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PREFACE

The environmental document for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Project
was re-circulated as a Revised Environmental Impact Report (Revised FEIR) pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
was processed originally in February 2002 by MTA (the CEQA lead agency). The DEIS/EIR
was circulated, and in accordance with CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act, MTA
identified the proposed Project, BRT, as the locally preferred alternative. Thereafter, MTA
abandoned its efforts to seek federal funding for the Project and the final environmental
document was identified as the FEIR and certified under CEQA only. In the FEIR, a number of
project alternatives were evaluated: No Build, Transportation Systems Management (TSM), and
three versions of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). Since the Court of Appeal found that MTA needed
to also consider the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes under CEQA, it ordered the
Superior Court to direct MTA to set aside its certification of the FEIR.

This Revised FEIR considers and analyzes three multiple-route Rapid Bus alternatives as
additional alternatives to the BRT and TSM alternatives that were evaluated by the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) in the Final EIR.

This Revised FEIR was prepared in accordance with the decision of California Court of Appeal,*
dated July 19, 2004 (Decision), which found that the Final EIR should have considered multiple
Rapid Bus routes as an additional alternative. The Decision upheld the Final EIR in connection
with numerous other challenges, including a finding that the Final EIR adequately discussed
pedestrian and traffic safety impacts, the Final EIR adequately responded to comments, there
was no need to separately evaluate a fare reduction alternative, and the Final EIR did not
improperly segment environmental consideration of a City of Los Angeles bikeway. The
particular multiple Rapid Bus routes analyzed in this Revised FEIR were identified based on
information contained in the Court of Appeal’s decision, which mentioned comment letters that
suggesting a series of three or five east-west routes. MTA evaluated the suggested routes and
found that they would constitute a reasonable backbone to the following three multiple-route
Rapid Bus alternatives (RB Alternatives) considered and analyzed in this Revised FEIR:

e Three East-West Rapid Bus Routes Alternative (RB-3)
e Five East-West Rapid Bus Routes Alternative (RB-5)
e Rapid Bus Network Alternative (RB-Network)

To consider multiple Rapid Bus routes in accord with the Court of Appeal’s decision, MTA
prepared this Revised FEIR to supplement the Final EIR’s evaluation of alternatives in
comparison to the Project. The revisions to the sections of the Final EIR are set forth in this
Revised FEIR.

!/ Citizens Organized for Smart Transit v. Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority California
Appellate Court Case No. B164434.
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Comments and Coordination

CHAPTER 9 - COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

9-1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement is an integral component of the environmental processes associated with the
proposed project. Chapter 7 documents the public involvement and community outreach efforts
conducted during the preparation and circulation of the Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR). Chapter 9 documents the public comment period conducted during the circulation
of the Revised FEIR, the comments received during that period, and the responses to those
comments.

9-1.1 Objectives

The principal objectives of the public comment period for the Revised FEIR were to:

e Allow the public, government agencies, and other local officials an opportunity to provide
written comments or otherwise exchange information regarding the Revised FEIR;

e Allow Metro staff to provide a written response to significant environmental issues
concerning the Revised FEIR that were raised by the written comments received during the
comment period; and

e Incorporate the environmental concerns of the commenters into the environmental review
process.

9-1.2 Notice of Avalilibility

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Revised FEIR was published in (list) newspapers on
October 23, 2004 and mailed to those properly requesting notice. The NOA announced that
MTA had prepared a Revised FEIR pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) to add a more extensive Alternatives Analysis section which is now called Chapter 8.
The NOA provided formal notice to the public of the opportunity to comment in writing on the
environmental information presented in the Revised FEIR. The NOA also included information
on the proposed project, alternatives, anticipated effects, and contact information.

The public comment period for the Revised FEIR commenced on October 23, 2004 and closed
on November 22, 2004. The comment period for state agencies commenced on October 25,
2004 and closed on November 24, 2004. Comments were received from individuals,
organizations, and government agencies via written correspondence.
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9-1.2.1 Written Correspondence

A total of 32 written comment letters and e-mail documents were received from 30 different
parties. The primary environmental concerns about the Revised FEIR that were raised in the
comment letters were related to: variations that were not considerably different from the RB
Alternatives, ridership, travel time, the public noticing process, environmental effects, safety,
and cost. A summary of each of these topics is provided below.

a. Alignments, Ridership, and Travel Time

Comments questioned why the particular routes identified for the three RB Alternatives were
selected. A number of these comments suggested variations such as adding a route, deleting a
route, or extending certain routes of the RB alternatives. Other comments suggested that the RB
alternatives were not routed through the demographic areas where ridership by the transit
dependent is most likely. Comments were also received questioning the validity of the travel
time savings forecast in the Revised FEIR to attract new riders. Proposed scheduling, hours of
operation, and ridership of the RB Alternatives were also commented on.

b. Public Noticing Process

Several comments addressed concern that public comments submitted in response to the original
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) were not taken into consideration by MTA. Other
comments suggested that noticing and circulation of the Revised FEIR were inadequate.

Many of these comments addressed the 30-day public circulation period of the Revised FEIR,
and claimed that no public scoping efforts with regard to the re-circulation of the document were
conducted. A number of these comments suggested that the circulation period should be longer
and that the public was not given enough time to evaluate the alternatives in the Revised FEIR.

c. Environmental Effects

Certain comments claiming potential environmental effects of the Orange Line were principally
focused on air quality, land-use, and, traffic. Many comments stated that these types of
environmental impacts would adversely affect residential neighborhoods and could not be
mitigated to the satisfaction of the community. A number of comments suggested that the
proposed project would have beneficial environmental effects insofar as traffic congestion and
aesthetics would potentially be improved.

d. Safety

Comments on potential safety impacts resultant from the Orange Line can generally be divided
into two categories: accidents and crime. New intersections created by the proposed project
were stated as being dangerous resulting in greater incidence of accidents, injuries and deaths.
An increase in criminal activity in the areas between sound walls and residential fences was also
a stated concern.
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Comments and Coordination

e. Cost

Comments claimed that there were greater costs associated with the Orange Line versus RB
Alternatives.

9-2 CIRCULATION OF THE REVISED DRAFT EIR

The Revised FEIR for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor was circulated for a
30-day public review period, as approved by the Office of Planning and Research, beginning on
October 23, 2004 and ending on November 22, 2004. A Notice of Availability was published in
the three major area newspapers on October 23, 2004. The state agency review period began on
October 25, 2004 and ended on November 24, 2004. The MTA Board will consider the
document for certification at the regularly scheduled meeting on December 13, 2004 at the Metro
Headquarters, One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles CA 90012 in the Metro Board room on the 3
floor at 9:30 am. The meeting is open to the public and will accept public testimony regarding
the Revised FEIR.

On October 22, 2004, MTA sent copies of the Revised FEIR by 2-hour courier to each of the
following libraries identified in the notice of availability: Canoga Park Branch Library, Mid-
Valley Regional Branch Library, North Hollywood (Amelia Earhart) Library, Northridge Branch
Library, Panorama City Branch Library, Sherman Oaks Branch Library, Superior Court Law
Library, Valley Plaza Library, Van Nuys Branch Library, and West Valley Regional Library.
Copies of the courier receipts are available for inspection upon request. Also that same day,
MTA hand delivered a copy of the Revised FEIR to the MTA Library. Additionally, the Revised
FEIR was made available on MTA’s web site that same day. Accordingly, the Revised FEIR
was properly circulated and made available for public review on October 22, 2004.

Based on the comments received and technical studies conducted during the Revised FEIR
phase, the MTA has concluded that the Orange Line and the TSM together continues to be the
superior alternative for the following reasons:

1. No feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed has been identified between the FEIR and Revised FEIR that would
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project.

2. The Revised FEIR presented information and data sufficient to provide the public with an
opportunity to conduct a meaningful review and comment on the RB Alternatives, and
the potential environmental impacts with regard to those alternatives.

3. The Orange Line/TSM is within the ability to fund, including capital and operational
costs, has the greatest time savings, and operates within its own right-of-way.

4. The Orange Line/TSM connects major activity centers in the San Fernando Valley.

5. Parking is provided at a number of Orange Line stations to facilitate access for park-and-
ride patrons, increase transit ridership, and decrease daily trips made by automobiles.
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6. The Orange Line supports existing land use plans, accommodates bicycle and pedestrian
paths, and provides landscaping along the Metro right-of-way.

7. The Orange Line would decrease energy consumption, reduce daily regional emissions,
cumulatively, of three out of the four criteria air pollutants, and would not indirectly
affect wildlife, wildlife dispersions corridors, or sensitive species.

9-3 REVISED FEIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The table on the following page presents a list of the written correspondence received on the
Revised FEIR. It identifies the Comment Letter Number, the page in this document that the
responses begin on, the name of the commenter, and the date on which the comment letter was
received.
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Table 9-1:. San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Comments Roster

M,

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep FEIR

Comment
Letter Page Commenting Party Date
Number

1 9-7 Mike Jones — West Hills resident Oct. 23, 2004
2 9-8 Judy Price — Valley resident Oct. 25, 2004
3 9-9 Larry W. Bradbury — Reseda resident Oct. 25, 2004
4 9-11 Lillian Silverstone - Valley Glen resident Oct. 26, 2004
5 6-16 | Alexander Friedman Oct. 29, 2004
6 9-17 Burton Roseman — Van Nuys resident Nov. 02, 2004
7 9-22 Myra Ferrente — Tarzana resident Nov. 01, 2004
8 9-24 Jayne Weaver — Woodland Hills resident Nov. 19, 2004
9 9-25 Jolene Fisher - Van Nuys resident Nov. 20, 2004
10 9-26 Jody Wittern Slater - Van Nuys resident Nov. 21, 2004
11 9-29 Richard Hilton - Valley Glen resident Nov. 21, 2004
12 9-36 Edith Rozsa - Woodland Hills resident Nov. 21, 2004
13 9-37 Leonard Miropol — Winnetka resident Nov. 21, 2004
14 9-38 John A. Henning — counsel for COST Nov. 22, 2004
15 9-53 Elle Saling - Van Nuys resident Nov. 22, 2004
16 9-59 Grant George Nov. 22, 2004
17 9-61 Jessica George Nov. 22, 2004
18 6-64 Petra Devlin - Van Nuys resident Nov. 22, 2004
19 9-66 Bryan Moscardini — County of Los Angeles employee Nov. 22, 2004
20 9-67 | Thomas A. Rubin - Consultant for COST Nov. 22, 2004
21 9-229 [ Marilyn Hencken - Valley Glen resident Nov. 22, 2004
22 9-230 | Susan L. Bok — City of Los Angeles employee Nov. 23, 2004
23 9-231 | Thomas A. Rubin - counsel for COST Nov. 23, 2004
24 9-233 | Eric G. Branche — Victory Park neighborhood resident

25 9-236 | Nancy Bennett - Woodland Hills resident Nov. 23, 2004
26 9-238 | Carl Olson - Woodland Hills resident Nov. 09, 2004
27 9-240 | Roger Christensen — Sherman Oaks resident Nov. 17, 2004
28 9-241 | Deborah Johnson — C-TRiM Nov. 19, 2004
29 9-244 | BHAin LA Nov. 24, 2004
30 9-249 | Terry Roberts — State of California employee Nov. 24, 2004
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Table 9-1: San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Comments Roster

M,

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep FEIR

Comment
Letter Page Commenting Party Date
Number
31 9-251 | Thomas A. Rubin - Consultant for COST Sept. 16, 2004
32 9-296 | Kenneth Katz — North Hollywood resident Nov. 19, 2004
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 1

From: The Jones Family [mailto:jonesmttad@sbcaglobal.net]
Sent: Saturday, October 23, 2004 9:43 PM

To: martinr@metro.net

Subject: My support for the Metro Orange Line

I live in West Hills and work in NoHo. | am very excited about and | | 1-1
support the construction of the Orange Line.

Please add my name to the Revised FEIR or tell me how I can correctly | 1.5
endorse it. |

Response to Comment Letter 1

Comment 1-1
The Jones Family’s support for the Orange Line project
is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 1-2

The public hearing on the Revised FEIR is scheduled
for Monday, December 13, 2004 beginning at 9:30 AM
at Metro Headquarters. The public is invited to attend
this public hearing, and to voice their opinions to the
Board of Directors of Metro.

Thanks,

Mike Jones
San Fernando Valley Page 9-7
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR
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Comment Letter 2

From: Judypricel127@aol.com [mailto:Judyprice1l127@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2004 7:41 PM

To: martinr@metro.net

Subject: Public comment: revised FEIR Orange Line

Dear Mr. Martin,

| am writing to express support for the Orange Line
currently under construction from Lankershim Blvd. to
Warner Center.

| am a 25 year resident of Valley Glen where the Orange Line
will pass through. In fact, it will have two stops within a mile
in our little community, at Fulton/Burbank and
Woodman/Oxnard. The biggest opponent, COST, was
founded by a neighbor of mine. | have a profound difference
of opinion with COST and believe the benefits of the Orange
Line outweigh the downside. | realize we will have to adjust
to two major intersections which will be a significant
challenge in our community as well as the density
issues surrounding a transit corridor. But, it is important
to get people out of their cars and this is an important first
step in that regard for the San Fernando Valley.

Originally, most in Valley Glen opposed the busway, but
now that it is under construction, the attitude has changed.
People want it completed and for life to go on. Many look
forward to the convenience, the landscaping and the bike
paths.

I look forward to the launch in August, 2005.

Regards,
Judy Price

2-1

2-2

2-3

Response to Comment Letter 2

Comment 2-1

Judy Price’s support for the Orange Line project is

acknowledged for the record.

Comment 2-2

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 2-3

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 2-4

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR
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Comment Letter 3

St =25 2t

-~ ; TEEsEhg  CaliF

=7 LT /J /s- D FONE_ T RAET M /,..«t-?'/_’-_.‘(::d.:.r);/-'

e Toes!

