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To confirm whether the MTA reflected the 20% speed 
improvement for rapid bus (compared to local bus), a 
method using the ratio of VMT to VHT as provided by 
line in the transportation demand model is not 
dependable.  The better method is to confirm the 
produced transit travel times directly from the model, 
which was done in preparing Table 8-8.6 (lower bound 
rapid bus travel times). 

To report the defined travel times in Table 8-8.6, it was 
necessary to manually extract and add together times 
from separate "links" in each of the defined paths.  In 
the process of reviewing travel times to confirm that 
rapid bus did in fact incorporate an automatically 
calculated 20% speed improvement over local bus, it 
was found that there were errors in some of the 
calculations used in this table.  Therefore, Table 8-8.6 
has been revised.  The corrected information does, in 
fact, confirm that the rapid bus speeds are generally 
improved by 20% over local bus speeds. 

It should be noted that based on the revised Table 8-8.6, 
the east-west travel times on local and rapid bus routes 
appear unusually optimistic compared to the BRT run 
time.  This is another case where the rapid bus 
alternatives were given favorable assumptions in the 
transportation demand model. 

Comment 20-78 
The MTA model did not use the specific routings for 
the ends of the rapid bus alignments. 

Comment 20-79 
See Response to Comment No. 14-2 regarding MTA’s 
compliance with Mr. Rubin’s Public Records Act 
Request.  The MTA’s model calculated the travel time  
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of the Victory route from Warner Center Station Transit 
Hub to Victory/Variel intersection as part of 
intermediate calculations of the overall travel time of 
the RB Alternatives. 

Run time calculations for the Rapid Bus alternatives 
were solely based on the MTA transportation demand 
model and were never estimated using the run time 
model used to generate the busway run times.  See 
response to comment 20-77. 
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Comment 20-80 
These comments all present information about run 
times based on driving each of the rapid bus routes, 
documenting times and distances, and comparing to 
MTA times and distances. 

The MTA used 2020 as its planning horizon for its 
ridership forecasts, so travel times should also be based 
on 2020 rather than current-year travel times.  As 
discussed in response to comment 20-20, future bus 
speeds are automatically calculated as a function of 
future highway speeds, based on factors that reflect 
observed data. 

As explained in the response to comments 20-28 and 
20-29, a separate run-time model is used when there is 
a separate operating environment to mixed traffic.  
Rapid bus run times is appropriately calculated as a 
function of highway speeds. 

For a discussion on MTA’s model forecast accuracy on 
modeling run times for buses, see response to Comment 
20-33.  For the discussion on how the RB Alternatives 
were encoded into MTA model, see Response to 
Comment 20-78.  In addition, the data presented in the 
Revised FEIR on the run times of the RB Alternatives 
are forecasted run times at the year 2020.  Thus, 
comparing the commenter’s “test runs” for a portion of 
the Victory Rapid Bus route does not offer a valid 
comparison. 
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Comment 20-81 
Please see Response 20-80. 

Comment 20-82 
Please see Response 20-80. 
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Comment 20-83 
Please see Response 20-80.
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Comment 20-84 
Please see Response 20-80. 

Comment 20-85 
Please see Response 20-80.
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Comment 20-86 
Please see Response 20-80. 

Comment 20-87 
Please see Response 20-80. 

Comment 20-88 
Please see Response 20-80.
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Comment 20-89 
Please see Response 20-80. 

Comment 20-90 
Please see Response 20-80. 

The bus signal priority provided by the City of Los 
Angeles is that (a) provision of priority for far-side 
stations is more beneficial for both transit and traffic 
flow due to the typical very short “green-hold” time 
(the City’s loop detection allows for very precise timing 
to avoid unnecessary impact on cross-traffic with 
typical green hold times of just over one second); and 
(b) allocation of priority time to the single Orange Line 
will be much easier than allocation of signal priority to 
many more Metro Rapid lines (both in terms of 
numbers of lines and intersections, and the competing 
needs of these lines and intersections with attendant 
impacts on central signal control processing of 
continuous interventions).  The deployment of BRT 
with far-side station locations preferred is consistent 
with industry best practices.
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Comment 20-91 
Please see Response 20-80.  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. 

Comment 20-92 
Please see Response 20-80. 
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Comment 20-93 
Please see Response 20-80. 

