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Response to Comment Letter 20 

Comment 20-1 
Per the commenter’s request, as a courtesy, MTA 
intends to notify of the commenter of the availability of 
final Revised FEIR. 

Comment Letter 20 

20-1 
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Comment 20-2 
It is acknowledged that your resume has been included 
for the record. 

Comment 20-3 
MTA acknowledges that the Revised FEIR was 
prepared to address the alternative of multiple Rapid 
Bus Routes pursuant to the Court of Appeal’s decision.  
The commenter’s statements about the materials 
available on MTA’s website are noted for the record. 

Comment 20-4 
The comment is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 20-5 
The commenter suggests that MTA did not properly 
address the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes.  
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives to 
analyze in the Revised FEIR.  The Revised FEIR 
thoroughly addressed the alternative of multiple Rapid 
Bus routes by analyzing three variations of the 
alternative.  The Revised EIR contains full analysis of 
each of the three RB Alternatives and compares them to 
the Project.  Thus, the Revised FEIR properly addressed 
the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes as required 
by the Court of Appeal. 
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Comment 20-6 
The commenter suggests that the three RB Alternatives 
are sub-optimal.  MTA believes that the RB 
Alternatives provide a good and reasonable 
representation of what the alternative of multiple Rapid 
Bus routes can accomplish in the Valley.  For a more 
detailed discussion on MTA’s reasoning for choosing 
the RB Alternatives, see Response to Comment No. 4-
2.  The Court of Appeal’s decision required that the 
alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes be addressed 
on any further proceedings on the FEIR.  Thus, MTA 
found three reasonable variations to cover a spectrum of 
multiple Rapid Bus routes.  However, the commenter’s 
call for MTA to generate the optimal mix of Rapid Bus 
routes is not supported by any facts that this is feasible 
for MTA to do.  There is no modeling system available 
to generate the optimum assemblage of bus routes to 
serve the most riders.  There currently is no transit 
model in existence that can determine optimum transit 
routes.  Instead, MTA’s model and other agency transit 
demand models calculate the performance of transit 
routes that are manually coded into the models.  Even at 
this level of analysis, the task is substantial.  MTA’s 
model utilizes hundreds of thousands of input data and 
evaluates that data with hundreds of thousands of 
calculations using nine dimensions of socioeconomic 
data, three dimensions of census data, six factors that 
influence a person’s decision to take transit, and the 
characteristics of the street network and transit.  A 
detailed discussion on the intricacies and breadth of the 
modeling effort is contained in the “Service and Travel 
Forecasting Methodology Report,” prepared by Parson 
Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas in August 2002.  
Moreover, the possible permutations of multiple Rapid 
Bus routes are in the thousands, if not the hundreds of 
thousands.  Conducting modeling on hundreds of  
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permutations of multiple Rapid Bus routes, let alone 
thousands, would also be extremely time consuming 
and would likely take years to perform.  Each model 
run takes at least one week to conduct a complete 
model run. 

Comment 20-7 
For a discussion on consultation with the public, see 
Response to Comment No. 14-10.  The commenter 
characterizes Mr. Snoble’s letter to Mr. Rubin dated 
July 29, 2004 as a statement that MTA “would not 
engage in any interactive activity akin to ‘scoping’ 
under CEQA.”  However, Mr. Snoble’s letter does not 
make this statement.  Rather, Mr. Snoble informed Mr. 
Rubin that MTA would consider Mr. Rubin’s 
suggestions while preparing the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-8 
MTA considered Mr. Rubin’s letter dated September 
16, 2004 in preparing the Revised FEIR. 
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Comment 20-9 
MTA evaluated Mr. Rubin’s letter dated September 16, 
2004 and determined that it did not raise any significant 
environmental issue that MTA was not already 
considering in the Revised FEIR.  In addition, see 
Response 31-6. 

Comment 20-10 
For a discussion on consultation with the public, see 
Response to Comment No. 14-10.  In addition, Mr. 
Rubin acknowledges that neither he nor any member of 
COST is a transit planning expert.  Accordingly, 
meeting with Mr. Rubin would not have provided the 
MTA with any expert assistance in developing the 
specific details of the RB Alternatives.  Moreover, Mr. 
Rubin was proposing a process of evaluation by 
repetitive iterations of numerous variations of multiple 
route Rapid Bus alternatives that would likely take 
years to process, but offered no reasonable assurance 
that the process would merit the effort. 

Comment 20-11 
MTA concurs with the commenter that his efforts have 
not been wasted.  MTA considered his suggestions in 
preparing the draft Revised FEIR and herein addresses 
the significant environmental issues he raises in his 
comments.  In addition, to the extent possible and 
without waiver of MTA’s right to assert that it is not 
required to address comments concerning issues outside 
the Revised FEIR, MTA responds to Mr. Rubin’s 
comments herein. 

Comment 20-12 
See Response to Comment No. 14-2 for a discussion on 
why the comment period for the Revised FEIR was  
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proper and on MTA’s compliance with Mr. Rubin’s 
Public Record Act request. 

Comment 20-13 
MTA intends to attach Mr. Rubin’s entire letter, 
together with its voluminous attachments and exhibits, 
in the final Revised FEIR at Mr. Rubin’s request. 
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Comment 20-14 
See Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion 
on “public outreach” (i.e., consultation with the public). 

Comment 20-15 
This comment duplicates Comment Nos. 20-7 through 
20-10.  See the responses to these comments. 

Comment 20-16 
The commenter’s general statement is noted for the 
record.  As to the review period, please refer to 
comment responses 14-1 and 14-2. 