TZ DGR 7R ar "7‘/—/@-’ L CTERAISE" LWNET (gl TEE 4 3-1
REEmT Stecce=C & 75 zecsll l,/_/\ TR T DL

TEE ConoSymricfieant Cpsttr rs D At

-
N ~THRG BLE fpiNeit EveRyTH AN
— //x).,/e— pra

B VERy Geas i 3-2
Wi7H e Caes,
AR
_ AEEAY oo e ("p,f/_{.;mf é—/p\ wr 7",-9;3(4 "',r,n/,a) LT
Al Llloerdn & i ’
i d = CfJM»/Aﬁ&_’ A Al CEII=T e ==,
TR Gere o ENIG=THE CERALGSE [ e
— e -
. CF Dlor oF o, ope- T AIINIGE, T PARIT LrGr SPALEDN. 0 srdt
T CReacs o T A -
TT ety Ceswr Sy Jeore 3-3
) T ep
ks ;))' rrdd oce FET T e e =T S/ Fz.<47
E-c
/)# s ;;v’ -.-ZAL AU DF LOANIAS STBdop ) —res Acseris st pter
.
S EOXLERLY oot fog TS IO e gy T
e
TIHE A TA oo
= —sj P LDT CPT el FIRAGUA Lton EE T ERE frae —rHE
RRANSE" F Bary LA
= e =
4) = ‘_\MﬁﬂMﬂLdnﬁ'(J brad d
-t TR ,6—.-

— = B
TS A4S D S AT ATEOVE T Pt

-
T~ ,«_a—‘\.ﬁdsy T s et L
s Lo Te Lloge g Um AL /,p;;@-, ¥
o s ZF
Vu,éqrf Leaczis g~ TRAAE  (CInariesds L /"m‘-t:fém-r o
) Tt i7 BRASE ke L, I
LEF OF SR apeacysn L2y
/S VERy Gaon . = e el
¥ L) TH e S CLERAS THE CR VLR AMAETT
—

4) owrs psen —
Y e vex G T Ry AT TS AN TED T P 3-4

CESE B AT AT EE et
s Walls Way -
(;1(4-« 2 & Alesicm
e v o eor
Eur TR s/, " EEPO LIS mamder o83 0T
17 i) omif e

S B o T

Response to Comment Letter 3

Comment 3-1
Larry W. Bradbury’s support for the Orange Line
project is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 3-2
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 3-3
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 3-4

The comment is acknowledged for the record. Metro is
very concerned in maintaining a clean and graffiti free
environment at all of its facilities. Graffiti is removed
as quickly as possible.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR

Page 9-9



Responses to Comments

-
.:\---—c- T —— h‘-—mm ——— g,

- m""-, "~

e
£ ABANT Vi Rty psitct]) e YoeeTones, For. TPeniiia

Ay e
TR T aury Hetp 15 psmns, e Loy At

—“ﬁbtmrf Hezces
Hotre— B caedijpone—

AR — BB -2y > “”"'7W A«.&ayﬁ
etients )2 44/2 195 Tobers tersZBete. fere
TEEISBY ol = 33

=Emebd  SalsE
Gt 2ty Jewoiy

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR

Page 9-10



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 4

From: Lillian & John Cahman [mailto:lilandjohn@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2004 6:31 PM

To: mediarelations@mta.net

Subject: Orange Line - I am not part of the lawsuit

Dear MTA:

I have always believed that the Orange Line was ill-conceived.
However, the MTA and the entire community surrounding the future
Orange Line are suffering from a severe case of cognitive dissonance.
This occurs when a huge investment, either emotional or financial or
both, has already been made, and nobody dares say, "hey, this was not
the best idea"; too much has already been invested. A good example is
the Iraq War, but | digress. Incidentally, | spoke against the Orange
Line at a Community meeting, and will always remember that
experience as one where | was talking to myself; no one cared what
anyone said at that meeting, and the relevant parties from the MTA and
the council were absent. The decision had been made, the money
allocated, the contractors contracted, and it was, as they say, a done
deal.

| do not know what you base your study of the alternate bus
additions on, but nobody asked me or my husband, residents of Valley
Glen north of Oxnard Street and just east of Fulton. My husband uses
the MTA Red Line regularly, but he can never take the bus to and from
the station because, the bus along Oxnard Street to North Hollywood
Station runs roughly once per hour, so infrequently that it is not even
suggested on the MTA web site as a route to the

4-2

Response to Comment Letter 4

Comment 4-1
Lillian Silverstone’s concerns for the Orange Line
project are acknowledged for the record.

Comment 4-2

The commenter guestions the basis for determining the
RB Alternatives studied in the Revised FEIR. As
discussed in Responses to Comment 14-10 and 14-14,
the Court of Appeal determined that MTA must
consider the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes to
the Project. On page RS-1 of the Revised FEIR, it
explains that the Court of Appeal’s decision mentioned
comments suggesting different assemblages of
particular multiple Rapid Bus routes. MTA evaluated
the suggested three-route, five-route and COST’s
Network variations of the alternative of multiple rapid
bus routes and determined that they would provide a
basic reasonable approach. Since the three route and
five route comments only identified the routes by street
name, MTA determined the specific routing of each end
of the routes and determined the Rapid Bus stops
according to Rapid Bus spacing criteria of being
approximately one mile apart. Once defined, the three
RB Alternatives were encoded into MTA'’s
transportation demand model along with the
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) alternative
and were run to determine their performance. (Rev.
FEIR, p. 8-6-8.) The modeling results indicated that the
three RB Alternatives provided a good estimate of what
multiple Rapid Bus routes could accomplish in the
Valley. (See Rev. FIER, Table 8-6.5, p. 8-6-9 for
ridership forecasts and pp. 8-6-12 and 8-6-13 for a
comparison of the RB Alternatives cost effectiveness.)
In all, eight separate east-west routes and six separate

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR
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north-south routes were modeled to determine ridership
and cost per new rider. The three RB Alternatives were
chosen, in part to provide a spectrum of coverage across
the Valley. At the lower end of the spectrum, the
fewest routes are represented in the RB-3 Alternative,
which provides three east-west streets that terminate at
both ends at the same termini as the Orange Line. The
three east-west routes of the RB-3 Alternative are
approximately ¥2 mile apart. This spacing is desirable
since an industry accepted transit-modeling
presumption is that most riders will not walk farther
than % mile to take transit. FTA’s New Starts
guidelines for modeling use this assumption as well.
Moreover, Victory, Vanowen, and Sherman Way are
fairly large arterials (FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2)
running continuously through the Valley that have
many commercial centers, industrial centers and
community facilities that are served by these routes.
(See pages 8-4.1-3 through 8-4.1-5 of the Revised
FEIR.)

The RB-5 Alternative provides three continuous routes
through most of the Valley. The Burbank route
transfers riders on the Ventura Rapid Bus at Reseda to
complete their east-west cross valley trips. Burbank
Boulevard is a major arterial accommodating average
daily traffic up to 55,000 vehicles. (FEIR, Table 1-4, p.
1-9; Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) The
Chandler route provides service from the North
Hollywood Red Line station to VVan Nuys and would
connect with the North Hollywood High School and the
commercial center at Laurel Canyon Boulevard. (See
Page 8-4.1-11 of the Revised FEIR.) Chandler
Boulevard is a secondary arterial accommodating up to
15,000 vehicles per day. (FEIR, Table 1-4, p. 1-9;

M,

San Fernando Valley
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Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) The Oxnard
route is about a % mile from Victory and Burbank.
Although Oxnard is not continuous through the Valley,
as explained above, it was expected to capture those
riders that have to walk to the nearest route and would
service the Ulysses Grant High School, Valley College,
Laurel Plaza Shopping Center and the commercial
centers at Van Nuys and Sepulveda. (Revised FEIR,
pages 8-4.1-11 and -12.) Oxnard Street is a secondary
arterial accommodating up to 28,000 vehicles per day.
(FEIR, Table 1-4, p. 1-9; Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p.
8-3-2.)

At the other end of the spectrum, the RB Network
Alternative blankets the entire Valley with a network of
uniformly spaced and continuous routes throughout the
Valley to reach transit riders throughout the Valley and
connect with many destinations as commercial centers,
industrial centers, schools, parks, several airports
including the VVan Nuys Airport, and malls or shopping
centers. (Rev. FEIR, pp. 8-4.1-20 through 8-4.1-30.)
Devonshire Street is a major arterial that serves up to
25,000 vehicles daily. (Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p.
8-3-2.) Roscoe Boulevard is a major arterial that serves
up to 39,000 vehicles daily. (Id.) Victory Blvd. isa
major arterial through the valley that accommodates up
to 40,000 vehicles daily. (FEIR, Table 1-4, p. 1-9; Rev.
FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) In addition, all the north-
south Rapid Bus routes in the RB Network are major
arterials that serve up to 48,000 vehicles daily.

(Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) The Rapid Bus
routes for all RB Alternatives are complemented with
the TSM, which will provide feeder service to
maximize their potential. Accordingly, the RB
Alternatives studied in the Revised FEIR provide a

M,
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spectrum of Rapid Bus route combinations, and their
performance demonstrates a reasonable choice of routes
to carry riders across the Valley in the east-west
direction.

The commenter further intimates that MTA should have
consulted with her or her husband, as residents of
Valley Glen, on the selection of the specific multiple
Rapid Bus routes to analyze as an alternative. Please
see Response to Comment No. 14-10. MTA
respectfully submits that the public has already
commented on which routes should be studied in a
multiple Rapid Bus routes alternative. During the
comment period of the FEIR, MTA received three
suggested multiple Rapid Bus routes alternatives.
(FEIR pp. 7-213 and 7-216; COST’s presentation to the
MTA Board entitled, “San Fernando Valley Public
Transportation Analysis Re: DEIS/R,” dated July 19,
2001.) MTA adjusted and evaluated these suggested
alternatives, and based on the discussion above, it found
those variations of the multiple Rapid Bus routes
alternative to provide a reasonable representation of
what multiple Rapid Bus routes can accomplish in the
Valley.

San Fernando Valley Page 9-14
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Responses to Comments

station from our location! It also stops running too early for a reliable
commuting option. Don't suggest he take two buses to the station,
because he won't, and no one would who owns a car.

In sum, the Orange Line is only one line serving only one route.
How can it possibly attract more riders than a better all around bus
service - absurd! We probably will not use the Orange Line as it is too
far to walk from our house. Any thoughts we have had of using the
Orange Line, say, to go eat at a favorite restaurant in Reseda, end when
we consider walking home in the dark from Woodman and Oxnard
Streets. We will probably still drive to Reseda and back.

If anyone who is anyone is experiencing a moment of honest regret
about this silly busway, consider that the entire investment could be
recouped if the land were sold and some nice new houses were built
along the corridor.

Just an idea.

Thanks for your attention. Please forward to the appropriate party if
you are not it.

Sincerely, Lillian Silverstone, Valley Glen

4-3

4-4

4-5

Comment 4-3

The comment is acknowledged for the record.
Transferring from one bus to another can be an
inconvenience. Public transit systems are designed to
transport as many people as possible between
connection points with as little inconvenience as
possible. However, this goal is not going to be met by
all individuals that would like to use public
transportation.

Comment 4-4

The Orange Line operating plan anticipates that several
other bus lines, originating from locations such as
Chatsworth, Thousand Oaks, Warner Center and Porter
Ranch, will also use the busway. Additionally, the
Orange Line Project includes the Transportation
Systems Management alternative, which provides
enhancements to existing bus service in the Valley.
Implementation of the TSM alternative will provide for
increased bus frequencies and, over time, additional
local service to the network of buses serving the Valley.
As reflected in the analysis, the Orange Line combined
with TSM improvements clearly attracts more riders
than Rapid Bus alone. The addition of over 3,400 new
parking spaces at five park and ride lots enhances the
accessibility of this transit service.

Comment 4-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

San Fernando Valley
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Comment Letter 5

From: Alexander Friedman [mailto:alek3000@juno.com] Response to Comment Letter 5

Sent: Friday, October 29, 2004 10:22 AM

To: martinr@metro.net Comment 5-1

Subject: Metro Orange Line support Alexander Friedman’s support for the Orange Line

project is acknowledged for the record.

Hi, there.
I am totally in support for Metro Orange Line! | am against the 5.1
alternatives (i.e. Rapid Bus, etc.) that the selfish NIMBY's have
suggested. The Orange Line project has already started, and should
definitely be completed, and implemented, as planned. BRT will be
more efficient than a Rapid line. | am looking forward to the project
completion and to the ride in the new 60-foot articulated bus, flying
through the new wonderful BRT Metro Orange Line.

Once again, You have all my support!!
Thank you for all your efforts.

Yours truly,

Alexander Friedman

San Fernando Valley Page 9-16
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 6
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Response to Comment Letter 6

Comment 6-1

The commenter contends that the RB-3 Alternative
only serves the southern portion of the Valley. Feeder
service covering the northern half of the Valley is
provided by the TSM, which is considered along with
the RB-3 Alternative. The northern routes do not
appear to be a good addition to the RB-3 Alternative.
The RB Network provided routes in the northern
portion of the Valley as well and the performance of
those routes were analyzed. As explained on page 8-6-
9 of the Revised FEIR, the modeling of the northern
routes of Devonshire and Roscoe would generate
significantly fewer riders (i.e., Daily Transit Boardings
in Table 7-6.5), than the southern east-west routes in
the RB Network. If these northern routes were not
connected with north-south lines, the ridership would
be expected to be even less. Thus, although adding
additional east-west routes in the northern portion of the
Valley may generate slightly more ridership, the cost of
operating those routes would not be justified. See the
discussion of cost-effectiveness and operating
efficiencies on pages 8-6-12 through 8-6-14 in the
Revised FEIR.

Inclusion of the Vanowen route in the RB-3 Alternative
would not divide the community. The Vanowen route
would have Rapid Buses running in the existing
Vanowen Street and no substantial facilities would be
constructed that could potentially create a barrier to
residents on either side of VVanowen Street. Further, the
Vanowen route would provide transit to a number of
destinations. (See Response to Comment 4-2 for a
more specific discussion on the transit connections
along the VVanowen route.)

M,

Metro revisep
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The commenter is correct that the Ventura Blvd. Rapid
s e mEBLTLN, RESIOINTIOL Resclionl 2/ 6-2 Bus line was included as part of the transit network that
' o1V E A Con guet :«:z;«’/ was taken into account by MTA’s modeling forecasts of
i s the RB-3 Alternative’s ridership and cost effectiveness.
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Comment 6-3

pap ses sl L pawneer., BB, oy A The commenter suggests adding a Sherman Way route
e ?;L.,:: Phe CILET 3 s i N S expeaTIse to the RB Network Alternative. Sherman Way was not
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15 The Themns g wewaTIV €| proreses the premise behind it was to produce a logical
; #c‘ ; poies . on S L«'”:-:ﬂ geographic distribution of Rapid Bus routes to cover the
€ Laner congrom, Vaw W95, SEHEE ) entire Valley. Adding a Sherman Way Route would
g To@mgr (e Gl imbalance that distribution. The suggested addition of

<. - 1
s S

one additional east-west route to a nine-route
assemblage already containing three east-west routes is
a minor variation. Thus, the commenter’s suggested
variation is not considerably different from the RB
Network Alternative analyzed in the Revised FEIR.
Further, the Sherman Way route included in the RB-3
Alternative did not cause it to generate new ridership
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Transit Trips for the RB-3 Alternative is forecast to
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¢ E
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implementing his suggested variations would
significantly increase ridership while making the
modified alternative more cost effective. These
suggested variations to the RB Network are not
considerably different from the RB Network
Alternative already studied in the Revised FEIR.
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By suggesting these variations, the commenter infers
that MTA was required to fully analyze numerous slight
variations of the RB Alternatives to determine the best
or optimum configuration of a multiple-route public
transit system. However, transportation planning
agencies do not conduct numerous model run iterations
for multiple-route public transit systems to determine
the optimum mix of routes. See Response to Comment
20-6 for a discussion on the reasons why finding the
optimum mix of Rapid Bus routes is infeasible. Here,
MTA studied a reasonable range of feasible alternatives
by completing this Revised FEIR. Indeed, MTA went
beyond that requirement by studying three variations of
the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes.