Comment 20-94 
Please see Response 20-80. 20-93
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Comment 20-95 
It is not expected that there will a high rate of accidents 
due to the operation of the BRT Line, and thus there is 
no need to slow down or stop the buses at each grade 
crossing.  The buses will, for most of the route, be 
traveling parallel to an adjacent east-west street, and will 
be approaching the cross streets at the same time as 
adjacent traffic.  This cross-Valley travel will be 
controlled by synchronized traffic signaling, enhancing 
the safe operation of the busway and all intersecting 
streets.  (In addition, see Responses 20-80, 20-189 and 
20-195) 

Comment 20-96 
Please see Response 20-80. 

The City of Los Angeles did update the signal 
progression along to minimize unnecessary interventions 
by the control system to provide Metro Rapid priority.  
The changes did not fundamentally change Metro Rapid 
operating speeds, but rather simplified the signal 
processing for the City, given the very frequent Line 720 
service along Wilshire Boulevard. 
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Comment 20-97 
MTA did not perform run tests on the Metro Liner bus 
on San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor 
because construction of the corridor was not yet 
complete.  Generally the bus OEM works on the torque 
and power curves of a power plant to attain the required 
vehicle performance. 

Comment 20-98 
As project progresses, details of its operation are 
negotiated and refined.  As stated earlier, policies for 
transit priority/pre-emption may be modified in the 
future which can, in fact, move the travel time of the 
project closer to the way it was originally envisioned. 

Comment 20-99 
The methodology to calculate rapid bus travel times was 
strictly based on its relationship to highway speeds.  
There is no sinister attempt to make rapid bus travel 
times any slower.  The model did not include any time-
consuming turnarounds at the ends of the route, so if 
anything assumed more favorable conditions than what 
may turn out to be in actual operations. 

In terms of the comments on model sensitivity with 
respect to travel time, fleet size and ridership, the MTA 
model was documented and accepted by FTA during the 
course of Eastside LRT Full Funding Grant Agreement 
process. The sensitivities of the model are directly 
related to (1) the coefficients of travel time components 
assumed in the model, as well as (2) the modal shares in 
the travel market.  The former had been scrutinized and 
considered within accepted range by the FTA.  The latter 
were based on the observed data from regional travel 
survey and on-board transit surveys. 
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Comment 20-100 
We could not find “Vehicle Performance” section in the 
DRFEIR referenced in Rubin’s comments regarding 
“24000 lbs weight on drive wheels (38.1%.)”  As a 
result, we are unable to confirm if the “Gross Vehicle 
Load” defined in American Public Transportation 
Association’s Standard Bus Procurement Guidelines 
was utilized to produce 24,000 pound load on the drive 
wheels and 63,050 pounds “gross vehicle weight.” 

MTA acknowledges California Vehicle Code Section 
35554.  Before the bus acceptance by MTA, the bus 
OEM has to certify that the vehicle’s axle loading meets 
federal, state, and local codes and regulations. 
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Comment 20-101 
MTA does not conduct an axle load test.  It is the bus 
OEM’s responsibility to conduct an axle load test 
among other tests in order to certify that the vehicle 
meets federal, state, and local codes and regulations. 

Comment 20-102 
While acknowledging California Vehicle Code Section 
35554, MTA takes no legal position on this vehicle 
code.  Vehicle certification to federal, state, and local 
codes and regulations is the bus OEM’s responsibility. 

20-102
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Comment 20-103 
The bus OEM is obligated to certify vehicle 
conformance to federal, state, and local codes and 
regulations.  We do not anticipate changes in the service 
frequency.  Hence there would be no increase in the 
capital and operating costs of the Orange Line when 
compared to the Rapid Bus alternatives. 

