.  A request to reroute Line 460 to serve the City of Bell Gardens was made, to provide city residents with access to jobs in Norwalk and Orange County. The request suggested the use of the I-710 Freeway and Florence Ave.

Staff Response:
Although these suggestions and requests for service changes are not related to the issues presented at the July 14, 2001 Public Hearing, the time and effort taken to submit these ideas and the interest in public transportation expressed by the authors is appreciated.  Accordingly, these comments will be reviewed in detail for future consideration subject to available funding and consistency with regional service planning goals and objectives.


Other issues: In addition to line specific input, other comments were submitted. As a framework for service operation by other providers, one contributor suggested that other operators interested in specific MTA services should be willing to operate the service in a manner that makes sense in a regional context, not necessarily just bits and pieces of routes.  Another contributor submitted a detailed study of opportunities to expand high speed bus service at reduced cost by investigating the use of unused and underutilized land in areas with relatively low passenger density. Service could be designed to make fewer stops and operate at higher speeds at lower cost compared to traditional local bus service making many stops. Additionally, institutional and political obstacles would probably be less severe in such situations.  Another contributor cautioned that the MTA should have criteria for the operation of service by other providers that is free from what appears to be overriding concerns linked to the expense of meeting Consent Decree mandates; that the “balkanization” of service in the County may occur without adequate criteria.

Staff Response:
The demand for public transit services in Los Angeles County , now and in the future, clearly exceeds the capabilities of any one operator. In order to maximize the return on the public’s investment in transit, it is imperative that the MTA and other transit providers work in a cooperative manner.  Toward that end, the MTA will continue to work with other operators to identify opportunities to improve service delivery.  The “balkanization” of transit is clearly not in the public interest and is not endorsed by the MTA.
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