See Response to Comment 4-2, for a discussion on the
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the routes that included
the Oxnard, Chandler, and Burbank routes in the RB-5
Alternative.

Comment 6-4

The commenter contends that the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT) proposed a
network of Rapid Bus routes that eventually was
adopted by COST. MTA is not aware of LADOT ever
suggesting Rapid Bus routes other than the Ventura
Blvd. Rapid Bus and the Wilshire Rapid Bus as
demonstration lines. However, in the preparation of
this Revised FEIR, LADOT has concurred with MTA’s
selection of Rapid Bus routes for the three RB
Alternatives. The Ventura Blvd. Rapid Bus has been
fully developed and is no longer a demonstration line,
but a permanent addition to MTA’s Rapid Bus system.

M,
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Comment 6-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 6-6

COST’s Network of Rapid Buses formed the elemental
base of the RB Network Alternative that was studied in
the Revised FEIR. The financial analysis contained on
pages 8-6-4 through 8-6-14 demonstrate that although
the RB Network would be cheaper to build, it would
not however be as cost effective as the Orange Line. In
Table 8-6.10 on page 8-6-13, the RB Network costs
between $59 to $74 annually per new rider, whereas the
Orange Line (Full BRT) only costs $18 to $27 a year
per new rider. Additionally, the RB Network only
attracts 1,300 new daily transit trips, whereas the
Orange Line will attract up to 6,300 new daily transit
trips. (Revised FEIR, Table 8-6.5, page 8-6-9.)
Accordingly, the evaluation of the RB Network
demonstrates that it does not perform better than the
Orange Line.

M,
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Comment Letter 7 Response to Comment Letter 7

Comment 7-1
Myra Ferrante’s support for the Orange Line project is
acknowledged for the record.

& ( Z “
& Comment 7-2
The commenter’s concern for the local environment is
7-1 acknowledged for the record.
e v
Comment 7-3
p e > 7-2 Please see Response 3-4.
L ._/_,,':.
. =, 7 7-3
” z7 P
San Fernando Valley Page 9-22
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR



Responses to Comments

_(r.'((.‘f._r-(' _/":'-';-ci/._-':f’/f-' e . Serf —/"'"" L el Fre

Alea

P /n,-‘ At / 7 -

> i 7 ot s,
/ Vi . : = P 0
Toriec Swderee) o  ceaivy FHe ofces

y a Vi
7 g

¢

.{}:‘: // // Lpten prreel _oe P /,-f 3

y A V-
ettt cp arlaretly o

A verecilil ke gne Foo S

’ o
S ceet cecelil Al sy i

e - Eoree. i, /f/ . SLrreesr © 7 —mare

et g a, . / _..\/',-'--’ - ?/ /'/""-" ' -;743- - / e / P

./
e Py = ’ ;
7 LA, b » p - o — ¢
¥ A . PHEEA g PIre, Flet £ g e 3
7 7 7 £ o
;
Ll AL oy A

Efrcn bo e o

/-: ﬂ A P ).f I_.—,'." Loy e

oo Io Frtbgale, a ¢ Clolt et v e ¢
\_..&7’ g i - R D ot
. il - A P
- e #3 J/._f/..}_ -3 it e o / sy’
7
v g e g )
Feet ddee . Yo e AF % 7k =7 e
- &

7-3

7-4

Comment 7-4
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 7-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 8

MTA SFV/NC PLANNING  Fax:213-822-5358 Nov 23 2004 14:28 P. 24

November 19, 2004

To: Roger Martin

MTA

Re: Draft of the Revised Final Environmental Impact report for the San Fernando Valley
Fast-West Corridor dated October, 2004,

Gentlemen,

| have lived in a peaceful, quiet little neighborhood in Woodland Hills sinee 1 was a
teenager and am now well into my forties. What I see is the advent of this awful busway
taking away my quality of life for absolutely no reason. Tt is. an ill conceived, poorly
planned and pathetically obvious ploy to masterplan something that no-one concerned
s been the least bit honest about. Itis shameful.

[f you believe in Karma, you will get yours.

It seems 1o me that I heard that local buses were taken off Ventura Boulevard to be used
for the Rapid Bus on that street. Are you planning (a word that should probably not be
used in connection with this project) to do the same with the Rapid Bus Alternatives
presented in the Revised FEIR? 1f so, how many of the buses now operating locally
would switch over to Rapid Buses? And, if some; or all of the buses on a local route are
used, how come the number of buses would be increased on the street as you contend? ]
Also you say elsewhere that automobile trips would be reduced with more use of a Rapid
Bus on & route. Wouldn'i that mean the traffic might go down, or at worst, stay about the
same? | don’t understand this logic at all. Please explain

I have nightmares about crossing all of the already dangerous intersections that you have
now created and think constantly about all of the people who are going to be maimed or
killed.

Please address all of the above questions 1 have asked.

”

wf
(I o—

Jayne Weaver
Woodland Hills.

8-1

8-2

8-3

8-4

Response to Comment Letter 8

Comment 8-1

The commenter’s concern for the Orange Line project
is acknowledged for the record. See response to
Comment 4-2 for discussion on MTA’s reasoning for
selecting the RB Alternatives to study in the Revised
FEIR.

Comment 8-2

As part of the analysis of these alternatives the local bus
service was not reduced on corridors where Rapid
Buses were added. The TSM Alternative expanded
local bus service over existing conditions and the Rapid
Bus alternatives were added on top of the TSM
Alternative.

Comment 8-3

The commenter is correct to note that the net change in
traffic on some streets might be a decrease or stay about
the same as a result of the decrease in auto trips
offsetting any increase in bus trips.

Comment 8-4

This comment does not address a specific
environmental impact of the project alternatives, but it
is acknowledged for the record.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
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Comment Letter 9

MTA SFV/NC PLANNING Fax:213-922-6358 Nov 23 2004 14:23

Jolene Fisher
6301 Blucher Ave
Van Nuys, CA 91411

20 November 2004

Dear Mr. Roger L. Martin:

1am a resident of Van Nuys, and want to voice my concems and questions regarding the
new Final Envirenmental lmpact Report (FEIR) for the San Fernando Valley East-West
Transit Comidor.

I would like to know why in Tables 8-4.3-4 and 8-4.3-5, MTA only choose persons under
16 and persons over 64 as charactenistics for the Rapid Bus stop influence areas of Rapid
Bus-3 alternative? Are they the demographics that ride the bus? Are these the same
demographics that are going to be riding on the new Orange line bus way? Does this
mean that people between 16 years of age and 64 years of age do not ride the buses?

9-1

Response to Comment Letter 9

Comment 9-1

As stated on page 8-4.3-11 of the Revised EIR, "RB
stop influence area is defined as the area encompassed
by a 0.5-mile radius around a stop. It represents the
largest probable pedestrian capture area for a RB
stop". On page 8-4.3-12 of the Revised FEIR, it is
noted that the numbers used to describe transit
dependency as, "(a) the population unlikely to drive
(those under 16 and over 64 years of age) and (b) the
number of workers using public transportation. The
tables list the percentage of people under 16 and those
over 64 given that people in these age groups are less
likely to drive their own vehicles and are thus more
likely to be transit dependent.” These are the
demographics that are expected to utilize the Rapid Bus
system most frequently; therefore, they are used to
define the majority. However, they are not the only
people who utilize the Rapid Bus system.

Thank-yon,
J;}é"( B Table 8-4.3-3 in the Revised FEIR lists commonly used
/ W transit indicators near bus stops. These transit
: indicators are industry standards used in transit
modeling.
San Fernando Valley Page 9-25
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Comment Letter 10

From: JRWJGS@aol.com [mailto:JRWIGS@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 21, 2004 6:44 PM

To: martinr@MTA.NET

Subject: Revised FEIR

Mr. Roger L. Martin
Project Manager
SF Valley/No. County Area team

MTA
One Gateway Plaza
LA, CA 90012
Dear Roger:
| was fortunate enough to have a neighbor share their copy of 10-1
the revised EIR with me. | was not aware that the revised EIR
had already been made available to the public. How was that
fact that arevised EIR had been completed communicated
to the public? And why wasn't it available at public
libraries?
| spent the better part of the weekend reviewing this document
and have some questions.
10-2

1. On page 8-1-5 in Table 8-1-1, the figures used in the analysis
of the Population along the SF Valley E-W Transit Corridor
figures seem odd to me. The population along this corridor in
1994 was estimated to be 204,000. Six years later it is
estimated to have grown by less than 5% to 214,000. This
would equate to 1,666 new residents per year. Your estimate for
the population in 2020 is 268,000, or a 25% increase from

Response to Comment Letter 10

Comment 10-1

See response to Comment 14-6 for a discussion on how
MTA communicated the availability of the Revised
FEIR to the public and how the Revised FEIR was
delivered to the various libraries described in the notice
of availability. In addition, please see Response 24-2.

Comment 10-2

The data in Table 8-1-1: Population and Employment is
taken from the 1998 Regional Transportation Plan,
Southern California Associations of Governments
(SCAGQG), April 1998. SCAG is the regional planning
agency that is responsible for long-term population
growth forecasting for the San Fernando Valley.

SCAG population projections were used in Table 8-1-1
because they are the recognized authority in this
planning area. All corridor studies in the San Fernando
Valley study area comprise the area within one-half
mile on each side of the corridor.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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2000. This would equate to 2,700 more residents per year
which is almost DOUBLE the annual growth of the last 6 years.
WHERE would these additional residents be living?
Between Sepulveda and White Oak, there is NO residential
housing opportunities as the southside of the proposed busway
runs along commercial property between Sepulveda and the 405
and the Sepulveda Dam Recreation Area is adjacent to the
proposed busway between the 405 and Balboa. The area south
of the proposed busway between the recreation area and White
Oak is also non-residential. My question is How did your study
come up with a 25% increase in residents along the East-
West busway? Wouldn't it make more sense to put the buses
along routes where people actually live now and will live in the
future instead of placing them along parks and commercial
property that do little if any retail business or provide few
employment opportunities?

My second question concerns PRS-39 on Air Quality. The FEIR
chart states that in order to mitigate any environmental impact to
the residents adjacent to the Sepulveda Park and Ride that AQ-
C1, C2, C3, C4, C5, C6, C7, C8, C9, C10 would need to be
enforced. The neighborhood in question has gone on record
with the MTA, AQMD and the EPA that none of these measures
were consistently enforced by the contractor, SOJV, during the
construction phase prior to the requirement of a new EIR. My
guestion is what is the plan to enforce those measures
now? What will be the cost to this project to hire full time
inspectors to ensure that AQ-C1 through AQ-C10 are
enforced 24 hours a day, seven days a week? That figure
needs to be included in the cost. SOJV has consistently
operated in bad faith with the community adjacent to the
Sepulveda Parking structure and continues to break AQMD rules
during this period between EIRs and no one is doing anything
about fining them or bothering to enforce these measures.

10-2

10-3

Comment 10-3

The air quality mitigation measures listed in the FEIR
have been made binding upon the construction
contractor through its construction contract with the
MTA. MTA monitors the construction contractor’s
adherence with these mitigation measures under MTA’s
mitigation measure monitoring plan. It is true that a
number of times the contractor was found not to be
employing these mitigation measures. To remedy this
failure, MTA has stepped up monitoring of these
mitigation measures and has received further assurances
from the construction contractor that the mitigation
measures in the FEIR would be fully implemented.

The comment relates to existing construction impacts
relating to the Orange Line Project. Implementation of
the Rapid Bus alternatives would not cause the same
level of construction impacts, because, as stated in the
RFEIR, construction for the RB stops would be
minimal.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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Lastly, on page RS-43, | question the travel time savings of 10-4 Comment 10-4
439,000 hours that BRT will provide. How did the committee The annual travel time savings of 439,000 hours for the
who created this report arrive at that figure? Does that BRT Alternative was derived by applying annualized

include the increased traffic of 1400 cars per day traveling
on Sepulveda to reach the parking structure on Sepulveda
at Erwin? Was the impact of the new east-west crossings
created by this new busway considered in calculating the

factors to daily auto travel time savings and daily transit
time savings as calculated according to a standard
procedure set by FTA. This procedure computes

increased traffic time impact on all the north-south vectors “composite mobility” of all travel modes for all trip

that will occur because of the added stops on those major interchanges for an alternative and a baseline (such as

streets? No Build or TSM). The impacts of the cars traveling to
the Sepulveda parking structure and at each of the at-

| believe that the questions raised above, require further study grade crossings of the busway were quantified through

and investigation to assure that the figures used in the amended intersection level of service analysis in Chapter 3,

EIR.acl'curatilr)]/trﬁﬂ?c;[ thetcurrent Pet'eds of v;lle)f/ trﬁ'gdents and Transportation Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

are in line wi e future transportation needs of this area. Measures, of the Final EIR.

Sincerely,

Jody Wittern Slater
6331 Langdon Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91411
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Comment Letter 11

MTA SFYW/NC PLANNIND Fax:213-822-6358 How 23 2004 14:22 P03

November 21, 2004

Mr. Roger Martin
MTA

One Gateway Plaza
Mail Stop: 99-29-9
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Martin:

Regarding the Draft Revised Final Environmental Impact Report, San Fernando Valley East-
West Transit Corridor, October 2004, 1 am writing this letter as a protest not only of the
decision to choose the BRT alternative in the first place, but also to claim that the latest
court-ordered FEIR is totally inadequate.

1. Ridership: The BRT was obviously never intended to be a comprehensive mass transit
solution for the San Fernando Valley because: it does not reach many transit-dependent
riders; as a single route, it is not “comprehensive”; and, the cornder is not justified by
population density and/or demographic ridership potential, It is, therefore, unpecessary
and too costly. What is the goal of the MTA? To create new mass transit riders or serve
the mass transit nders who are transit-dependent? If it is both, then why isn’t the Ramd
Bus network the Preferred Alternative. By the MTA's own assessment in the Revised
FEIR, the Rapid Bus Alternatives “result in increased transit mode share, increased
transit ridership and decreased daily vehicle trips” and “the Rapid Bus alternatives would
improve transit services for low- to moderate-income populations.” The BRT to the
contrary is categorized in the FEIR (2/002) as “Overall, study area residents are less
likely to be transit dependent than residents of the City of Los Anpeles as a whole.”
Yau've but to ook at the Valley demographics to know that is true. Only two questions
determine the efficacy of a mass transit system: (1) is it meeting the needs of the transit
dependent, and (if) is it’s convenience and time-saving capabilitics going to create new
riders. As for the BRT, the answers are no. It is documented that people will not walk
more than % mile to use mass transit. The Rapid Bus alternatives would be accessible to
more people (especially, the transit-dependent — what should be the MTA's first priority)
and, therefore, more people would use it. The skewed statistics of the Revised FEIR are
& shambles on this issue, With these facts, please explain how the BRT could possibly
elicit more new riders than a nine-route, on-street eltemative? The Rapid Bus network
will also take people to east/west and north/south locations — places where they live,
wark and play, not just one end of the Valley or the other. Also, please explain Table §
6.5 “Ridership.” If Victory Boulevard shows 18,700 boardings in the RB-Network
Alternative and the BRT shows 18,700 boardings in the Upper-Bound Estimate, why
does the RB-Nerwork only generate 10,300 new daily transit trips over No Build when
the BRT generates 13,000 new daily transit trips over No Build?