Comment 20-104 
As mentioned in the Board item # 29 (adopted at the 
July 2004 Board meeting), the City of Los Angeles 
expressed their concern that SOJV did not consider the 
projected weight of the 60 foot articulated buses in the 
calculation of TI using the Caltrans method.  
Accordingly, MTA and preliminary engineering 
consultant, STV Inc, re-evaluated the TI value.  Based 
on re-evaluation, it was concluded that the methodology 
used in calculating the TI value of 9.5 was incorrect, and 
that the TI of 11.0 is the appropriate design parameter to 
use for the busway.  Caltrans methodology uses 
Equivalent Single Axle Loads (ESAL’s) generated by 
Truck Traffic, which consist of average axle loads 
(measured at weigh station) of various combination of 
three axles vehicles, ranging from empty pick-up truck 
with trailer to fully loaded truck.  However, for the 
pavement design of the busway (no truck traffic), MTA 
undertook additional measures to ensure that the 
Caltrans 20-year ESAL’s projection were properly 
adjusted to address a bus only exclusive facility.  The 
City of Los Angeles Pavement Evaluation Design Unit, 
and Caltrans Headquarters Division of Design Office of 
State Pavement Design, were consulted on this issue and 
also concurred with the revised TI calculation method. 
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 Comment 20-105 
The manufactures estimated gross vehicle weight rating 
of the proposed 60-foot articulated bus at the time when 
TI was re-evaluated is as follows: 
Front axle – 14,780 lbs 
Middle axle – 21,080 lbs 
Rear axle – 27,120 lbs 

Comment 20-106 
What data was utilized in the determination of the 
necessity to upgrade the busway pavement? 
 
Traffic Index (TI) and R-value.  The 60-ft articulated 
bus has 3 axles – each with different loads, the 
combined loads of the 3 axles are used to calculated an 
ESAL, which is then used to determine the total 20-year 
ESAL’s, which is then used to determine a Traffic 
Index used to design the pavement.  The R-value is 
determined by soil analysis. 
 
Comment 20-107 
What passenger loads and vehicle weight and axle 
loads for all three axles were assumed? 
 
The estimated passenger loads and vehicle weight 
at the time when TI was re-evaluated is as follows: 
Peak hours - 100% seated plus 12 standing (53,861 
lbs) 
12,933 lbs front axle 
15,593 lbs middle axle 
25,335 lbs rear axle 
Non-peak hours - 50% seated (47,465 lbs) 
11,190 lbs front axle 
14,895 lbs middle axle 
21,445 lbs rear axle 
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Comment 20-108 
Calculation of run time is addressed in various 
responses to comments (for example, see responses to 
comments 20-20, 20-28, and 20-76). 

Comment 20-109 
The suggested variations to extend the Sherman Way 
route in the RB-5 Alternative are not considerably 
different from the analyzed RB-5 Alternative.  See 
Response to Comment Nos. 20-50 through 20-55 for a 
discussion on how the suggested variations to extend 
the Sherman Way route are not considerably different 
from the RB-3 Alternative.  See Response to Comment 
No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested variants that are 
not considerably different from the RB Alternatives. 

RB-3 and RB-5 were configured to best test the 
alternatives proposed to the Court.  RB-3 followed the 
proposal to provide three east-west lines serving the 
North Hollywood Metro Red Line station.  The COST 
proposal recognizes that the major destination in this 
area of the San Fernando Valley is the Red Line and 
service from all three corridors was modeled to provide 
fast and attractive service to the North Hollywood 
station per the proposal.  Other alignment extensions 
would have provided minimal additional ridership 
access while increasing the travel time to this key 
destination and additional operating cost.  RB-5 called 
for a full network of north-south and east-west services 
spaced across the Valley.  Existing transit services in 
the areas east of Lankershim/Vineland to downtown 
Burbank and south of Sherman Way/San Fernando 
Road to the Burbank Media District (have had 
significantly lower patronage than the other core areas 
of the Valley.  In the interest of developing competitive 
alternatives, RB-3 and RB-5 were modeled to provide  
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the best balance of ridership and costs.  Note that 
MTA’s adopted Metro Rapid expansion plan does not 
include services in these areas from the Valley. 

Comment 20-110 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
why Sherman Way route as part of the RB-5 
Alternative is reasonable route. 

RB-5 does not include a Sherman Way Metro Rapid 
line; however, RB-Network alternative does include a 
Sherman Way line and assume that the writer is 
referring to this alternative.  The “just plain bad” 
Sherman Way alignment closely followed the COST 
proposal recommended to the Court.  As noted in 
comments to 20-109, the service east of Vineland and 
south of Bob Hope Airport have historically been low 
performers for transit and nothing in the review 
indicated that extending the Sherman Way line to the 
Burbank Metrolink Station, Burbank Media District, 
and Universal City would have improved the cost 
effectiveness of this line and alternative. 