Comment 20-17 
See Responses 4-2 and 20-6 for a discussion on MTA’s 
reasoning for choosing the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-18 
See Responses 4-2 and 14-14 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for choosing the RB Alternatives.  
See Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion 
on consultation with the public. 

Comment 20-19 
The commenter suggests that MTA made changes to 
the Rapid Bus route network proposed by COST that is 
purported contrary to MTA’s contention that such 
alternatives were dictated by the Court of Appeal.  The 
Revised FEIR stated that the Court of Appeal 
mentioned two comment letters and COST’s suggested 
network.  (Revised FEIR, page RS-1.)  MTA looked at 
those suggestions and determined that would be a 
reasonable mix of multiple Rapid Bus routes to study.  
MTA does not contend that the Court of Appeal 
dictated that MTA must evaluate only the suggested  
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variations of the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus 
routes.  See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a more 
detailed discussion on MTA’s reasoning for choosing 
the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-20 
The rapid bus end-to-end run times used in the 
transportation demand model do not integrate any 
specific loop routings at either end of the rapid bus 
routes.  Run times for rapid bus routes are automatically 
determined through the transportation demand model as 
a function of highway speeds in the forecast year.  
(Highway speeds in the forecast year are typically 
slower than existing highway speeds.) 

Bus speeds (and therefore resulting travel times) are 
automatically calculated using a percentage of the 
modeled highway speed, depending on category: 

   Urban Suburban 
Roadway Roadway 

Local Bus      65%  76% 
Rapid Bus      78%  91% 

These percentages account for the stop patterns that are 
typical for the bus service type. 

Also see Response 20-34. 
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Comment 20-21 
The original 28.8 minute run time calculation from 
Warner Center to North Hollywood was based on 
measuring distances from engineering drawings and 
assumed an extensive system of signal priority 
including full preemption at street crossing between 
stations.  Discussions with LADOT led to the addition 
of an “upper-bound” travel time estimate of 40 minutes.  
See Response 20-75. 

Comment 20-22 
The acceleration rates used in the run time model, 
which generated the original calculation of 28.8 
minutes are not significantly different from those cited 
for the recently-ordered Metro Liners.  Using a sample 
2,700-foot section between Tampa Avenue and Wilbur 
Avenue (per comments 20-83 through 20-85), the run 
time model estimates 55.6 seconds, as compared to the 
55.9 seconds as calculated by Mr. Rubin in comment 
20-85. 

Before MTA accepts the articulated bus, the bus OEM 
is required to certify that the bus it built meets the 
vehicle performance specified in the contract.  Hence 
MTA made no adjustment to the Orange Line end-to-
end run time. 

Comment 20-23 
See Response 20-22.  MTA’s specification requires 
the bus OEM to provide vehicles that conform to 
federal, state, and local codes and regulations.  Before 
MTA’s acceptance, the bus OEM must certify that the 
vehicles it built comply with federal, state, local codes 
and regulations. 
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Comment 20-24 
The specific details of Mayor Hahn’s “Street Smart” 
program have not yet been developed or announced to 
the public, so it would be difficult to reflect the effects 
of this program in the MTA travel demand-forecasting 
model.  It appears that the Mayor’s plan will provide 
progressive signal timing along certain major arterials, 
such as Victory Boulevard, which may be counter 
productive to the real-time transit signal priority system 
installed as part of the Rapid Bus program and may 
make it even more difficult to provide transit priority in 
both the east-west and north-south directions of a grid 
street system, like the San Fernando Valley.  The 
analysis of the Rapid Bus Alternatives in the Revised 
FEIR was conducted based on assumptions consistent 
with those used for the Project in 2000-2002, at which 
time the “Street Smart” program had not yet been 
conceived.  Additionally, in order to make the 
appropriate comparisons between the RB Alternatives 
and the Project, the environmental setting and policies 
in place at the time the Project was analyzed were used 
to evaluate the RB Alternatives.  Thus, it is 
inappropriate to consider the “Street Smart” program in 
the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-25 
Other east-west Valley streets might not experience 
quite the same travel time savings as Ventura 
Boulevard because Ventura Boulevard is the heaviest 
east-west street and the signal timing on Ventura is set 
to favor east-west traffic.  There is simply not as much 
green time available along the other east-west corridors 
because the signal timing favors north-south traffic 
north of Ventura. 
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Comment 20-26 
The concept of implementing rapid bus is that it can be 
done at minimal cost.  Therefore, no park-and-rides 
were assumed in the rapid bus alternatives. 

Comment 20-27 
Please refer to response to comment 20-136. 
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Comment 20-28 
Travel time calculations for the busway portion of the 
Orange Line is calculated differently than for rapid bus 
alternatives because of the different street environment 
in which they operate.  The rapid bus routes operate in 
the street environment with no separation from 
vehicular traffic.  Therefore, it is appropriate to use 
highway speeds, factored to account for making 
passenger stops. 

The method of using highway speeds (by facility types 
and area types) and a set of locally calibrated 
adjustment factors is the standard and only acceptable 
procedure by FTA to derive the bus speed when buses 
operate in mixed-traffic environment. In fact, FTA 
developed the INET computer program to facilitate the 
implementation of such a critical modeling task. 
Comparing the base-year scheduled bus run time with 
the modeled run time has validated the set of locally 
calibrated adjustment factors. 

For an operating environment with an exclusive lane, it 
is appropriate to use a run time model, which is able to 
account for specialized conditions such as transit 
priority and reduced number of crossings.  The run time 
model used for the original BRT run time estimate is 
based on distances between stations, maximum speeds 
(considering curves and operating environment), dwell 
time at stops, and defined intersection delay based on 
priority/pre-emption assumptions. 