. Safety: The BRT is unsafe as it creates new intersections where there are none now.
Left and, more importantly, right turns will be dangerous for motorists not expecting bus
traffic. Two intersections will have diagonal bus traffic surprising drivers in many
directions. The on-street Rapid Bus network will have none of these problems. Why

=]

I

111

11-2

11-3

Response to Comment Letter 11

Comment 11-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 11-2

MTA considers both the benefits of attracting new riders
to transit, as well as improving service to existing transit
riders. The ability to attract new riders is based on a
number of factors including demographics, the relative
attractiveness of the proposed service, and the extent to
which the market is already being served. In the case of
rapid bus on streets with existing local routes, the
introduction of rapid bus will allow many existing transit
riders to shift, improving their travel times; yet the
attraction of new riders may not be as significant as a
route which is introduced where there is no current bus
service.

Table 8-6.5 in the Revised FEIR expresses ridership
both in terms of boardings (how many people get on
and off the bus route(s)) and new daily transit trips
(how many more end-to-end transit trips are made). A
route may have greater boardings than another route yet
generate fewer new end-to-end transit trips if riders are
simply shifting from one bus route to another.

A detailed discussion on how MTA’s transportation
model determines ridership is contained in the “Service
and Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,” prepared
by Parson Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August
2002. A copy of this report is available for review in
the MTA library. Moreover, MTA does not question
the model’s results, because it has been shown to be
sufficiently accurate through validation exercises. See
also responses to Comment 20-33 and 20-255.
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WTA SFY/HC PLANNING Fax:213-922-6358 Nov 23 2004 14:23 P.04

‘have safety problems on the only parallel project in Miami-Dade County, Florida not
been discussed at length? Crashes were often and severe enough 1o force the system to
nd itself of signal priority (obviously, an important part of making transit “rapid™).
Signal priority it still not an option there today.

3. Congestion: With new intersections being created (not a problem with the Rapid Bus

alternative), greater congestion is a must. | have observed the already busy intersections
at Burbank/Fulton and Woodman/Oxnard during construction. 1f 2 mass of rapid buses
get going diagonally through those intersections at peak hours, there will be even more
back-up. For these reasons, why does the MTA constantly refer to the BRT as “uaffic-
free™? 1f the BRT is constructed, all drivers in the San Femando Valley will be
negatively impacted. Secondly, isn’t it true that traffic will get more congested on the
north-south streets as well as on the east-west streets (i.¢, that is if the assumption is
correct that more congestion is inevitable). Thus, what wall happen to the BRT as it gets
less and less signal priority from LADOT? After all, LADOT has to keep the traffic
flowing on the north-south streets as well. Won't that signal priority go down on the
BRT, thus making the bus operations on it “less reliable?”

. Cost: The BRT (a single bus line) is more costly than a network which reaches more
people. The starting figure of $330 million, has already been exceeded and we will
probably be looking at something closer to the $400 million mark (this does not include
the initial purchase price of the right-of-way). A Rapid Bus network would cost, at most,
% that, By the end of the project, with assured cost overruns, how many promised
mitigations will be dispensed with? The bike paths? Walkways? Landscaping? Some
community members think these ideas justify the crime, danger and $330 million price
tag alone. What are the “legal limitations imposed upon the use of capital funds that have
been identified for the construction of the Project” that prohibits the use of these funds
for operating expenses on the Rapid Bus routes?

5. Crime: At down times, 12:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m., the BRT is available for drag racing,

and other criminal activities as it is left open for public consumption. Also, at some
points along the route, sound walls will create a “crime alley™ between the walls and the
adjacent property lines. How many miles of sound wall graffiti will need to be tended to
on a regular basis? Who will be patrolling these areas at what cost to the taxpayers? A
Rapid Bus network would not have these problems,

. Time Factor: The MTA originally promised an under 30-commute from Warner Center
to Morth Hollywood. That was never possible and was upgraded to 40-minutes. [ have

recently driven this route during moming rush hour, going the speed limit (which no one

does) and taking the Victory to Lankershim route. 1 made it in 26 minutes. No bus
alternative can perform faster with 14 mandatory stops. The best case scenario would be
that the on-street Rapid Bus network could come close if it had signal priority. For safety
reasons, the BRT will not have signal priority, rendering it impotent. Commuters will not
take a bus unless it is faster and easier than driving themselves. Because of the single-
corridor concept and a lack of parking along the route, many commuters will have 1o find
some way to even get to the BRT. Where are the statistics on how many commuters (or
transit-dependent for that matter) will take what other form of transportation to get to the
BRT and how much time that will add to their commute? The BRT will not be faster and
unless you live right next to a stop and you are going one end or the other (Wamer Center
or N. Hollywoaod), not easier. The time factor has always been an MTA publicity device,
both in the original EIR and the newly “Revised FEIR". I want to discuss one of the
most important parts of the Court of Appeal decision, erigin-to-destination travel time, |

11-3

11-4

11-5

11-6

11-7

Comment 11-3

The commenter’s concerns for traffic safety are
acknowledged for the record. Turns across the BRT
will be controlled by turn signals to provide a clear
right of way indication to turning drivers. At many
intersections on the Rapid Bus networks, turns at
intersections through which buses travel will be
permissive (not controlled by a turn signal) and drivers
will have to determine when they feel it is safe to turn.
Comments related to the Miami-Dade County, Florida
busway have previously been addressed in the 2002
FEIR (See Response to Comment C9-66), but are
acknowledged here for the record.

The design of the BRT project has taken these concerns
into consideration by providing positive controls,
including dedicated turn lanes and turn signals as part
of the project design. All left turns across the BRT will
be protected, meaning they will be controlled by green
left turn arrows (which include green, yellow and red
cycles) to provide a clear right of way indication to
turning drivers. MTA and its consultants, working
closely with LADOT, have taken every precaution to
design the Orange Line in as safe a manner as members
of the traffic engineering and civil engineering
professions know how to do.

The “South Miami-Dade Busway Safety Study”
prepared by DMJM Harris and F.R. Aleman dated
August 13, 2001 (“Miami Study”) noted that the vast
majority of accidents on the Miami busway occurred at
“isolated” intersections, where the average accident rate
was seven times higher. (Miami Study, p. 23.) A copy
of the Miami Study is available for review upon
request. A principal problem with the “isolated”
intersections was that they were admittedly
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“inconspicuous in nature” and motorists may
“unintentionally disregard the traffic control devices.”
(Id. at p. 24.) The probable casual factors included the
“inconspicuous” nature of the isolated intersections and
the poor visibility of the traffic controls. (1d.)

Accordingly, the principal measures recommended to
improve the visibility of the isolated intersections on
the Miami busway were to: (1) install post mounted
signals (Miami used signals strung across the street)
(Id. at p. 41); (2) install backplates on the signal heads
(a standard requirement for LADOT, but not standard
in Florida because of high winds) (Id. at pp. 34-35);
and (3) install raised curbs on the corners of the
intersections to “improve the conspicuity of the isolated
intersections.” (Id. at p. 44.)

Post mounted signals and backplates for traffic signals
are standard LADOT requirements, and will be
installed as part of the Project. (Draft EIR, pp. 3-27, 3-
42, 4-264 to 4-266, 4-269; Final EIR, pp. 2-41 to 2-45,
3-44 to 3-45, 4-282 to 4-285, 7-142 (LADOT Standards
to be followed).) Moreover, all BRT intersections will
be improved with curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and painted
stop bars. (Draft EIR, pp. 3-29 to 3-35; Final EIR, Vol.
I11, Preliminary Engineering Plan and Profile Drawings,
Sheets 1 to 17 (intersection improvements depicted);
Draft EIR, p. 2-36; Final EIR, p. 2-41 (stop bars).)

Further, additional safety measures have been
incorporated into the BRT, which are not present at the
isolated intersections on the Miami busway. These
include street painting to designate the busway, active
“No Right Turn” signs, and signals to warn cross-
traffic. (FEIR, p. 7-157.)

M,
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The Final EIR compared the BRT intersections to the
better performing coordinated intersections in the
Miami study, and roughly converted the accident
statistic for these intersections, of 0.061 accidents per
million vehicles to one in 20 million. (Miami Study, p.
23; FEIR, p. 7-156.)

Because the BRT intersections have been designed to
make them prominent, rather than inconspicuous, the
BRT intersections were properly compared to the better
performing, “coordinated” intersections in the Miami
Study. (FEIR, p. 7-156.)

The Miami Study states, as one of the probable causal
factors, “The isolated busway intersections are
inconspicuous in nature and this could be a contributing
cause as motorists may unintentionally disregard traffic
control devices installed at the intersections.” (Miami
Study, p. iii, and p. 24.) Thus, it can reasonably be
inferred that the BRT’s visible traffic signals and well-
designed and conspicuous intersections are better
compared to the coordinated intersections in the Miami
Study.

In addition, none of the BRT intersections are planned

to be signaled “independently” as was the case with the
isolated intersections on the Miami busway. (Compare
Miami Study, p. i (“Isolated Busway Intersections™) to

FEIR, pp. 2-41, 2-45.)

Additionally, the BRT’s intersections are not more
complex than the Miami busway’s. Nearly every
intersection of the Miami busway is at an oblique angle
to the cross streets. (Miami Study, p. 2.) Yet, most of
the BRT’s intersections will be at a 90-degree angle,

M,
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much like standard street intersections. (Draft EIR,
Vol. 2, Sheets 25 to 54.)

Accordingly, the Orange Line (BRT) intersections will
be as safe as normal city-street intersections.

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, Miami Dade
reports that it will initiate signal single priority on the
Miami-Dade busway in mid 2005. (Telephone
interview with Miami-Dade’s Project Manager, Isabel
Pedron, on December 2, 2004.)

Comment 11-4

The BRT is referred to as “traffic-free” only in the
sense that the buses on the BRT will be traveling in
dedicated bus lanes, rather than in mixed flow with
other vehicles as do buses on city streets. The FEIR
quantifies the effects of increased traffic on the north-
south and east-west streets and at intersections adjacent
to the busway in Chapter 3, Transportation Setting,
Impacts and Mitigation. The potential reduction in
transit signal priority was addressed in the 2002 FEIR
by assessing the BRT with an upper limit 40.0 minute
travel time, assuming a low level of priority.

Comment 11-5

No mitigations or betterments identified in the Final
EIR will be eliminated from the BRT Project Funding
for the project consists of Proposition 25%,
Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), and
State Regional Improvement Program (RIP) funds.
Each of these funding sources are only eligible for
certain expenditures. Please refer to Ordinance 49 -
Prop C as Amended by the Reform and Accountability

M,
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MTA SFY/NC PLANNING Fax:213-922-6358 Hov 23 2004 14:23 P.05

have read the entire Revised FEIR and found only one discussion of this subject, i.e., on
page B-6-11, Section . Travel Time Savings. Again, where is the supporting data to be
found for your conclusions? And, why did you compare the Rapid Bus Alternatives to
the Full BRT Lower-Bound Estimate? The Lower-Bound BRT assumes travel time of

28 8 minutes. You know that this travel time has never been, and will never be, a
possibility. It is physically impossible for the Busway to ever achieve that travel time
even if LADOT decides to give the Busway full signal priority at every intersection for
every bus. In addition, given the fact that this was a most important point for the Court of
Appeal, why is discussion of this issue is given only half a page in this very long
document?

This court-mandated “Revised FEIR” is not accurate nor was it done with diligence. The MTA
was committed to choosing the BRT at the outset, created the first EIR to fit their desires and
then voted for its approval, The MTA said it was committed to following through with the BRT
when a lawsuit was first filed. The MTA said it was committed to the BRT when it was told to
study another alternative and to halt construction. The MTA has been committed to building the
BRT even though it has no certified ETR. The MTA does not care that the details of this project
do not support what should be their mandate — a comprehensive, cost-effective mass transit
solution for all the people of the San Femnando Valley.

St;_‘-\ﬂ':f’.- — 2 ra .
PPYAL:

e

Richard Hilton
Valley Glen, California

11-7

11-8

Act of 1998. TCRP usage is specifies by State
legislature and RIP funds, which can only be for capital
use is allocated by the California Transportation
Commission (CTC).

Comment 11-6

The Los Angeles Police Department is responsible for
monitoring criminal activity and apprehending
criminals along the BRT Corridor as well as throughout
all City of Los Angeles portions of the San Fernando
Valley. The MTA is installing security fencing at all
locations along the BRT Corridor to ensure access to
the areas between the soundwalls and property lines is
protected. The soundwalls will be coated with a graffiti
proof surface. In addition, vines will be planted on both
sides of the soundwalls, which will also act as graffiti
deterrent.

Comment 11-7

Information regarding the number of BRT commuters
that either use their automobile versus transit/walk/
other was provided in the Final EIR (February 2002) in
Table 3-10. For purposes of environmental analysis
this information was reported to understand potential
traffic impacts related to users driving their automobiles
to stations.

In terms of end-to-end travel times, the transportation
demand model does account for the time taken on each
leg of a trip (whether another bus route, automobile
access, or walk/bike/other) in the traveler’s decision-
making process. However, there is no readily available
procedure to summarize the average time spent on other
modes for BRT users. The transportation demand
model is not set up to output this information
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automatically; a specialized program would have to be
developed. Even if such an exercise were embarked on
for routes using the busway, it would not have value
unless compared to equivalent information for other
alternatives. While such an exercise would provide
information of interest, it would not be needed in
identifying and addressing environmental impacts,
which is the focus of an environmental document.

For the full BRT (upper bound estimate), annual
savings compared to No Build are estimated at 291,000
hours. Annual savings compared to TSM are estimated
at 10,000 hours. In terms of travel time savings, see
response to comment 10-4.

Comment 11-8

The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 12 Response to Comment Letter 12

NTA SFV/NC PLANNING Fax:213-922-6358 Nov 23 2004 14:28 P.23

Comment 12-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

November 21, 2004 Comment 12'2
Please refer to Response 11-6 for information on safety
ToMTA and crime.

Atin: Roger Martin

Re: Busway behind my house
12-1
I came to U.S. from Hungary 40 years ago to get away from persccution and horrible
conditions. I love the USA and have had a good life bere, mised my children here, lost
my hushands here, and cherish the safety and freedoms that many Americans take for
granted. I know different.