Regarding inclusion of the Vanowen Metro Rapid in 
RB-3, this was also done to provide the Court and the 
MTA Board with the results of this alternative proposed 
by COST.  As the writer notes, the other alternatives 
tested provide various results for different iterations of 
these scenarios.  MTA did not think that RB-Network 
was an optimal alternative, but wanted to test it for the 
Court.  The key elements in RB-Network (notably 
Victory and Sherman Way) were also tested in 
alternative RB-3 and Victory in RB-5 as well. 
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Comment 20-111 
See Response 16-3 for a discussion on the same 
variation suggested by the commenter here. 

Please see Response 20-100 for additional information. 

Comment 20-112 
Staff concluded that the RB-3 and RB-5 alternatives 
offered by commenters were reasonable and worthy of 
additional analyses.  With the analysis based on 2020 
projections of population, land use, and travel patterns, 
streets that may not currently warrant service may do so 
in the future, and are therefore worthy of study and 
analysis. 

Regarding Chander Boulevard, it is four lane road 
(separated by a median) that directly parallels the BRT 
right-of-way and provides direct access to/from the 
North Hollywood Red Line Station to Van Nuys 
Boulevard.  Rapid Bus service on Chandler would 
provide the most direct route to the Red Line station for 
travelers heading up from the south and transferring at 
Chandler.  Chandler Boulevard also has numerous 
institutional uses, schools, offices, retirement homes, 
multi-family housing, and various intersecting bus 
services.  In the year 2020, the NoHo arts district is 
expected to not only be a major transportation hub, but 
also an important business, residential, and arts district, 
serving as both a trip origin and destination. 

Oxnard Boulevard was studied as an on-street 
alternative to the BRT during the DEIR.  It provides 
access to a park-and-ride lot adjacent to the 170 
freeway, multi-family housing, Laurel Plaza, Grant 
High School, Valley College, the Van Nuys 
government and shopping districts, office and 
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commercial uses on Sepulveda Boulevard, and various 
intersecting bus services. 

Burbank Boulevard provides access to multi-family 
housing, commercial uses, Valley College, the Van 
Nuys business district, the Sepulveda Recreation Area, 
and numerous commercial and medical uses in the 
Tarzana area. 

Clustering Rapid Bus service in the RB-3 and RB-5 
alternatives was worthy of study in that people’s 
propensity to use transit increases the closer the service 
is to their origin and destination.  These alternatives 
offered very competitive scenarios to the BRT by 
providing a number of lines in an east/west direction 
that served to limit walking distances and the need for 
transfers. 

Please see Response 20-100 for additional information. 
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Comment 20-113 
The commenter correctly notes that the decision to 
implement certain north-south Rapid Bus lines in the 
Valley was after the FEIR was originally certified.  The 
FEIR did not consider the effects of these now-approved 
lines on the Project or its alternatives.  The Revised 
FEIR used the same baseline, updating only if data was 
unavailable, in order to get the closest underlying 
circumstances for comparing the RB Alternatives to the 
Project.  If MTA were to consider the effect of these new 
Rapid Bus lines, MTA would have to reanalyze the 
Project, requiring a rewrite of the entire EIR.  The Court 
of Appeals did not require MTA to reanalyze the entire 
Project, but only to consider the additional alternative of 
multiple Rapid Bus routes. 

Comment 20-114 
The commenter attempts to compare the subsequently 
approved N-S Rapid Bus lines with those on the RB 
Network. See Response to Comment No. 20-113 for the 
discussion on why subsequently approved N-S Rapid 
Bus lines were not considered in the Revised FEIR.  See 
Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for choosing the configuration of the 
RB-Network.  MTA analyzed the RB Network proposed 
by COST and found that, with a few minor tweaks, it 
would provide a reasonable network of multiple Rapid 
Bus routes for analysis.  MTA did not extend these 
routes to mirror those approved now because they extend 
beyond the Project area.  In addition, the same east-west 
multiple-route benefit would not be achieved by merely 
incorporating these existing north-south Rapid Bus lines 
because existing transfer points are inefficient and take 
excessive time thereby detracting from their use for 
interconnecting public transit to the east-west routes of 
the RB Network. 