LADOT revised this original estimate based on their 
own method, which the MTA used to provide the upper 
bound estimate for their analysis. 
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A particular route’s travel time is not the prime factor in 
modeling ridership.  Numerous other factors affect 
ridership and are utilized by MTA’s model.  Moreover, 
travel time on an alternative is less important than the 
total origin-to-destination travel time for riders, which 
the MTA model accounts for.  For a discussion on how 
the MTA’s model accounts for a rider’s origin-to-
destination travel time, see the report entitled, “Service 
and Travel for Casting Methodology Report”, prepared 
by Parson Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas in August 
2000.  A copy of this report is available for review in 
the MTA library. 

Comment 20-29 
Modeling of the performance of transit is extremely 
complex and intricate.  Please see Response 20-28. 

Comment 20-30 
The MTA does not contend that Rapid Buses would 
typically have a negative impact on other surface traffic 
flow.  The only times that this could potentially occur 
would be if the addition of Rapid Buses to a particular 
street increased the total volume of traffic to above the 
capacity of the street.  This typically does not occur 
however, because many Rapid Bus routes have 
balanced the bus volumes on the individual streets; 
adding Rapid Buses and reducing Limited or Local 
service.  If such balancing of bus volumes did not occur 
and a roadway was carrying volumes at or near its 
capacity, the addition of Rapid Buses could cause some 
degradation of the overall traffic flow. 

Comment 20-31 
The RB- Network was generally studied as presented 
by COST.  Staff evaluated the COST alternative as 
presented with the understanding it was a good faith 
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effort to address transportation needs in the Valley as 
perceived by COST.  Since the COST alternative was 
presented to the Board in July 2001 and carried forward 
in litigation by COST (where it had the benefit of legal 
counsel and consultation with this commenter) staff 
concluded that the Metro effort to analyze alternatives 
should include the COST network.   Some minor 
modifications were made to adjust the routes to 
conform to the plan’s study area and to enhance 
comparability with other alternatives 

The study team had a number of other goals in 
preparing the document, including: to re-create the 
decision point when the Board initially considered the 
project (with the addition of new RB alternatives); to 
utilize as much as possible the previous data and 
documentation prepared for the project to allow an 
“apples-to-apples” comparison of alternatives; to save 
time so that the Board and the public could reconsider 
this issue as soon as possible; to limit the expenditure of 
additional public dollars in evaluating the new 
alternatives by utilizing the previously prepared 
information; and, to keep the analysis consistent with 
the earlier effort so as not to skew the analysis with 
later plans and policies adopted by the Metro Board 
based on the previous approval of the SFV BRT. 

Staff did not redo the previous modeling work for the 
No Build, TSM, and BRT alternatives for the reasons 
expressed above.  Had we done so, each of these 
alternatives and the new RB alternatives would have 
benefited from the additional north/south RB service 
later studied by Metro in the SFV N/S study for future 
adoption.  The RB-Network is the only alternative 
studied that was enhanced by both the TSM network 
and additional RB north/south service. 
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For a discussion on consideration of subsequently 
planned north-south Rapid Bus routes, see Response 
20-113. 

Comment 20-32 
The MTA model utilizes socioeconomic forecasts 
prepared by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) for the six-county region.  The 
growth forecasts adopted by the SCAG Regional 
Council are the only official forecasts for the region 
that are recognized by the Federal Transit Authority for 
use in environmental documents on transit facilities.  
The use of the SCAG growth forecasts by the MTA is 
consistent with all of the other County Transportation 
Commissions, Councils of Governments, Counties and 
Cities in southern California. 

Comment 20-33 
It is unclear from this comment how the quoted speed 
improvement percentages were calculated.  However, 
looking at the more detailed related comments (20-234 
– 20-239), it appears that the speed values calculated by 
the commenter were determined by dividing VMT by 
VHT.  As recognized by the commenter in comment 
20-236, “vehicle miles traveled divided by vehicle 
hours traveled, which is a close, but not precisely 
correct, measure of vehicle operating speed,” so this 
method of calculating the speed of the Rapid Buses 
versus local buses is not precise.  It is also an apples to 
oranges comparison, since for the Vanowen corridor, 
the local service travels all the way to Burbank, 
whereas the Rapid Bus goes to the North Hollywood 
Metro Red Line Station.  A 20 percent speed increase 
assumption in the RB Alternatives does not translate to 
a forecast 20 percent overall speed increase.  Many  
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factors in the MTA Model’s effect the overall speed of 
a Rapid Bus Alternative.  Moreover, the MTA Model 
was found to adequately forecast bus route run times in 
the AM period, midday period.  MTA’s model tested 
twenty bus lines: 2, 4, 14, 16, 18, 22, 26/51, 28, 30, 33, 
40, 45, 60, 66, 204, 207, 210, 251, 420 and 561:

 
                            AM Bus Run Time Validation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MTA Line Model Actual Model Actual
Line 204 50 62 50 67
Line   22 93 89 96 96
Line   28 41 43 42 39
Line 207 51 59 52 61
Line    4 108 95 109 102
Line  30 65 61 61 66
Line  60 104 101 91 100
Line  40 79 98 75 90
Line  18 64 64 56 59
Line  66 64 47 57 53
Line  16 47 45 47 54
Line 26/51 77 87 77 80
Line  45 56 69 60 58
Line  33 96 83 91 82
Line  14 68 62 66 59
Line 420 83 100 103 93
Line    2 117 108 123 128
Line 210 73 83 75 88
Line 251 62 72 55 75
Line 561 129 123 112 114
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                      PM Bus Run Time Model Validation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