1 am much concered about this busway going behind my house. | am pow in my 70°s,
not in great health and &m very frightened about what is to come of this. 12-2
Your document does not see any problem with neighborhood security for the Rapid Bus
Alternatives. But what about the busway? The quote 1 found was “An adverse
significant impact under CEQA 1o 2 neighborhood’s security could occur if the physical
proximity of the alignment, or transit stops, to a residential neighborhood would provide
substantially enb 1 access to the neighborhood by people whose objective is to
engage in crimes against persons or property, and also if there is opportunity to exercise
that objective.” What are you planning to do about these “crime alleys™ that your design
has created? These are the areas between the sound walls and my property. Do you
honestly think that putting up a high fense (where criminals cannot be observed by
amyone because walls block it from view, putting in some ground cover and a few trees
(which they could probably climb to get inio your property) so making it more mm.
And what about the public safety late at night when tecnage drag racers use it for their
fim and games. What are you planning 1o do to prevent this criminal things?

ld.onotwunlwspmdl}mI'cwycmlhsvuleft‘\nfewrurmylifclum.lseefﬂﬁsk

Gt

Woodland Hills
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Comment Letter 13

MTA SFV/NC PLANNING Fax:213-922-6358 Nov 23 2004 14:28 P.25

Re: Draft Revised Final Environmental Impact Report

Volume 4- Chapter 8 — San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor

October 2004

Atm: Roger L. Martin — Project Manager, San Femnando Valley/North County Area
Team, MTA

November 21, 2004
Fia: Revised Environmental impact Report for San Femando Valley Busway
Dear Sirs:

L of the ecedentad process that the Metropoltan Transit Authority has gone through in regard to
|:|:?.:‘ujw. n:ﬁm, according to the California Govemmant Code, no longer has immunity from
Eabilfty for accidents, injuries, or desths that will occur as a result of the Busway baing constructed. This, of
Courss, would mean ive: and 4 p MMthNmaﬂwmm
criminal g for the of the Board, of the Transit Authority, including bus drivers,
‘and any ofher entities involved in the project’s construction and operation.

As know, public officials ane immuna from any bty for the defects of public works projects. I not,
lrur:.nvpmdlaim«ﬁonmmpartu!publ:mnphwmnwmkxwunhrwennnmm
reasons could be fitiguted, thus chiling any projects for the generi good being underaken at all. However,
under cartain crcumstances showing a lack of rensonable judgement, this immunity is no longer in effect,
and officials may be rightly punished for their negligent or uninformed actions.

legal, £ its
This. , unglensant circumstance fits the present case of the San Femando Valey Busway and
progenitor, the Metropolitan Transit Authority. In short, and by no means |l_rllheam||ealq|mm.lhe
Transit Authority was wamed about safety neasons during tha original hearing process and r:h[na o

subsequent hearings In court,

waS d, including the experk of the Miami
aw_mmmeamstWMammenwbc

operated

L ) L sirated in fact and
rm1mmnyummmw:anmwmrmmmmum\
theory that this Buseay would be an unscceptable, harardous project to proceed upon, Furthermors, after
appeoval and cartification were revoked, the ' blusway was
S

of the o8
powers that were negligent ol best.

= Far e
i rvammerous individuals of tha public can predicate this imminent fissco based on raadily avallat
infarmmation, then it can only be negligencs or mimeonduct of the Authority that places them in the dark.

i # the way for a just prosecution of those
Thus, rightly-go, will the immumnity for lability be removed, paving
Ijj disreputable and wasteful project.

truly,

of ="
8520 Aenue
Winnetka, Calfornia 81306
(818) 887-9158

13-1

13-2

13-3

Response to Comment Letter 13

Comment 13-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 13-2

The commenter’s concerns for traffic safety are
acknowledged for the record. The design of the BRT
project has taken these concerns into consideration by
providing positive controls (turn signals and dedicated
turn lanes) as part of the project design. Please see
response to comment 11-3. In addition, accidents that
may occur at busway intersections during construction
would not reflect the traffic safety of the intersections
once the busway is operational. During construction,
busway intersections would operate under temporary
worksite traffic control plans approved by the City of
Los Angeles Department of Transportation. However,
these temporary circumstances would not reflect those
of the final signal, striping, signage and other
configuration of the busway.

Comment 13-3
The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 14

WTA SFV/NC PLANNING  Fax:213-922-5358 Nov 23 2004

John A. Henning, Jr.
ATIORNEY AT LAW

November 22, 2004

VIA MESSENGER

;:ro]?;g‘:{raka:::r:u;n Fernando Valley/North County Area Team
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

One Gateway Plaza

Mail Stop: 99-22-9

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Re:  Comments on Draf i
Valley East-West Transit € orridor

Dear Mr. Martin:

As counsel for Citizens Organized for Smart Transit (“COST™), 1
comments on the Draft Revised Final Ervironmenta
West Transit Corridor (“DRFEIR )

1. Improper 30-Day Public
comment period for the T
“responsible” agency (i.e., rende
submittal to the State Clearingho

itself has identified at least two
Quality Control Board — that wi
(DRFEIR at p. RS-50.) (See Cal
Permit Assistance (1996) (defining state
may only be reduced by the State Clearin
which must be set forth in a written reque:
MTA Board, along with 10 copies o

: comment period set out in the D!
:?l:‘)ta‘ifdnltﬂ Srf:tcmb:} 23, 2004 (DRFEIR, p.1-3, fn. 2.)
this email met any of the foregoing requiremer

that OPR’s email was dated a full mor

125 Norih Swestzer Avenue Los Angsles, CA 90048 Phone 323 &5

Comment Period. COST objects to 1 7
DRFEIR. A project for which a state agency is a _
ring & subsequent discretionary dccl_smnj, requires
use and a 45-day public review period. L(i’}’u]l;;{;;.m
a); CEC 1delines sec. 15105(c), 15205(d).) Here, the

hasrbod 110‘-?1'_-!)- ey Gu“-jiﬂti‘?gmit:s)-l-OCaluans and L'Ew Regional Water
11 make discretionary decisions relating to lll! project.
California Permit Handbook, Sacramento Office nF_

ible ngencies).) This 45-day peried
e,'h;use. under “exceptional circu.-.ms_umocs._
<t from the decisionmaking body, i.c., the
fthe draft EIR. Here, the only support for the 30-
RFEIR is an “Office of Planning and Rescarch

s, and, in particular, it appears highly

btful i " i /ith the request, given
@ f the DRFEIR could have been included with :
- b o nth before the publication of the DRFEIR.

12:00 P01

ft Rgvised Final Environmental Impact Report / San Fernando

submit the following

I Impact Report / San Fernando Valley East-

14-1

he 30-day public

There is no evidence that

Fax 323 655-6109

Jhenning @ planninglawgroup.com

Response to Comment Letter 14

Comment 14-1

The commenter contends that MTA utilized an
improper public comment period of 30 days. As the
Revised FEIR explained on page 1-3, MTA received the
Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit’s (State Clearinghouse) approval of a
30-day comment period. The approval was by the State
Clearinghouse was given in response to a request by an
MTA staff member for a 30-day comment period. The
State Clearinghouse approved MTA’s request by e-mail
dated September 23, 2004. On October 22, 2004, MTA
sent the Notice of Availability and 16 copies of the
Revised FEIR to the State Clearinghouse. By letter
dated October 27, 2004, the State Clearing house
confirmed its approval of the 30-day comment period
and noted that MTA’s request was consistent with the
State Clearinghouse’s written guidelines and Public
Resources Code Section 21091. A citation to this letter
from the State Clearinghouse has been added to the
Revised FEIR at page 1-3. Accordingly, MTA
appropriately specified a 30-day comment period for
the Revised FEIR.

San Fernando Valley
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MTA SFV/NC PLANNING Fax:213-922-6358 Nov 23 2004 12:00 P.02

Mr. Martin
November 22, 2004

Page 2

A

. Unfaimess of Abbrevigied Comment Period to COST and the Public. In addition to

the fact that this abbreviated comment period violates the letter of CEQA, it is also
unfair to COST and other members of the public in light of the sheer scope and
significance of this project, and the intense public interest in this project as illustrated
by the hundreds of comments received on the original EIR. In particular, the brevity
of the comment period has effectively foreclosed COST from adequately commenting
on the DRFEIR in time for the deadline. A member of COST, Thomas Rubin, who is
commenting separately, has had serious difficulty obtaining the data underlying
various analyses in the report, notwithstanding répeated requests to MTA officials
beginning as early as October 28, 2004. Mr. Rubin has identified these requests and
the various responses of MTA officials in his separate comment letter of today’s date.

- Request fior 135-Day Extension of Comment Period  For the reasons stated abaove,

COST requests an extension of the public comment period for at least 15 days, or
until December 7, 2004. (See CEQA Guidelines sec. 15207.) In the event the

© period is not 1, we request that MTA, at minimum, agree in writing
to accept and respond to additional comments from Mr. Rubin, this office, and other
representatives of COST that may be filed through December 7, 2004, (In making
this request for an extension, COST does not waive its objections below concerning
MTA’s failure to make the EIR available to the public on the commencement of the
comment period, and to provide proper notice to members of the public who had
previously commented — failures which we deem to render the public review process
inadequate under CEQA.)

. Failure o Provide Notice of Recirculation to Commentors. MTA apparently means

for the Draft Revised FEIR to constitute a “recirculated™ EIR pursuant to Pub. Res
Code sec. 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines sec. 15088.5. For example, in the notice of
recirculation, MTA stated that “Pursuant to Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), Metro
asks that reviewers limit their comments to the Revised FEIR." This provision of the
Guidelines is designed for lated EIRs only. Its use here by MTA is manifestly
intended to foreclose comment on the onginal Final EIR for the busway project,
something to which COST objects elsewhere herein. Yet MTA, while contending this
is a “recirculated” EIR, has failed to comply with the requirement in Guidelines sec.
15088.5(f)(3) that “As part of providing notice of reci ion . . . the lead agency
shall send a notice of recirculation to every agency, person or organization that
commented on the prior EIR." To our knowledge, none of the individuals or
organizations submitting comments on the original EIR, including. but not limited to,
COST and various of its members, ever received any notice of recirculation. (If we
are mistaken, please provide evidence of the prior commentors 1o whom the notice
was circulated.) This failure, in conjunction with the unusually brief comment period
and truncated nature of the document, has dramatically hampered the public’s ability

14-2

14-3

14-4

Comment 14-2

The commenter contends that the abbreviated comment
period is unfair to COST and the public. The original
FEIR, which considered the Bus Rapid Transit, No
Project, TSM, Lankershim/Oxnard Alignment (plus this
as a weekend only alternative), and the MOS, was
circulated for public comment a total of 69 days. (See
Vol. 2, page 7-12 of the FEIR.) The Revised FEIR
considered the three RB Alternatives and compared
them with the BRT with the TSM. The Revised FEIR
did not alter any of the analyses of the BRT, No
Project, TSM, the Lankershim Oxnard Alignment
(including the weekend only alternative) or the MOS
contained in the FEIR. Moreover, as discussed in
response to comment number 14-1, the State
Clearinghouse found that the Revised FEIR warranted a
30-day review period.

The commenter contends that Mr. Rubin has had
difficulty obtaining data in a separate formal Public
Records Act request (“Request”). Although the
Request is a separate proceeding, MTA notes that it
processed the request within the timeframes set out in
the Act and provided Mr. Rubin with responsive
records. Mr. Rubin’s Request had to be properly
processed in order for MTA to locate and provide
responsive records. The request sought a substantial
amount of information. In fact, some of the records Mr.
Rubin requested called for information that was not
already prepared and had to be generated in order to
respond. When Mr. Rubin was advised of this, he
requested that such information be generated, and MTA
agreed to do so in the spirit of disclosure.

It also appears that a substantial amount of the
information sought in the Request related solely to
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Mr. Rubin’s comments on matters outside the scope of
the Revised FEIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), MTA specifically explained in
the Revised FEIR that the comments were to be limited
to analyses in the Revised FEIR. (Revised FEIR, p. I-
2.) Therefore, Mr. Rubin’s request for information that
did not pertain to this proceeding likely delayed the
ability of the MTA to provide requested information
that was potentially relevant to this proceeding even
more quickly than it did. MTA provides this response
to this comment without waiver of the assertion that a
response to a Public Records Act request is a separate
proceeding and, therefore, the timeliness of a response
to such request is not a proper subject for comment
under CEQA.

Thus, Mr. Rubin, COST, and the public were not
prejudiced by the duration of the public review period.

Comment 14-3

The commenter requests a 15-day extension to the
comment period. MTA respectfully declines to extend
the comment period on the Revised FEIR. As noted
above in Response Nos. 14-1 and 14-2, the State
Clearinghouse approved of the 30-day comment period
on the Revised FEIR and there appears to have been no
prejudice to commenters as a result.

Comment 14-4

The commenter contends that MTA did not provide
notice of circulation of the Revised FEIR to
commenters on the prior FEIR. In support the
commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(f)(3), which provides that “As part of
providing notice of recirculation ... the lead agency
shall send a notice of recirculation to every agency,
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Page 3

to comment on this project.

. Failure to Consult With, and Request Comments From, Affected Agencies. Asa

“recirculated” EIR, the DRFEIR requires “consultation pursuant to [CEQA
Gruidelines] Section 15086." (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15088.5.) This consultation is
to include Responsible Agencies, bordering cities and counties, and, given the
areawide significance of this project, the partation planning ies and public
agencies which have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions which could be
affected by the project, including arterials, freeways, highways and rail transit service.
There is no evidence that consultation has been performed according to this
Guideline.

. Failure to Circulate at Commenc of Public Comment Period, According to

MTA's notice of recirculation, the public comment period began October 22, 2004,
and is to conclude November 22, 2004, However, as of October 22, 2004, MTA had
not complied with the requirements for circulation. For ple, the ds ot was
not available on that date in any of the public libraries in which the notice indicated it
would be available. Indeed, MTA’s own records will show that although the DRFEIR
was apparently given 1o some newspaper reporters at a press conference on October
22, it was not actually made generally available to the public —or even to COST -
until several days later, and well into the comment period it was not available in
several of the libraries where MTA claimed it would be.

. Failure to Circulate Entire EIR. The DRFEIR consists solcly of a new chapter g,

discussing three new project alternatives, and an introduction and Revised Executive
Summary. As a threshold matter, it is impossible for bers of the public to
conduct any meaningful review of the DRFEIR. without cross-referencing to the
original FEIR as well. Yet, the original FEIR was not made available to the public in
any of the public locations identified in the notice of recirculation. Accordingly we
request that the two documents be recirculated in conjunction with each other.

. Impr Limitation of Public Comments 1o “New™ Sections of EIR. MTA has

required commentors to refrain from comm on portions of the project EIR that
were not revised in the DRFEIR. (DRFEIR, p. I-2.) This is improper because of the
change in circumstances, information and data that may have occurred in t]!c_
intervening four years since the Notice of Preparation was issued for the original
FEIR.