20-112
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The inclusion of Topanga Canyon as an extension of the 
Metro Rapid was deemed inappropriate.  First, the key 
demand point will continue to be Warner Center for the 
Ventura Metro Rapid.  MTA has previously considered 
extending the Ventura Metro Rapid north to Sherman 
Way, but has had concern that this would make focusing 
service on Warner Center difficult and detract from 
ridership.  As well, MTA was concerned that ridership 
north of Warner Center would not meet expectations and 
that operation of both short trips and long trips would be 
needed; something that violates the basic “simple route” 
Metro Rapid tenant.  On very heavy lines like 720-
Wilshire/Whittier and 754-Vermont MTA has had to 
institute short lines for cost effectiveness, but doing so 
on a line with less frequency like 750-Ventura would 
add unnecessary complexity and degrade service.  
Consequently, MTA modeled the Topanga Canyon route 
separately. 

The COST version of the Reseda line was included in 
RB-5.  MTA modeled what we believed to be the most 
cost-effective alternative for Reseda that was consistent 
with the COST proposal.  The existing local service 
between the modeled end-of-the-line on Reseda and the 
MTA Plan version at Sylmar-San Fernando Metrolink 
has had significantly lower ridership than the core 
alignment along Reseda. 

The current 761-Van Nuys Metro Rapid does continue 
south to West Los Angeles.  However, current ridership 
has been less than expected and line adjustments are 
being discussed at MTA.  Thus the COST recommended 
alignment were modeled in the interest of cost-
effectiveness. 

20-114
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The COST proposal was modeled to provide network 
connections between Ventura and Van Nuys. 

MTA set out to test a set of alternatives that had been 
proposed to the Court.  MTA recognizes that in some 
instances the COST alternatives vary from the MTA 
plan.  MTA tested the COST alternatives because the 
MTA Metro Rapid Plan had not been developed and 
adopted at the time that the Final EIR was considered 
by the Board. 

Comment 20-115 
The commenter is correct that MTA considered COST’s 
suggested network that provided the genesis for the RB 
Network Alternative.  See Response to Comment No. 4-
2 for a discussion on MTA’s reasoning for choosing the 
specific configuration of the RB Network. 

Comment 20-116 
MTA acknowledges the commenter approval of 
respecting COST’s proposed Rapid Bus network.  For a 
discussion concerning MTA’s consideration of Mr. 
Rubin’s prior letters see Response to Comment No. 20-7 
through 20-11, and Response 20-118. 

Comment 20-117 
The commenter’s criticism of MTA using COST’s 
proposed Rapid Bus network as the basis for the RB 
Network is noted for the record.  As an initial 
assessment, MTA modified COST’s proposed network 
to make it more intuitively functional.  Once the stops 
were identified, MTA modeled the RB Network and the 
results are presented in the Revised FEIR.  See Response 
to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives to 
analyze in the Revised FEIR. See Response to Comment  
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No. 20-6 for a discussion on the infeasibility of 
determining the optimum assemblage of multiple Rapid 
Bus routes for the alternative. 
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Comment 20-118 
See Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion on 
consultation for developing the RB Alternatives. 

Comment 20-119 
The commenter intimates that transit planning conducts 
modeling to optimize transit systems.  As discussed in 
Response to Comment No. 20-6, it is infeasible to 
determine the optimal transit system.  Rather, transit 
professions utilize their own training and experience to 
select the appropriate transit system.  Transit system 
development is not purely computational.  MTA is not 
aware of any transit agency conducting numerous 
modeling iterations to determine the optimal transit 
system. 

Comment 20-120 
See Response to Comment No. 20-119. 
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Comment 20-121 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to 
analyze in the Revised FEIR. 

Please refer to Response 20-112. 

Comment 20-122 
It was also important to go back to the time when the 
study was originally completed for an equal comparison.  
Consequently, there had not been a study for Valley 
North-South Rapid Bus lines, and, therefore the costs of 
the north-south lines were included. 

Comment 20-123 
Please see Response 20-31. 

Comment 20-124 
Please see Response 20-122. 

Comment 20-125 
The San Fernando Valley North-South Transit Corridor 
Study did not begin until after the completion of the 
FEIR for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit 
Corridor.  Therefore, for equal comparisons, the north-
south lines could not be a part of the underlying route 
structure in the original EIR. 
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Comment 20-126 
See Response to Comment Nos. 20-113 and 20-114 for a 
discussion on considering subsequently approved north-
south Rapid Bus lines. 

Comment 20-127 
See Response to Comment Nos. 20-113 and 20-114 for a 
discussion on considering subsequently approved north-
south Rapid Bus lines. 