MTA Line Model Actual Model Actual
Line 204 58 66 57 58
Line   22 109 97 108 99
Line   28 47 42 46 41
Line 207 59 65 59 62
Line    4 120 109 119 111
Line  30 77 69 76 72
Line  60 112 112 111 110
Line  40 90 99 90 103
Line  18 68 68 67 61
Line  66 67 55 67 54
Line  16 55 57 55 58
Line 26/51 92 90 92 82
Line  45 68 70 68 67
Line  33 103 86 102 84
Line  14 75 65 74 65
Line 420 105 96 105 99
Line    2 137 127 136 128
Line 210 86 91 86 94
Line 251 63 77 64 76
Line 561 126 132 127 132
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Modeled vs. Scheduled Time for MTA's Top 20 
Lines
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Comment 20-34 
The new limited stop bus line on Victory was actually a 
part of the original TSM definition included in the 
February 2002 FEIR.  Unfortunately, this route was 
inadvertently omitted in the FEIR’s Table 2-3 
summarizing TSM bus service improvements.  The 
limited stop bus line was however included in modeling 
of the RB Alternatives. 

The limited stop bus line on Victory was not removed 
for the rapid bus alternatives in order to stay true to the 
intent of ensuring that rapid bus was added on top of 
(without replacing) TSM improvements.  In actual 
practice, the MTA would evaluate the relative ridership 
and service levels of local, limited and rapid bus routes 
operating on a single corridor and would calibrate 
service levels accordingly. 

Comment 20-35 
The design of the Orange Line has incorporated 
additional safety features not present in the Miami 
system.  Please refer to response to comment C9-66 in 
the Final EIR and Response to Comment No. 13-2 
herein.  The comparison of the Orange Line to light rail 
lines in Houston and San Francisco is not an 
appropriate comparison given the different acceleration 
and deceleration patterns of trains versus buses and the 
fact that several of the MUNI METRO light rail transit 
lines run in mixed flow with automobile traffic, not in 
dedicated lanes.  Ms. Isabel Padron, the Project 
Manager, for the Miami-Dade busway confirmed that 
signal priority will be activated in mid 2005.  She also 
noted that none of the Safety Consultant’s 
recommendations have been implemented on busway, 
but the recommendations were going to be installed on 
the busway in mid 2005.  (Telephone conference on  

20-35
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December 2, 2004.)  Moreover, the Court of Appeal 
rejected claims by COST that the Project would create a 
significant safety impact.  Accordingly, the Orange 
Line’s intersections do not cause a significant safety 
risk. 
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Comment 20-36 
See Response to Comment Nos. 14-12 and 14-13 for a 
discussion on MTA’s reasoning on determining the 
environmental setting. 

Comment 20-37 
See Response to Comment Nos. 14-12 and 14-13 for a 
discussion on MTA’s reasoning on determining the 
environmental setting.  Further, MTA prepared a 
Revised FEIR, which only revises portions of the FEIR 
to consider the additional RB Alternatives.  The Court 
of Appeal found that the FEIR was otherwise adequate.  
(Revised FEIR, p. I-1.)  Moreover, the Court of Appeal 
only required MTA to consider the alternative of 
multiple Rapid Bus routes as an alternative.  To do this, 
the RB Alternatives had to be compared to the already 
completed analysis on the Project.  Moreover, changing 
the environmental setting to the year 2004 would 
require MTA to essentially throw out the FEIR and start 
from scratch, which was not required by the Court of 
Appeal. 

Comment 20-38 
See Response 4-13 and 20-37 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for limiting comments to the 
environmental issues raised in the Revised FEIR. 
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Comment 20-39 
The Court of Appeal required that MTA consider 
multiple Rapid Bus routes as an alternative to the 
Project.  Otherwise, the Court of Appeal did not find 
anything wrong with the FEIR’s analysis of the Orange 
Line.  Moreover, the State Clearing House had no 
objection to MTA limiting comments to the Revised 
FEIR.  Accordingly, MTA was not required to 
reanalyze the Orange Line or consider any further 
comments upon it.  In addition, the comment does not 
specify any specific events that were not known such 
that they can be specifically responded to in this 
response. 

The commenter asserts the MTA hid matters from 
public scrutiny in the Final EIR.  However, the Court of 
Appeal rejected COST’s repeated assertions that MTA 
improperly hid information from public scrutiny. 

Comment 20-40 
In terms of analysis, the benefits described for Rapid 
Bus generally translate to improved travel times.  The 
MTA’s assumption of a 20% improvement in travel 
time is based on travel time improvements that occurred 
with the introduction of rapid bus on Ventura 
Boulevard, which provides a reasonable indicator of 
expected travel time improvement.  It is unclear which 
purported “Significant Events that were not known and 
could not be known when the FEIR was adopted” that 
the commenter claims to exist.  MTA cannot further 
respond with further detail to this comment. 

The Revised Final EIR in Chapter 8-6 provides the 
performance measures for the Project so that a reviewer 
could make comments on the Project’s performance in 
relation to the RB Alternatives. 
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Comment 20-41 
Please see Response 20-40.  The Court of Appeal 
commanded MTA to consider the alternative of multi 
Rapid Bus routes to the Project.  Accordingly, the RB 
Alternatives must be subjected to CEQA review to 
adequately compare them with the Project. 

Comment 20-42 
The RB Alternatives utilize the benefits of the Rapid 
Bus program.  See pages 8-2-14 through 8-2-32 for a 
detailed discussion on the RB Alternatives use of these 
benefits.  Please see Response 20-40. 