. Failure to Compare New Alternatives to the Project, Chapter 8 of the DRFEIR is

limited solely to the new project alternatives, and contains virtually no narrative
discussion comparing the new alternatives to the BRT or to the “no project” and TSM

14-4
14-5

14-6

14-7

14-8

14-9

person or organization that commented on the prior
EIR.” However, this provision is not applicable to the
Revised FEIR. This subsection was only recently
adopted on September 7, 2004. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15007(d)(2), agencies are required
to comply with a Guideline amendment when the
agency adopts procedures that conform to the
amendment or 120 days after the effective date of the
amendment, whichever occurs first. Since MTA has
not created any procedures that conform to the
amendment, the 120-day rule applies. Thus, Section
15088.5(f)(3) is not applicable to MTA until December
3, 2004. Because amendments to the CEQA Guidelines
are prospective only, MTA would not have to provide
notice pursuant to Section 15088.5(f)(3) for the Revised
FEIR after December 3, 2004. Therefore, MTA was
not required to provide notice of circulation of the
Revised FEIR to commenters on the prior FEIR.

Comment 14-5

The commenter contends that MTA did not consult
with or request comments from “affected agencies” in
preparing the Revised FEIR. However, MTA consulted
with Susan Bok, Sean Skehan and possibly others from
the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(“LADOT”) a number of times during the preparation
of the Revised FEIR on issues, including, but not
limited to, signal priority, traffic volumes, and the
specific layouts of the RB Alternatives. In addition,
LADOT did provide comments on the Revised FEIR
indicating it agreed with the analysis contained in it.
The LADOT’s comment letter is included with the
other comment letters attached to the Revised FEIR.
Further, MTA consulted with Susan Shu of the City of
Los Angeles’
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Bureau of Engineering, Greg Herrmann from the City
of Burbank and Paul Debel from the City of San
Fernando during the preparation of the draft Revised
FEIR. In addition, among others, the Revised FEIR
was submitted to the Southern California Association of
Governments (“SCAG”), an areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects which reviews the
consistency of local plans, projects and programs with
regional plans. SCAG responded that it had no
additional comments other than those it submitted on
the FEIR. SCAG’s December 1, 2004 letter is attached
to the Revised FEIR. The Revised FEIR was submitted
to the State Clearinghouse for comments from state
agencies. The State Clearinghouse reported that no
state agency commented upon the Revised FIER.

(State Clearinghouse Letter dated November 24, 2004.)
Therefore, the Revised FEIR complies with this
Guideline, if it is applicable.

Comment 14-6

The commenter contends that MTA did not properly
circulate the Revised FEIR. On October 22, 2004,
MTA sent copies of the Revised FEIR by 2-hour
courier to each of the following libraries identified in
the notice of availability: Canoga Park Branch Library,
Mid-Valley Regional Branch Library, North Hollywood
(Amelia Earhart) Library, Northridge Branch Library,
Panorama City Branch Library, Sherman Oaks Branch
Library, Superior Court Law Library, Valley Plaza
Library, Van Nuys Branch Library, and West Valley
Regional Library. Copies of the courier receipts are
available for inspection upon request. Also that same
day, MTA hand delivered a copy of the Revised FEIR
to the MTA Library. Additionally, the Revised FEIR
was made available on MTA’s web site that same day.
Accordingly, the Revised FEIR was properly circulated
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and made available for public review on October 22,
2004.

In addition to having access to the Revised FEIR,
COST was also offered a free copy of the Revised FEIR
on Friday, October 22, 2004, which COST did not
accept because it demanded twelve copies free of
charge. Therefore, COST chose to defer receiving a
copy until MTA could determine how many additional
copies it had printed and could provide. MTA provided
five Revised FEIRs to COST on or about Monday,
October 25, 2004 and, when more copies were available
by the end of that week, MTA provided more copies for
a total of twelve copies without charge to COST.

A detailed discussion on how the MTA’s model
considers a rider’s total origin-to-destination travel time
is contained in the “Service and Travel Forecasting
Methodology Report,” prepared by Parsons
Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August 2002. A
copy of this report is available for review at the MTA
library.
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Comment 14-7

The commenter contends that MTA was required to
circulate the entire EIR. However, MTA explained that
is was proceeding under CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(f)(2), which provides for the sole circulation of
the Revised EIR because it has only revised portions of
the FEIR. (See page I-3 of the Revised FEIR.)
Moreover, MTA made the FEIR and all referenced
documents available to the public at the MTA Library.
The FEIR was also available for review and download
on MTA’s website. Accordingly, MTA appropriately
circulated the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-8

The commenter contends that MTA improperly limited
public comments to the Revised FEIR. However, as
discussed above in Response No. 14-7, the CEQA
Guidelines authorized MTA to limit public comments
to the Revised FEIR. Further, the CEQA Guidelines do
no limit their applicability to the span of time between
an original EIR and a revised EIR. Thus, MTA
properly requested that comments be limited to the
Revised FEIR. Nevertheless, without waiver of this
limitation, where possible, MTA has endeavored to
respond to comments it received that were outside this
limitation.
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X

alteatives, with respect 1o the various impact categories. The Revised Executive
Summary and “Financial Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives™ sections,
meanwhile, do purport to compare all of the new and existing alternatives organically,
but does so only in summary fashion, using tables and minimal narrative. This hybrid
approach to the EIR, in which the summary discusses all of the alternatives but the
detailed chapters do not, deprives the public and the decisi ofa ing
opportunity to compare the project as proposed and the original alternatives to the
thres Rapid Bus alternatives, which is the underlying purpose of presenting the new
alternatives in the first place. In this regard, it bears noting that this is nota
circumstance in which MTA was ordered to reanalyze a single impact category, such
as aesthetics. The analysis of alternatives implicates all impact categories, as well as
various performance and financial criteria, Hence, the analysis should have been an
organic one and blended with the original analysis. We request that MTA respond in
the Final EIR with a blended analysis in all of the various impact categories, and then
recirculate this document for public review and comment.

. Failure to Condugct Scoping Before Preparation. The CEQA Guidelines provide for

public agencies to conduct “scoping™ with persons and organizations “it believes will
be concerned with the environmental effects of the project,” and is particularly helpful
in identifying the range of altematives to be analyzed in an EIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines sec. 15083.) Here, to our knowledge there was to our knowledge no
scoping performed whats 7, with any ization or member of the public,
including COST and its members. Notwithstanding the litigation over this project
spanning more than two years, and the expertise that members of COST manifestly
possess concerning possible Rapid Bus altematives, MTA never c lted with
COST concerning the scope or nature of the DRFEIR. Indeed, although Thomas
Rubin, a member of COST, wrote letters to MTA staff making very specific proposals
concerning methodology and potential route alignments, and requesting to consult
with MTA, those letters were either ignored or answered with a refusal to meet. Mr.
Rubin discusses these letters in more detail in his letter of today’s date,

. Failure to Issue Notice of Preparation (“NOP™). An NOP was not issued for the

DRFEIR. This violates CEQA.

Improper Use of Year 2000 Baseling for Existing Phyvsical Conditions, The DRFEIR
notes that the project and its criginal alternatives were evaluated in the original FEIR
based upon “existing physical conditions” as of May 2000, when the Notice of
Preparation was published for the original FEIR. (DRFEIR, p. -2} Tt goes on to say
that “the environmental setting, or baseline, for analyzing the [Rapid Bus]
Alternatives is, except as noted herein, the same as that used in the Final EIR.” (Id.)
As stated above, a Notice of Preparation should have been issued for the DRFEIR,

14-9

14-10

14-11

14-12

Comment 14-9

The commenter suggests that MTA was required to
compare the RB Alternatives to the Project within each
of the environmental impact sections of the Revised
FEIR. As the commenter noted, MTA compared the
RB Alternatives with the Project in the Financial
Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives and
summarized those comparisons in the Executive
Summary Sections of the Revised FEIR. The detailed
bases for these comparisons are contained in the
individual impacts sections for the RB Alternatives in
the Revised FEIR and the Project in the FEIR.
Therefore, MTA adequately compared the RB
Alternatives to the Project in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-10

The commenter contends that MTA was required to
conduct further scoping to help identify the range of
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR. As discussed in
Response to Comment No. 4-2, MTA evaluated the RB
Alternatives and found that they represent a reasonable
and good approximation of what multiple Rapid Buses
can do in the Valley. The commenter’s reliance on
CEQA Guidelines Section 15083 for requiring
consultation with the public and agencies during
scoping is misplaced. Section 15083 pertains to the
initial preparation of an EIR for a project rather than a
revision to an already prepared EIR, as is the case here.
Moreover, Section 15083 only suggests that scoping
can help agencies determine the range of alternatives to
be analyzed in an EIR. Here, the Court of Appeal’s
decision specified the additional alternative to be
studied, namely multiple Rapid Bus routes. (See pages
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28 and 32 of the Court of Appeal’s decision.). The
Revised FEIR complied with the Court of Appeal’s
decision by analyzing three reasonable variations of the
multiple-route Rapid Bus alternative.

Comment 14-11

The commenter contends that MTA had to issue a
Notice of Preparation for the Revised FEIR. However,
CEQA does not require an additional Notice of
Preparation for a revision to a prior EIR. As explained
in the Revised FEIR on page I-2, the Notice of
Preparation for this Project was issued in May 2000.
Thus, MTA was not required to issue a Notice of
Preparation specifically for the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-12

The commenter contends that it was improper for MTA
to use the year 2000 as its baseline or environmental
setting. The commenter asserts that year 2000 data is
stale and MTA should have used the most up to date
data. On page I-2 of the Revised FEIR, MTA explained
that the Revised FEIR utilized the same environmental
setting as the FEIR to provide a proper comparison of
the benefits and detriments of the RB Alternatives to
the Project and to be consistent with the Notice of
Preparation that was filed in May 2000. Further, the
Revised FEIR only revised portions of the FEIR to
include the analyses of the three RB Alternatives. (See
page I-1 of the Revised FEIR.) It did not rewrite the
EIR. Thus, the environmental setting or baseline
sought to match, as closely as possible, that of the
FEIR.
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w

and this situation illustrates one of the reasons why. A substantial new analysis
prepared more than four years after the original Notice of Preparation should not use
stale information and data. The data and information used should all have been as up-
to-date as possible. Moreover, since the evaluation of new altematives requires that
these alternatives be compared to the existing project and the original alternatives, the
information and data used to evaluate the project and original alternatives should have
been updated to the present as well. Here, because no NOP was published for the
DRFEIR, MTA should have assessed existing physical conditions “as they exist .. . at
the time envi: I analysis is d,” which here would be some time after
the July 19, 2004, decision of the Court of Appeal requiring MTA to consider the
Rapid Bus alternatives. (See CEQA Guidelines sec. 15126.2(a).) Indeed, the use of a
year 2000 baseline for the evaluation of alternatives in vear 2004 ensures that any
changed circumstances and four years of relevant data will be systematically ignored.
For example, as Mr. Rubin disc ., the now-doc 1 safety and per

experience of a similar busway facility in Miami, Florida, and of a light-rail line in
Houston, Texas, are relevant to the comparison of the Rapid Bus alternatives to the
busway option. Yet they are ignored because of the methodology used here.

. Improper Mixing of Year 2000 and Year 2004 Data. The DRFEIR does not, in fact,

rely solely on year 2000 data, but notes that “If year 2000 data were unavailable, this
year's conditions were used.” (Id.) This methodology is improper under CEQA
because it results in an apples-to-oranges comparison between the busway project and
the new alternatives.

. Poorly Devised Alternatives. As set out in more detail in Mr. Rubin’s comment

letter, the alternative routes chosen here appear to be derived from relatively brief
non-expert about p t-west routes in the study area made during
the proceedings on the original FEIR. (See DRFEIR, p. RS-6.) Although these
comments were certainly an illustration of the fact that MTA had not properly
evaluated an obvious alternative, none of them qualify as systematic analyses of ideal
Rapid Bus alig or groups of al That analysis was best left to the
agency itself, which possesses the expertise to evaluate such matters. Indeed, the
agency's abligation to consider reasonable alternatives is an independent one, and is
not dependent on a d ion by of what those alternatives will be.
(See Laurel Heights Improvement Association v, Board of Regents, 47 Cal.3d 376,
405.) Here, as Mr. Rubin explains, the routes and groups are in several respects
illogical on their face, resulting in poorer performance in key metrics such as trave]
time. Mr. Rubin, who does possess some of the expertise that would be helpful in
devising appropriate routes, offered the meet with the agency, was rebuffed, and then
submitted written comments proposing routes and methodol all well before the
issuance of the DRFEIR. These appear 1o have been ignored.

14-12

14-13

14-14

Comment 14-13

The commenter contends that it was improper for MTA
to use some year 2004 data in the environmental setting
because it results in an “apples-to-oranges comparison
between the busway project and the new alternatives.”
As the Revised FEIR explained on page I-2, the
environmental setting had to be augmented with
additional information in limited circumstances, such as
where year 2000 data were unavailable. The Revised
FEIR further directed the reader to each section of the
Revised FEIR for a discussion on any modifications
used in the environmental setting or baseline. For
example, year 2000 data was not available on
community facilities and services adjacent all of the
routes in the three RB Alternatives. To conduct the
impact assessment of the RB Alternatives, the Revised
FEIR used Year 2004 data by conducting field surveys.
(See page 8-4.4-13 of the Revised FEIR.) Using this
2004 data only served to analyze the impacts of the RB
Alternatives to adjacent community facilities to
determine if the RB Alternatives would create a
significant impact upon such facilities. Thus, the use of
2004 data on community facilities and services adjacent
to the RB Alternatives does not create an improper
comparison where the impacts of the BRT on
community facilities used year 2000 data. The result of
the impact analyses was compared to find that neither
the BRT nor the RB Alternatives would create a
significant impact on community facilities and services.
Accordingly, it was proper for MTA to utilize year
2004 data in certain limited circumstances as described
in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-14
The commenter contends that the three RB Alternatives
analyzed in the Revised FEIR are poorly devised. See

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseD FEIR

Page 9-47



Responses to Comments

Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the three RB
Alternatives as a reasonable and good approximation of
the performance of multiple Rapid Bus routes through
the Valley. As discussed in response to Comment 14-
10, the Court of Appeal’s decision required that MTA
consider multiple Rapid Bus routes as a feasible
alternative in further proceedings on the FEIR. The
Court of Appeal explained that the multiple Rapid Bus
routes alternative was suggested in comments. The
routes in these comments do, for the most part,
correspond with the routes embodied in the three RB
Alternatives considered in the Revised FEIR.