Comment 20-43 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB-3 Alternative to 
study in the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-44 
See response to Comment 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the Vanowen route as 
part of the RB-3 Alternative.  For a detailed discussion 
on how MTA’s model considers walk distance for a 
rider to public transit, 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 for review at 
the MTA library.  In addition, how walk time is further 
considered by the model is described in the report 
entitled, “Mode Choice Model Development Report,” 
prepared by Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas 
dated September 2, 2002.  A copy of this report is 
available for review in the MTA library. 
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Comment 20-45 
The suggestion of deleting the Vanowen route in the 
RB-3 Alternative is not considerable different from the 
RB-3 Alternative already studied in the revised FEIR.  
Moreover, the commenter does not provide facts that 
support that all the riders attributed to the Vanowen 
route would shift over to the remaining and farther 
away routes of the RB-3 Alternative.  Accordingly, the 
cost effectiveness of this suggested variation of the RB-
3 Alternative with two routes would still not be as cost 
effective as the single-route Orange Line. 

Comment 20-46 
The commenter suggests deleting the Vanowen route 
from the RB-3 Alternative and claims that it is likely 
that riders of the Vanowen route would simply walk 
further to the other routes.  Removing the Vanowen 
route would not increase the ridership of the RB-3 
Alternative.  The Vanowen route contributes 5,200 
daily transit boardings to the RB-3 Alternative.  
Moreover, MTA’s model takes into account many more 
factors in determining ridership, which would not 
forecast ridership to remain the same.  A detailed 
discussion how MTA’s model functions 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 upon request.  The commenter 
suggests that removing the Vanowen route will allow 
DOT to increase priority.  The ridership of the RB-3 
Alternative was determined using full priority as a 20% 
speed improvement.  (FEIR, § 8-3.3.1.3, p. 8-3-15.)  
Thus, the modeling results did not reflect a lower speed 
improvement and removing the Vanowen route would 
not change the speed improvement assumption in 
MTA’s model.  The suggested change to the RB-3  

20-45

20-47

20-46

20-48

20-49

20-50
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Alternative is a minor permutation.  See Response to 
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on slight variations 
to the RB Alternatives.  See Response to Comment No. 
20-6 for a discussion on the reasons why finding the 
optimum mix of Rapid Bus routes is infeasible.  
Moreover, the three RB Alternatives are a good 
approximation of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can 
achieve in the Valley.  See Response to Comment No. 
4-2 for MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB 
Alternatives. 

Eliminating the Vanowen Rapid Bus route in the RB-3 
Alternative would likely result in operating cost savings 
and potentially some drop in total ridership as persons 
on Vanowen would need to walk one-half mile north to 
Sherman Way or one-half mile south to Victory 
Boulevard. It is unclear that it would improve the cost-
per-new transit rider comparison to the BRT alternative. 

Comment 20-47 
The commenter questions why MTA did not analyze 
his suggested variant in Comment No. 20-46.  See 
Response to Comment No. 20-46. 

Comment 20-48 
MTA does not agree with this conjecture based on the 
most recent ridership data, which shows passenger 
loads on the corridor line segments east to downtown 
Burbank of significantly under one-half of that from 
Lankershim west along the key corridors (notably 
Victory and Vanowen which is mentioned in the letter).  
As well, the heavy rail Metro Red Line at North 
Hollywood was noted as a major destination for Victory 
and Vanowen Metro Rapid travelers that would have 
been missed with an extension east or a deviation to do 
both (travel to the North Hollywood station and  
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continue east to Burbank) would have made the Metro 
Rapid travel times uncompetitive with the straight-
through local service on these corridors for these riders. 

Comment 20-49 
MTA examined the entire Valley in determining the RB 
Alternatives. However, MTA did not perform a model 
run on the suggested variations to the Victory route.  
For a discussion on MTA’s reasoning for selecting the 
RB Alternatives to study in the Revised FEIR, see 
response to Comment 4-2.  See response to comment 
no. 6-3 for discussion on consideration of suggested 
variances that are not considerably different from the 
RB Alternatives. 
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Comment 20-50 
The commenter suggests extending the Sherman Way 
route of the RB-3 Alternative eastward.  The 
commenter suggests following an existing route, 
presumably Line 163.  Weekday Average Boardings for 
the segment of Line 163 as suggested by the commenter 
are as follows, which gives boarding based on direction 
of travel: 

 
Line 163, Eastbound, Southbound from Burbank to 
Hollywood, 1996 

Stops 
Weekday 
Average 

Boardings 
Sunland & San Fern  52 
San Fern & Strathern  2 
San Fern & Arminta 2 
San Fern & Arvilla   9 
San Fern & 7511 S Frn  1 
Hllywd Way & San Fern  13 
Hllywd Way & Pac Gt 119 1 
Hllywd Way & Winona  6 
Bbk Apt Rd & Lockhd Gt4  1 
Hollywd &Thornton  59 
Hllywd & Way Valhalla  4 
Hllywd Way & Pacific  5 
Hllywd Way & Victory   47 
Hllywd Way & Jeffries  6 
Hllywd Way & Burbank  41 
Hllywd Way & Chandler  2 
Hllywd Way & Magnolia  32 
Hllywd Way & Clark  7 
Hllywd Way & Verdugo  41 
Hllywd Way & Oak  11 
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Hllywd Way & Alameda  9 
Hllywd Way & Riverside 39 
Olive & Maple  28 
Olive & Franklin   18 
Barham & Lakeside 18 
Barham & Coyote  6 
Barham &Lk Hllywd 3 
Cahuenga & Barham  6 
Cahuenga & Oakcrest  19 
Cahuenga & Wdrow Wils  0 
Cahuenga & 2775 Cahue 4 
Cahuenga & 101 Fwy  0 
Odin & Fairfield  2 
Cahuenga & Iris  2 
Cahuenga & Cerritos 1 
Cahuenga & Franklin  7 
Yucca & Cahuenga 0 
Yucca & Vine  0 
Hollywood & Vine 5 
Hollywood & Ivar  3 
Hollywood & Cahuenga  7 
Hollywood & Wilcox  4 
Hollywood & Whitley  2 
Hollywood & Las Palmas  0 
Highland & Hollywood  0 
Hawthorn & Highland  0 
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Line 163, Northbound, Westbound From Hollywood 
To Burbank, 1996 
 

Stops 
Weekday 
Average 

Boardings 
Hawthorn & Highland 0 
Hollywood & Orange 59 
Hollywood & Highland  119 
Hollywood & Las Palmas 14 
Hollywood & Whitley  12 
Hollywood & Wilcox  21 
Hollywood & Cahuenga  34 
Hollywood & Ivar  36 
Vine & Hollywood  241 
Yucca & Ivar   10 
Yucca & Cahuenga  9 
Cahuenga & Franklin   17 
Cahuenga & Cerritos 5 
Cahuenga & Iris  5 
Cahuenga  & J A Ford  1 
Cahuenga & 2700 Cahue 2 
Cahuenga & Lakeridge  1 
Cahuenga & Oakcrest  9 
Cahuenga & Barham   7 
Barham & Lakehllywd   3 
Barham & Coyote  14 
Barham & Lakeside  6 
Olive & Franklin  2 
Olive & Maple  1 
Hllywd Way & Riverside  31 
Hllywd Way & Alameda  30 
Hllywd Way & Oak  11 
Hllywd Way & Verdugo  14 
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Hllywd Way & Clark  8 
Hllywd Way & Magnolia 24 
Hllywd Way &Chandler 2 
Hllywd Way & Burbank  21 
Hllywd Way & Jeffries 2 
Hllywd Way & Victory 16 
Hllywd Way & Pacific 12 
Hllywd Way & Valhalla 4 
Hllywd Way & Thornton 20 
Hllywd Way & Winona  3 
Hllywd Way & 2944 Lock 1 
San Fern & Hllywd Way 5 
San Fern & Opp. 7511 0 
San Fern & Arvilla 18 
San Fern & Armita 0 
San Fern & Strathern 4 
Vineland & Cantara Lo 24 

Sum:  
  
Line 163, Eastbound Southbound from Burbank to 
Hollywood, 2004 
 

Stops 
Weekday 
Average 

Boardings 

Vineland & Sherman 29 

Vineland & Valerio 23 

Vineland & Saticoy 39 

Vineland & Stagg 13 

Vineland & Strathern Vinstl 25 

Vineland & Cantara Vincao – Eol 2 
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BRANFORD & Street Break DI – 
EOL 0 

Sunland & San Fernando 47 

San Fernando & Clybourn 1 

San Fernando & Strathern 0 

San Fernando & Arvilla 0 

San Fernando & Arvilla 5 

San Fernando & Lockheed 2 

Minor Street & San Fernando 6 

Hollywood & Tulare 2 

Hollywood & Minor Street 5 

Hollywood & Thornton Hlltho 52 

Hollywood & Valhalla 28 

Hollywood & Pacific 4 

Hollywood & Victory 29 

Hollywood & Jeffries 8 

Hollywood & Burbank 23 

Hollywood & Chandler 7 

Hollywood & Magnolia Hllmag 36 

Hollywood & Clark 16 

Hollywood & Verdugo 30 

Hollywood & Oak 11 

Hollywood & Alameda 12 

Hollywood & Riverside 55 
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Olive & Warner 15 

Olive & Minor Street 33 

Barham & Lakeside Plaza 12 

Barham & Coyote Canyon 18 

Barham & Lake Hollywood 13 

Cahuenga & Barbara Cahbar 12 

Cahuenga & Oakcrest 3 

Cahuenga & Cahuenga 6 

Cahuenga & Minor Street-1 8 

Cahuenga & Off-Ramp 1 

Odin & Fairfield 1 

Cahuenga & Iris 4 

Cahuenga & On-Ramp 0 

Cahuenga & Franklin 0 

Yucca & Cahuenga 6 

Yucca & Vine 0 

Argyle & Hollywood Holarg 7 

Hollywood & Ivar 15 

Hollywood & Cahuenga 4 

Hollywood & Wilcox 8 

Hollywood & Whitley 2 

Hollywood & Las Palmas 1 

Hawthorn & Highland Hawhig – Eol 0 

Sum: 575 
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Line 163, Westbound, Northbound from Hollywood to 
Burbank, 2004 

Stops 
Weekday 
Average 

Boardings 

Hawthorn & Highland Hawhig 59 

Hollywood & Highland 94 

Hollywood & Las Palmas 17 

Hollywood & Whitley 23 

Hollywood & Wilcox 17 

Hollywood & Cahuenga 19 

Hollywood & Ivar 14 

Hollywood & Argyle Holarg 282 

Yucca & Ivar 4 

Yucca & Cahuenga 14 

Cahuenga & Franklin 16 

Cahuenga & Off-Ramp 5 

Cahuenga & Iris 4 

Cahuenga & Pilgrimage 2 

Cahuenga & Off-Ramp 1 

Cahuenga & Lakeridge 0 

Cahuenga & Benda 7 

Cahuenga & Buddy Holly Cahbar 2 

Barham & Lake Hollywood 6 
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Barham & Coyote Canyon 4 