However, this does not mean that MTA blindly studied
the routes specified in the comments. Instead, MTA
staff and consultants considered whether variations of
these routes might perform better and, in fact, made
modifications to the commenters’ proposals so that they
could be improved and compared. In all, eight separate
east-west routes and six north-south routes were
analyzed in the three RB Alternatives to serve the
Valley’s population. Thus, the three RB Alternatives
are reasonable ones to consider and to compare with the
Project. Please see the responses to Comment Letter 20
that address Mr. Rubin’s specific comments concerning
the routing of the RB alternatives and the travel-time
performance of the RB Alternatives.
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\5. Significant Air Quality [mpact from Construgtion. The matrix at page RS-39 14-15

indicates that BRT will have a “potentially significant” impact on Air Quality during
construction, after miti : e i ]
CEQA is “not significant” or “beneficial.” Hence, the rcls:duat impact is Pn_::,mnabl}
significant. Yet, the EIR for the project has not been re\'lsv_ed to ref]ect_thls nmplaul;
rather, there is no analysis at all in the DRFEIR of air qua!!ty impacts b'nmIBKl
construction, much less significant impacts. Please explain the basis szr.Lh.IS
conclusion of significance and the scope of the impact pre- and post-mitigation.

Thisisnota that the residual impact under

16. No Analysis of Origin-to-Destination Travel Time. A key ground for the Court of 14-16

Appeal’s July 19 decision requiring further analysis was MT._A'& failure to _ta.'kc into
account the relevance of “origin-to-destination” travel time E:.e.: the t_m.a] time ﬂu_::
individual riders take to travel from their origin to their destination), i the selccpou
of alternatives. The new analysis done of the three Rapid Bus ah;manfvcs contains no
apparent evaluation of this metric. Rather, the SCI:L'IU‘H entitled “Financial Anulyr:m
and Comparison of Alternatives” states that “travel time is expressed by comparing
cross-valley travel on a number of key arterials.” (DRFEIR, p. §-6-9.) In the
following section entitled “Travel Time Savings,” the document refers to “_loml ravel
time savings” of various alternatives, but again makes no reference to origin-to-
destination travel time. (1d., p. 8-6-11.) The DRFEIR should have included a
comprehensive discussion of this essential metric. One should be developed and the
= ety

lated for public ¢
; e = ) B The
7. Fail Svstematically Analvze “Upper-Bound” BRT Travel llmg_ﬁ_gumalc _
\ EE]RIMEELQ___ w0 i that a 28 8-minute run time for BRT is an appropnate 14 17

“lower bound” time estimate, as contrasted with the 40-minute “upperlbound"
estimate. We object to the continued use of this fallgcious run fime, given that MTA
has conceded in the original FEIR that it would require 100 percent priority an‘d
virtually no stop time at stations — assumptions that simply cannot be mad_c —to =
accomplish this travel time. Moreover, in any event MTA does not e?\pl:?m the effect
of the time range on various metrics that msr_:ii'es':ly depend upon u:aw.1 time. In gﬁ'r
only place where the new Rapid Bus ahenmllwcs are 5)sle_emaucaily_compar:d toB ;
and the original alternatives (the chapter entitled "F1r_u:ncm] Analysis and Compansd_}u
ofAlIcmﬂLi“es"J, MTA calculates various rm:u_*ics without le.fcm-}ce o Lhr effect of
the range values. For example, the charts relating to “Cost Ll’:fef:pfcness and
“Qperating Efficiencies” simply provide estimates for “Full BRT, even t.hm:yja
substantial differences in run time would necessarily affcc_l mesc_calcuimuotui. )
(DRFEIR, pp. 8-6-12, 13.) Meanwhile, & table in the section entitled “Travel Time
Savings” r the Lc ;
essential nature of this analysis, this omission is a serious one.

estimates time savings only for the Lower-Bound Estimate. Given the

Comment 14-15

The matrix at page RS-39 indicates that the Orange
Line will have a resultant “potentially significant”
impact on air quality during construction. Although the
FEIR in the Summary Section (the main text in the
Final EIR determined there would be a significant
adverse air quality impact during construction)
indicated that the impact of the Orange Line on air
quality was not significant, the analysis in the main text
(Section 5.8 of the Final EIR) of air quality impacts
during construction revealed that the impact could not
be mitigated to less than significant. The matrix of the
Draft Revised FEIR contains the correct resultant
impact of “potentially significant.” The section
entitled, “Significant Trade-Offs” in the Financial
Analysis and Comparison of Alternative Chapter of the
Draft Revised FEIR has been modified to address the
temporary and localized air quality impact during
construction of the Orange Line and is contained in
Section 9.4 Errata of this document. There was no need
for further analysis in the Revised FEIR because the
full analysis was already contained in the Final EIR.
The basis for the conclusion of significance is found in
the Air Quality portion of the Construction Impacts
section of the Final EIR.

Comment 14-16

The discussion of origin-to-destination travel times in
the Court of Appeal’s July 19, 2004 decision appears to
focus on the lack of information regarding the part of
the trip that leads to getting to the transit facility (length
of time driving or walking to the nearest station) in
determining the overall origin-to-destination travel
time. This level of information is highly atypical to
report and, in fact, the transportation demand model has
no built-in summary feature that allows a calculation of
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average trip times spent on other modes used in an end-
to-end trip involving BRT (or rapid bus) users. (Also
see Response 11-7.) Because of the multiplicity of
possible origins and destinations and the multiple
arterials identified for rapid bus service, it is a challenge
to provide meaningful comparisons of travel time. The
endpoints of Warner Center to North Hollywood were
retained for the BRT alternative and the rapid bus along
Victory Boulevard, yet would seem to be unreasonable
endpoints for routes along Sherman Way, Roscoe or
Reseda since these would involve travel paths that
would not make sense. The intent of providing cross-
valley travel times was to at least provide an
understanding of the average speeds that could be
expected along each of these arterials. The reporting of
average travel times is meant to be a way of allowing a
potential user to understand how long it would take to
get from one point to another. The potential user is
then able to add on additional travel time tailored to
his/her own personal circumstances.

It should be noted that while the travel time table
cannot include a meaningful expression of the average
time taken on other modes (whether another bus route,
automobile access, or walk/bike/other), the
transportation demand model does in fact account for
the time taken on each of these “legs” in the traveler’s
decision-making process. The model also is sensitive
to the introduction of new alternatives in making the
decision of what mode/route to use.

M,
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Table 8-3-4: Countywide Change in Transit Passenger Travel Time (minutes)
BRT
Valley Base 2020 No Valley _ ) _
Statistics | 1998 Build TSM Lower Upper RB-3 RB-5 RB-Network
Bound Bound
Average
Passender | 1046 | 18.74 18.76 18.70 1871 | 1872 | 1871 18.69
Minutes
Traveled
% Change
from No 1 2 A A 1 3
Build

Source: Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc., 2004.

M,
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MTA SFY/NC PLANNING Fax:213-922-56358 Nov 23 2004 12:02

Mr. Martin
November 22, 2004
Page 7
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document
Very truly yours,

TRAA

John A. Henming, Jr.

Comment 14-17

The continued use of the 28.8-minute run time for BRT
as a lower-bound estimate allows decision makers to
understand the environmental impacts and changes to
ridership that occur when an aggressive policy of transit
priority/pre-emption is allowed. This calculation
allows 20 seconds of “dwell time” at each stop, which
is considered a reasonable average in the transit
industry.

M,
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Comment Letter 15

From: Rosie Rivetor [mailto:pupenator@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:00 PM

To: martinrf@ MTA.NET

Subject: Revised FEIR

November 22, 2004

Roger L. Martin

Project Manager

SFV/No County AREA team
MTA

One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBJECT: Public response to the FEIR

Dear Mr. Martin:

Let me start by saying that | am absolutely disgusted with your entire
agency. Not only do you waste precious taxpayer resources on
frivolous, partisan projects that are destined to fail but you lie to the
public about what you are doing. This EIR is more of a joke than the
original EIR for the Orange Line. The purpose of this EIR was to do a
real TRANSPORTATION (you remember transportation, right?
Getting people from point A to point B which is why the agency exists)
analysis of a grid of rapid buses on major streets across the San
Fernando Valley. It was not just an exercise for the MTA in proving
how inept you are at analysis. When is the agency going to serve the
needs of the transit dependent population and not the interest of
politicians who use the MTA to award frivolous contracts and put more
money in their own pockets.

Since this EIR is so incomplete, inaccurate and blatantly misleading,
there are many places to question but I'll keep mine to a few specifics.
First off, as one of the people who

15-1

15-2

Response to Comment Letter 15

Comment 15-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 15-2

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives to
consider in the Revised FEIR. See response to
Comment No. 14-13 concerning the data used in the
Revised FEIR. In addition, the Revised FEIR does not
merely compare distance traveled, but rather a number
of factors.
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sat in a room after the Draft EIR was introduced in 2001 and came up
with the idea of a rapid bus grid based on the subway grid in NYC |
have a few questions. See in NYC there is not just one subway line,
there is a network grid with routes on the Westside the Eastside and
going North/South all over the 12 mile by 5 mile island. This system
moves millions of people everyday across all economic levels. It was
this thought that brought the grid idea to the forefront. This small
group of citizen, none of which are transportation experts, came up
with an idea and hastily drafted a grid to illustrate the idea which was
then presented to the Metropolitan Transportation AUTHORITY
(meaning those who are supposedly experts in this field). Why did the
MTA take that drafted grid, prepared by non transportation experts and
build their entire EIR on it? Why didn't the MTA use their expertise
and do a thorough study on all East/West and North/South routes in the
Valley to determine the best streets to use to move the MOST people?
Why was the data used for the Orange Line based on different figures
than those used for the Grid? And why in almost every case did the
MTA compare the Orange Line to a rapid bus going in opposite
directions where the rapid bus was traveling in some cases up to 3/4 of
a mile farther due to directional constraints?

Per figures | received from the MTA, at the present time there are
roughly 400,000 people that ride the bus in all of Los Angeles County
everyday. Based on the 2000 Census, in Los Angeles County there are
roughly 414,767 household or 11,98% of the population that do not
have vehicles with roughly 200,000 of them having a household
incomes below $12,000 a year. Now, | am no transportation expert but
I do know an awful lot about demographics and keeping this in mind,
none of your data adds up. First off, | called SCAG which is the agency
where the MTA got it's demographic data and they do NOT calculate
demographics for just the San Fernando Valley. They could not even
give me the zip codes for that area so how than can the MTA provide a
sourced reference when the agency they source does not

15-2

15-3

Comment 15-3

As noted in Section 8-1-1 of the Revised FEIR, SCAG
does report socio-economic data by Regional Statistical
Areas (RSAs). The San Fernando Valley is made up of
RSA 12 (West San Fernando Valley) and RSA 13 (Est
San Fernando Valley) as illustrated in Figure 8-1-4.

Ridership is determined through use of a transportation
demand model. See response to comment 11-2 for
discussion of how an alternative can lead to greater
total boardings, yet fewer incremental new riders.
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calculate that number or have the individual part of that data? Since |
could not replicate your data, based on a polygon of the SFV (from the
118 freeway to Ventura Blvd and from Lankershim to Topanga Canyon
- the busway ends and the entire Valley) roughly 9.37% of the County
population lives in this area or 939,000 people. The number of
transportation dependent is roughly 33,000. Of those transportation
dependent, 21,000 live more than 1/2 mile away form this Orange
Line. Keeping all of this in mind, my question is, what type of crappy
math did you use to come up with the figures to show that a grid of
buses that services 21,000 riders (and remember, this is just the
transportation dependent, not the rest of the population of the area
away from the busway, 69% of which live below the poverty line
making them perfect public transportation candidates) will move LESS
people than one line that services only 11,000? Would it not be faster
and much less expensive to taxpayers to offer a Rapid express bus that
makes no stops to get commuters from the redline station at
Lankershim to Warner Center? This would take care of commuters
that live outside the SFV. Why put in a busway where 13 of the 14
stops do not service transit dependent riders, that slows traffic for all
commuters when you could offer a rapid bus on Victory that makes
exactly the same stops as the Orange Line, uses Rapid bus technology
to change lights just like the technology that the busway will use, flows
with the traffic instead of disrupting it and costs pennies on the dollar
compared to the nearly 1/2 billion cost of the busline? The
intersections that cross the Orange line are already so confusing that
there have been at least 5 major accidents and the bus is not even
running. If people are already getting hurt in car on car accidents
without a bus at confusing bus intersections, how many people are
going to be killed when a bus is involved? How many lives have to be
lost before the MTA stops the project like they did down in Miami?
Two years later and the buses still stop at every single intersection. And
finally, how is the MTA going to pay the taxpayers back the nearly 1/2
billion dollars that they wasted on this stupid, ineffective and 19th
century project?

15-3

15-4

15-5

15-6

Comment 15-4

The first stated goal of the San Fernando Valley East-
West Transit Corridor Project is to improve east-west
mobility by connecting important activity centers,
provide bi-directional transit service and provide
opportunities to intercept traffic passing through the
Valley. Designing service that does not stop in the
Valley, but merely passes through, does not meet this
goal. Further, Rapid Bus and/or BRT service is
designed to have stops approximately every mile,
offering commuters within the Valley the opportunity
to avail themselves of the service.

If a bus has partial signal priority technology, it would
facilitate traffic flows whether the bus is in the
exclusive bus lane or on Victory Boulevard. Locating
the bus on Victory slows down the service, as the bus is
operating in the same traffic as other commuters.

Comment 15-5
Please refer to Response 13-2.

Comment 15-6

The financial investment in the Orange Line project
will provide a premium transit service benefiting the
commuting public in San Fernando Valley and greater
Los Angeles County. It makes available a transit
alternative to reach multiple destinations across the
Valley, offering predictable travel times and frequent
service on a quality system. Additionally, the Orange
Line provides for nearly 13 miles of bicycle lanes and
paths, 10 miles of pedestrian paths and extensive
landscaping on an unused, barren strip of land
extending across the Valley.
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Now, in the EIR you say "Total boardings for Rapid Bus routes are
shown as they operate from end-to-end. Therefore these boardings
cannot be directly compared to boardings as reported for the LPA,
which only reports those boardings occurring in the fixed guideway
portions of the route (that is, board and disembark at stations along the
project). Also, boardings do not distinguish between whether transit
riders are merely shifting off other bus routes, or whether new riders
are attracted to transit." That makes no sense to me. How are
boardings on a route "from end-to-end" different than those "occurring
in the fixed guideway portions of the Orange Line [BRT]? Doesn't the
BRT run "end-to-end" as well? I'm assuming you're only counting
boardings on the Rapid Bus routes that occur on the routes? Explain.

Also, | understand the difference between "linked" and "un-linked"
trips. However, | don't understand why you assume there would be
more un-linked trips on the BRT fixed guideway than say on Victory
Blvd. Since Victory almost totally parallels the BRT, why would
Victory attract more linked than un-linked trips on the BRT? After all,
the speed you have calculated for Victory is almost equivalent to that
of the BRT,; i.e., faster travel time isn't the answer. And don't respond
by saying the big, fancy new buses you plan to put on the BRT coupled
with the parking lots and stations means more new people will ride the
BRT. That is speculation and based not based on hard data and
transportation modeling. | want a real, detailed explanation of the facts
and figures of your ridership models. Where was this derived from?
What was the model method you used? Please provide a detailed break
down similar to that used in the appendix of the SCAG 2004
transportation report on the model you used?

Why didn't the Appendices include ridership data? Where is the
detailed facts and figures including methodology and sourcing of your
ridership figures? How am | supposed to

15-7

15-8

15-9

Comment 15-7

There is only a single route pattern assumed for rapid
bus routes along individual arterials, which makes
reporting boardings on these routes very
straightforward. For the BRT facility, there are several
bus routes with different origin points (Chatsworth,
Thousand Oaks, Warner Center, and Porter Ranch)
which make their way onto the busway, as described in
Section 2-2.6.3 of the February 2002 FEIR. Counting
the boardings for these routes in their entirety would
include boardings on segments outside the busway such
as Topanga Canyon, Reseda Boulevard, and a western
extension to Thousand Oaks. If boardings were
counted in their entirety for the four routes serving the
busway, the totals would be 25,500 to 31,800 (upper
bound and lower bound respectively).

MTA agrees with the commenter that boardings do not
distinguish between whether transit riders are shifting
off other bus routes. However, a comparison to the
output of MTA’s model on new daily transit riders
indicates nearly the entire ridership (i.e. boardings)
would shift from pre-existing transit to the RB
Alternatives. On the other hand, the Orange Line has
much less of a shift in riders from pre-existing transit as
is shown in Table 8-6.5 on page 8-6.9 in the Revised
FEIR. For example, the RB Network is forecast to
generate a nominal 1,300 new daily transit trips but
overall boardings of 56,900. The BRT is projected to
attract upwards of 6,300 new daily transit trips while
having 24,700 boardings.

Comment 15-8

Boardings and “linked” trips are generated through
MTA’s transportation demand model. See response to
11-2.
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In addition, although the BRT parallels Victory RB
line, there are certain critical traffic generators that are
within half-mile walking distance from the busway, but
almost or beyond one-mile from Victory. This
difference in accessibility would also contribute to the
reason why the BRT attracts different ridership than the
Victory BR line.

The report that documents the mathematical
assumptions underlying the forecasting model has been
submitted to and accepted by FTA during the course of
planning for the Eastside Light Rail Corridor project.
This report is available through a Public Records Act
request.

MTA’s model determines links v. unlinked trips
through millions of calculations on numerous
dimensions. For a more detailed discussion on how the
MTA’s model utilizes linked and unlinked trips, see
“Service and Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,”
prepared by Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglass
in August 2002. A copy of this report is available in
the MTA library for review.
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believe your facts and figures for ridership when there is no supporting
data? Itis inconceivable as in intelligent person to believe that the
RB3 Alternative only generates 1100 new daily transit trips especially
since those routes are basically in the same corridor as the BRT. Once
again, explain your fancy math because as a data analyst by profession,
| just don't' seem to how this adds up.

With the budget issues in the state of California and the City of Los
Angeles and the traffic congestion on the freeways, one would think
that as the MTA you would be able to come up with a cost effective
solution that really offers options to get people out of their cars. But
unfortunately, the Orange Line which you so biasly support in this
poorly compiled EIR is not the answer. As a former transit rider who
lives with 1/8 of a mile of a stop, even | would not get out of my car to
siton a bus. Unlike a great city like New York, San Francisco or
Chicago which seems to understand the need to transport their citizen
outside of automobiles both efficiently and cost effectively, Los
Angeles once again proves the ineptitude of both it's leaders and it's
public agencies by spending the limited money we have available to
improve our city on frivolous, expensive and wasteful projects. Your
data does not add up, your ideas are misguided, you conclusions are
biased and your EIR is a down right embarrassment. Shame on you for
wasting our money, shame on you for endangering our lives and shame
on you for lying. IF this Orange Line was the great answer like you
profess it to be, there would be no need to massage your data or
exclude important information or compare routes in opposite
directions. If this was the right thing to do, the truth would have been
obvious.

15-9

15-10

Comment 15-9

Ridership data such as boardings, new transit trips, etc.
are provided in Section 8-6 of this Revised FEIR.
Typically, ridership output and other output data from
MTA’s model is voluminous and cryptic to the lay
reader. MTA’s model output reports are available for
review upon request. The MTA’s model methodology
for determining ridership is set forth in the “Service and
Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,” prepared by
Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August
2002. A copy of this report is available in the MTA
library for review.

Comment 15-10
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Regards,

Elle Saling

Van Nuys, CA
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Comment Letter 16

From: Grant George [mailto:grant@grantgeorgedesign.com]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:31 PM

To: martintf@MTA.NET

Subject: Regarding the FEIR

Importance: High

November 22, 2004
Dear Mr. Martin:

After reviewing the current FEIR, it is completely obvious that the 16-1
MTA did an extremely sloppy job (once again) when "re-evaluating”
the BRT plans versus alternative routes (as they did when the first
"evaluated" alternative routes for the original EIR)...that is, if any
comparison was really in fact done because the conclusions are so
ridiculously illogical. I certainly hope you can shed some light on it for
me because it appears the MTA wrongfully assumed their new BRT
was the best solution, when in fact it makes no logical sense at all for

passengers.

First, for example, the current FEIR states that signal priority cannot be 16-2
given to all the Rapid Bus routes in the various alternatives. That would
impede the flow of the North-South traffic. Now, the truth is that a
person’s total travel time is more important than the speed of the bus on
any given route. Let's suppose someone lives on the corner of Reseda
and Sherman Way and they work in downtown Los Angeles. The final
leg of their trip in getting Downtown is to take the subway from
Lankershim Blvd. to Downtown during rush hour traffic. Wouldn't that
passenger's travel time be faster to use the Sherman Way Rapid Bus in
the RB3 Alternative even if the Sherman Way

Response to Comment Letter 16

Comment 16-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 16-2

All Rapid Bus routes will be equipped for transit signal
priority, but all routes may not be provided the same
level of priority. It is hypothetically true that it could
be faster for someone at the corner of Reseda and
Sherman Way to travel by bus on Sherman Way to the
North Hollywood Red Line Station than to travel down
Reseda to transfer to the BRT bus to get to North
Hollywood, but that does not mean that a Rapid Bus
route on Sherman Way would provide the best transit
service for the entire San Fernando Valley. Indeed,
MTA’s model forecast demonstrates that the Orange
Line will generate more new riders than any of the RB
alternatives. (FEIR, p. 8-6-9.) Moreover, a passenger’s
travel time is merely one component of a person’s
decision to take public transit. For a discussion on how
MTA’s model takes in account total transit time, see the
report entitled “Service and Travel Forecasting
Methodology Report,” prepared by Parsons,
Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August 2002. A
copy of this report is available in the MTA library for
review. The BRT project, which links several major
employment and high-density residential areas of the
Valley, results in higher overall transit ridership.
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Rapid Bus is slower than the BRT - because - otherwise that person
would have to take a local bus 2 miles down to the BRT or walk that
distance to reach the stop at Reseda and Oxnard? Isn't it true that a
close Rapid Bus is more convenient and more likely to be utilized even
if the BRT itself is a only slightly faster?

Secondly, why doesn't the Sherman Way Rapid Bus go to the North
Hollywood Subway station in the RB5 Alternative? How can you
make a firm comparison when it's not completely evaluated?

And lastly, I understand that ridership on the Ventura Boulevard Rapid
Bus went up 23% in the first year of its existence. Presumably, these
were new riders to the system. Have you calculated the ridership on
the Rapid Bus Alternatives using the same percentage over local bus
ridership? Since no data is included, its hard to tell what figures you
have used. Please explain to me how you calculated the new riders on
the Rapid Bus routes in the three alternatives?

Once again, it is obvious the MTA has rushed to concoct a illogical and
poorly conceived FEIR in the interest of quickly resuming their project.

Grant George

16-2

16-3

16-4

16-5

Comment 16-3

Connecting the Sherman Way Rapid Bus to the North
Hollywood Red Line Station would result in four
overlapping Rapid Bus routes on Lankershim
Boulevard. This could cause traffic impacts with so
many Rapid Buses attempting to access the North
Hollywood Red Line Station.

Comment 16-4

MTA’s model is encoded with the Ventura Boulevard
Rapid Bus line and is considered in the overall
calculations of ridership on the RB Alternatives. A
detailed discussion on how ridership is modeled is
contained in the “Service and Travel Forecasting
Methodology Report,” prepared by Parsons,
Brinckerhoff, Quad & Douglas in August 2002. A
copy of this report is available in the MTA library for
review.

See response to Comment 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
study in the Revised FEIR. See Response 11-2.

Comment 16-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 17

----Original Message-----

From: Jessica George [mailto:jessicagee@adelphia.net]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:44 PM

To: martinr@MTA.NET

Subject: MTA FEIR

November 22, 2004
Mr. Martin:

I looked through the new FEIR and a major red light when on for me.
The major issue of safety and security for ourselves, our children, our
homes and our personal property.

This document doesn't identify any problem with neighborhood
security for the Rapid Bus Alternatives. But what about the BRT? The
Revised FEIR states: "An adverse significant impact under CEQA to a
neighborhood's security could occur if the physical proximity of the
alignment, or transit stops, to a residential neighborhood would provide
substantially enhanced access to the neighborhood by people whose
objective is to engage in crimes against persons or property, and also if
there is opportunity to exercise that objective."

What is the MTA planning to do about the alleys of crime that will be
constructed behind our homes? These are the areas between the sound
wall and the residents' fences of their properties. Do you really think
that putting a high fence at either end and planting the area with
shrubbery and ground cover is going to stop criminals from climbing
into our backyards?

17-1

Response to Comment Letter 17

Comment 17-1

The comment is acknowledged for the record. Please
refer to Response 11-6 for information on safety and

security.
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. - . . 17-1
Your failure to secure the existing fencing around the project currently

has not kept thieves, narcotics users and dealers, prostitutes and joy
riders/dirt bikers off the porperty. And what about the public safety in
the wee hours of the morning when "drag racers" hoping to trims time
off their commutes come spewing off the BRT roadway into the
streets?

What are you planning to do to prevent this criminal activity and
danger to citizens? Have you even considered this? Clearly this safety
issue is not discussed in writing in the FEIR and warrants additional
consideration.

J. George
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Comment Letter 18

From: Petra Devlin [mailto:devlinpetra@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:48 PM

To: martinr@metro.net

Subject: EIR comments

Petra Durnin
6211 Blucher Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91411

November 22, 2004

Roger L. Martin

Project Manager

SFV/No County AREA team
MTA

One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Response to Comment Letter 18
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SUBJECT: Public response to the FEIR
Dear Mr. Martin:

The FEIR your agency presented is woefully incomplete.
It's as if you were told what the final analysis should be and
then went and found data to support that.

I noticed you didn't show the TSM routes on any of the
maps showing the Rapid Bus Alternatives. Is the TSM
included in those alternatives in terms of cost? Also, were
the new riders coming to TSM because of the upgrades
factored into the ridership model when calculating ridership
for the Rapid Bus Alternatives?

Why didn't the Appendices include ridership data? How
am | supposed to believe your facts and figures for
ridership when there is no supporting data? | can't imagine
how the RB3 Alternative only generates 1100 new daily
transit trips when those routes are basically in the same
corridor as the BRT? What's the explanation?

Please explain the population data in Table 8-1.1. | don't
understand where that population is supposed to live
UNLESS high density housing is built along the transit
corridor, i.e. which comes first, the chicken or the egg? In
any case, how is that data calculated? Did you extrapolate
from the San Fernando Valley data with a percentage
change?

18-1

18-2

18-3

18-4

Comment 18-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 18-2

All TSM improvements (as described in Section 2-2.2
of the February 2002 FEIR) are assumed in all of the
Rapid Bus Alternatives, and are included in terms of
cost and ridership projections.

See response to Comment 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA'’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
analyze in this Revised FEIR.

Comment 18-3

See response to 15-9 regarding availability of ridership

data. The RB3 alternative does differ from the BRT

alternative in ways, which may contribute to the
relative lower amount of new transit trips:

e The rapid bus routes are on streets with existing
transit, so are more likely to shift existing transit
users rather than generate new transit users;

e Several bus routes directly bringing in riders from
Chatsworth, Thousand Oaks, and Porter Ranch,
which feed the busway facility in the BRT
alternative. This leads to combined service levels
that become more frequent as the route proceeds
eastward.

Comment 18-4
The comment is acknowledged for the record. Please
refer to the response to Comment 10-2.
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Recently, local buses were taken off VVentura Boulevard to
be used for the Rapid Bus on that street. Are you planning
to do the same with the Rapid Bus Alternatives presented in
the Revised FEIR? If so, how many of the buses now
operating locally would switch over to Rapid Buses? And,
if some or all of the buses on a local route are used, why
would the number of buses would be increased on the street
as you contend? Also, you say elsewhere that automobile
trips would be reduced with more use of a Rapid Bus on a
route. Wouldn't that mean the traffic might go down, or at
worse, stay about the same?

Do you realize that your analysis is directing the MTA, an
organization that is not concerned with transportation at all,
to go ahead and finish its highly dangerous, ill-conceived
and poorly executed busway project that WILL lead to
numerous deaths??

Sincerely,

Petra Durnin

Van Nuys, CA

18-5

18-6

Comment 18-5

Ridership projections are based on a transit service
plan, which does not change assumed headways for
local bus service. In practice, MTA would evaluate all
service types in a “family” of local bus, limited stop,
and rapid bus service to see whether refinements to
headways on any of these services are warranted.

The analysis included in the Draft EIS/EIR and the
Revised Final EIR does reflect the fact that traffic
volumes on many streets are lower in the future with
the BRT and Rapid Bus Alternatives due to the mode
shift of some travelers from auto ridership to bus
ridership. These differences are reflected in Table 8-3-
6 where background traffic volumes are generally
shown to grow less by 2020 with the transit alternatives
in place than under the No Build scenario.

Comment 18-6
Please refer to Response 13-2.
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Response to Comment Letter 19
Comment Letter

Comment 19-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

MNov 23 2004 17:18
s s SR MR FL

MTA SFV/MC PLANMING Fax:213-922-6358

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARIMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

—
___—'————___——————-__________ —

November 22, 2004

Mr. Roger L. Martin

Project Manager

San Femando Valley/Narth County Area Team
Metropolitan Transpartation Authorfty

One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 980012-2952
Dear Mr, Martin:
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY
EAST-WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR POROJECT
The Noties of Availability has been reviewed for potential Impact on the facilitiss of this 19-1
Department. Development of the project as described In the Nolice will not impact
facilities under the jurisdiction of this Department.

Thank you for including this Department in the review of this notice. If we may be of
further assistencs, please contact Bryan Moscardini at (213) 351-5133.

Sincerely,

B scardini

Park Project Coordinator
BM{rasponsal TASFY)

Bxcoutive Offioss  + 433 South Vermomt Avence . Los Angeles, CA 900201575 - (13 7asgs1
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