Barham & Lakeside Plaza 2 

Olive & Minor Street 5 

Olive & Warner 3 

Hollywood & Riverside 31 

Hollywood & Alameda 13 

Hollywood & Oak 17 

Hollywood & Verdugo 21 

Hollywood & Clark 3 

Hollywood & Magnolia Hllmag 19 

Hollywood & Chandler 6 

Hollywood & Burbank 16 

Hollywood & Jeffries 8 

Hollywood & Victory 21 

Hollywood & Pacific 3 

Hollywood & Valhalla 7 

Hollywood & Minor Street Hllt 16 

Hollywood & Minor Street 4 

Hollywood & Tulare 1 

San Fernando & Minor Street 8 

San Fernando & Lockheed 0 

San Fernando & Arvilla 12 

San Fernando & Strathern 0 

San Fernando & Strathern 1 
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Sunland & San Fernando 119 
Branford & Street  
Break Div. 15 5 

Sum: 931 
 
This ridership data from 1996 and 2004 on the eastern 
portion of Line 163 is low and would not provide 
sufficient ridership to warrant extending the Sherman 
Way Rapid Bus route in the RB-3 Alternative.  
Moreover, part of the extension is outside the study 
area.  The suggested extensions to the Sherman Way 
route are not considerably different from the RB-3 
Alternative.  See Response to Comment 6-3 for a 
discussion on variations that are not considerably 
different from those analyzed in the Revised FEIR. 

Extending the Sherman Way Rapid Bus Route in the 
RB-3 Alternative to the Burbank Airport Metrolink 
station would add a significant amount of additional 
out-of-way travel circling the Burbank Airport via 
Vineland, San Fernando Road, Hollywood Way to get 
to the terminus station.  It would make more sense to 
extend the Vanowen Rapid Bus route straight east on 
Vanowen to Empire Street to reach the Burbank Airport 
Metrolink Station.  It is not clear however, that either of 
these alternatives would be more cost-effective than the 
BRT Alternative. 
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Comment 20-51 
MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in 
determining the RB Alternatives.  However, MTA did 
not perform model runs on the extensions to the 
Sherman Way route of the RB-3 Alternative that the 
commenter suggested in Comment No. 50.  See 
Response to Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on 
suggested variants that are not considerably different 
from the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-52 
The commenter suggests another variation of the RB-3 
Alternative to alternate service on both the Sherman 
Way and Victory routes to the North Hollywood Metro 
Red Line station.  These suggestions are not 
considerably different from the RB Alternatives that 
MTA studied in the Revised FEIR.  They are merely 
extensions of two routes to the east with an operational 
variation in routing buses on the extensions or to the 
North Hollywood station.  See Response to Comment 
No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested variants that are 
not considerably different from the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-53 
MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in 
determining the RB Alternatives.  However, MTA did 
not perform model runs on the extensions to the 
Sherman Way or Victory routes of the RB-3 Alternative 
or the operational variation to route every other bus to 
the North Hollywood Station that the commenter 
suggested in Comment No. 52.  See Response to 
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested 
variants that are not considerably different from the RB 
Alternatives. 

20-50
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Comment 20-54 
The commenter suggests extending the Sherman Way 
route of the RB-3 Alternative to the Metrolink Sun 
Valley Station.  This suggestion is not considerably 
different from the RB Alternatives that MTA studied in 
the Revised FEIR.  See Response to Comment No. 6-3 
for a discussion on suggested variants that are not 
considerably different from the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-55 
MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in 
determining the RB Alternatives.  However, MTA did 
not perform a model run on the extension to the 
Sherman Way route of the RB-3 Alternative that the 
commenter suggested in Comment No. 54.  See 
Response to Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on 
suggested variants that are not considerably different 
from the RB Alternatives. 



Responses to Comments 
 

 
 Page 9-107 
 

San Fernando Valley 
East-West Transit Corridor 
REVISED FEIR 

 

Comment 20-56 
The commenter suggests extending one of the routes of 
the RB-3 Alternative to Moorpark Street.  This 
suggestion is not considerably different from the RB 
Alternatives that MTA studied in the Revised FEIR.  
See Response to Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on 
suggested variants that are not considerably different 
from the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-57 
MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in 
determining the RB Alternatives.  However, MTA did 
not perform a model run on the suggested variation to a 
route of the RB-3 Alternative that the commenter 
suggested in Comment No. 56.  See Response to 
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested 
variants that are not considerably different from the RB 
Alternatives. 

The logic of extending three Rapid Bus routes down 
Lankershim Boulevard to Moorpark Street is not clear, 
since there is no major destination at 
Lankershim/Moorpark that would justify this level of 
service, which would be running on the street directly 
above the Metro Red Line subway. 

Comment 20-58 
MTA did not model ridership projections for the 
suggested variation to the RB-3 Alternative made in 
Comment No. 25-56.  See Response to Comment No. 
6-3 for a discussion on suggested variants that are not 
considerably different from the RB Alternatives. 

20-56
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Comment 20-59 
MTA chose the three RB Alternatives as a good 
approximation of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can 
do in the Valley.  For a discussion on MTA’s reasoning 
for selecting the RB Alternatives, see response to 
comment 4-2.  Extensions of Victory and the Sherman 
Way routes on the RB 3 Alternatives are mere 
variations of the RB 3 Alternatives and are not 
considerably different than the RB 3 Alternatives.  See 
response to comment no. 6-3 for discussion on 
consideration of suggested variances that are not 
considerably different from the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-60 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that 
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR.  See Response to 
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested 
variants that are not considerably different from the RB 
Alternatives. 

Comment 20-61 
See Response to Comment No. 14-10 regarding 
consultation with the public. 
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Comment 20-62 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that 
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a 
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can 
accomplish in the Valley. 

Comment 20-63 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that 
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a 
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can 
accomplish in the Valley. 

Comment 20-64 
See Response to Comment No. 14-5 for those consulted 
on developing the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-65 
See Response to Comment No. 6-1 regarding the 
suggestion to add northern Rapid Bus routes to the RB-
3 Alternative and the RB-5 Alternative. 

The RB Network was the network originally proposed 
by COST.  It included a balanced network of Rapid 
Buses spaced approximately two-three miles apart 
across the San Fernando Valley.  The addition of a 
Rapid Bus on Sherman Way would place three east-
west routes with approximately one mile of each other.  
The addition of Rapid Buses on Sherman Way to the 
RB Network alternative would likely add some new 
transit riders, but it would also increase transit-
operating costs.  It is unclear that it would improve the 
cost-per-new transit rider. 
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Comment 20-66 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that 
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a 
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can 
accomplish in the Valley. 

Comment 20-67 
The commenter’s dissatisfaction is noted for the record. 
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Comment 20-68 
The comment suggests that speed is a key factor to 
Rapid Bus success.  Travel time does not invoke a 
linear response in a rider’s decision to choose public 
transit.  See Response 24-3 for a discussion on how 
MTA’s model forecasts a rider’s choice to take public 
transit. 

Comment 20-69 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that 
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a 
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can 
accomplish in the Valley. 

Comment 20-70 
Please see Response 20-71. 

Comment 20-71 
The comment is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 20-72 
Travel times as listed in Table 8-6.6 are based on the 
future year planning horizon of 2020, not the present 
year, so using existing schedules would not apply.  The 
listed travel times are based on what was represented in 
the MTA’s transportation demand model for the year 
2020. 
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Comment 20-73 
The commenter has spent a good deal of time 
describing the routes of the BRT and the Victory Rapid 
Bus, bus misstates the fact that the travel time 
comparisons in the Revised FEIR (Table 8-6.6) are for 
the eastbound direction on each alternative.  The travel 
times reported are for the average of both directions, 
eastbound and westbound, which minimizes ant 
differences by direction due to one direction being 
slightly shorter than the other direction.  The Victory 
Rapid Bus was taken all the way west to Topanga 
Canyon because that was the way it was shown on the 
COST proposed Enhanced TSM Network.  It should 
also be noted that the travel demand model does not 
differentiate between right turns and left turns at 
intersections, so a bus route with more left turns is not 
penalized over one with only right turns in the model. 

20-72
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Comment 20-74 
The travel time as reflected in the MTA’s transportation 
demand model and what is reported in Table 8-6.6 in 
the DRFEIR do not incorporate detailed routings at 
each end of the rapid bus routes. 

Comment 20-75 
The 28.8 minute run time calculated for the busway 
route is based on specific assumptions regarding 
distance between stations, maximum speeds given 
curvature and station spacing, and potential intersection 
delay.  As stated earlier, because full transit pre-
emption was the desired goal, no intersection delay 
between stations was counted.  At stations, the LRT 
was assumed to have the capability of advancing or 
extending the traffic signal “green time” by up to 10 
seconds. 

While the MTA maintains that full transit pre-emption 
is the desired goal, as a practical matter it has also 
included analysis of LADOT’s 40 minute run time 
calculation since any transit pre-emption or transit 
priority must be done in coordination with LADOT.  
The ability to achieve the 28.8 minute run time is 
physically possible; it is a matter of operating policy 
which potentially adds significant delays to this travel 
time.  While the LADOT does not believe full transit 
pre-emption is achievable, future conditions may allow 
a re-visiting of the amount of priority/pre-emption that 
can be granted.  Leaving in the analysis based on 28.8 
minutes ensures the environmental impacts associated 
with the project’s optimal speed are identified and 
addressed. 
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Comment 20-76 
As already discussed, the lower-bound BRT run time 
was based on a run time model which accounts for 
station spacing, curvature, maximum speeds, potential 
intersection delay, and dwell time at stations in order to 
estimate a run time.  The upper-bound BRT run time 
was provided by LADOT. 

Lower-bound EIR Rapid Bus run times listed in Table 
8-6.6 are based on the MTA’s transportation demand 
model, which automatically accounts for run time of a 
route as a function of future traffic speeds.  These are 
the travel times that are used as a basis for estimating 
ridership.  The addition of upper-bound rapid bus run 
times are to acknowledge that there may not be the 
ability to grant the expected transit priority on so many 
arterials.  The upper bound rapid bus run times 
represent what might be expected if there is about half 
the assumed transit priority.  Once again, this range is 
provided as an acknowledgement that the amount of 
transit priority is variable.  Transit priority is watered 
down as more parallel streets request it, since it 
becomes more difficult to maintain cross-traffic flows. 

Comment 20-77 
Calculating run times using different methodologies 
was necessary because of the different operating 
environments of rapid buses operating in mixed traffic, 
versus buses in an exclusive busway. Computing the 
run time for RB alternatives as if the RB lines were 
operating on exclusive right-of-ways, as suggested by 
the Commenter, would violate the common modeling 
practice and would not be acceptable to FTA. See also 
response to 20-28 and 20-29. 
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