Comment 20-128 
MTA acknowledges the commenter’s cite of the Revised 
FEIR indicating that the RB Alternatives are based upon 
the three comments suggesting different variations of the 
alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes.  See Response 
to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on MTA’s 
reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to analyze in 
the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-129 
MTA has not claimed, and does not claim, that the Court 
of Appeal has specifically demanded that MTA consider 
the three comments as alternative of multiple Rapid Bus 
routes.  The Revised FEIR explained that the Court of 
Appeal’s decision mentioned them.  The Court of 
Appeal’s decision noted that various comments proposed 
a series of three or five east-west routes. (Court of 
Appeal Decision, fn. 8, p. 25, 26.)  COST’s proposed 
network has three east-west routes as well.  MTA 
evaluated those comments to determine whether they 
made sense.  MTA determined that the general lay out 
was reasonable and proceeded to flesh out the details of 
these routes, which became the three RB Alternatives.  
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s further reasoning for selecting the RB 
Alternatives to analyze in the Revised FEIR. 
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Comment 20-130 
The commenter presents the comments already made to 
the FEIR regarding suggestions of multiple Rapid Bus 
routes.  See Response to Comment No. 20-129 for a 
discussion on MTA’s consideration of the Court of 
Appeal’s decision in developing the RB Alternatives. 20-129
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Comment 20-131 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to 
analyze in the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-132 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to 
analyze in the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-133 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to 
analyze in the Revised FEIR. 
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Comment 20-134 
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to 
analyze in the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-135 
MTA disagrees with the commenter’s allegation that 
MTA did not endeavor to produce good or decent Rapid 
Bus alternatives.  Rather, MTA found that the three RB 
Alternatives were reasonable assemblages of multiple 
Rapid Bus routes to reach the population of the Valley.  
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on 
MTA’s further reasoning for selecting the RB 
Alternatives to analyze in the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-136 
The commenter’s analysis of daily transit boardings for 
the Full BRT and RB-Victory in Table 8-6.5 is 
inaccurate.  Table 8-6.5: Ridership reports “daily transit 
boardings” and “new daily transit trips”.  A footnote 
explains that the daily transit boarding columns for the 
Rapid Bus Alternatives and the Full BRT are not 
directly comparable.  The footnote states, “Boardings 
for Rapid Bus routes included in entirety. Boardings for 
BRT based on fixed guideway stations only.  These 
boardings cannot be directly compared to boardings as 
reported for the BRT alternatives, which only report 
those boardings occurring in the fixed guideway 
portions of the route (that is, board and disembark at 
stations constructed as part of the San Fernando Valley 
East-West Transit Corridor 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.” 
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The text on page 8-6-8 elaborates on this and further 
states that the “new daily transit trips” in column 3 is 
the appropriate measure to compare since this measure 
deals with linked (end-to-end) trips.  Table 8-6.5 and 
text on page 8-6-8 show that the “biggest increase in 
transit ridership (13,000 to 15,000 daily new transit 
trips) results from implementing the Full BRT 
Alternative, which integrated service improvements 
assumed in the TSM Alternative.”  In comparison, the 
Rapid Bus alternatives vary from 9,200 to 10,300 new 
daily transit trips, only a modest increase over the 
TSM’s new daily transit trips over No Build (9,000). 

In addition to higher ridership, the BRT has certain 
features that the Rapid Bus does not have, which makes 
BRT a high capacity transit system.  These include 
stations rather than stops, exclusive bus lanes, higher 
capacity buses, multiple door boarding and alighting, 
fare prepayment and feeder network.  The scale, 
operation, and amenities provided at proposed stations 
for the BRT Alternative are similar to those provided at 
rail stations.  Stations are located along dedicated 
ROWs and include amenities such as park-and-ride lots, 
transit vehicles with multiple doors for passenger 
loading, bicycle parking, and designated kiss-and-ride 
drop off locations.  In comparison, Rapid Bus stops do 
not include any of these amenities.  The difference 
between stations and stops is explained on page 8-4.1-1 
of the Revised FEIR, which states “the scale and 
amenities provided at RB stops are similar to that of 
local bus stops.”  Features that are common to both 
BRT and Rapid Bus include simple route layout, 
frequent headways, less frequent stops, level boarding 
and alighting, color coded buses and stops and signal 
prioritization (Please see Table 2-4: Busway Features 
Planned for the San Fernando Valley of the FEIR, and  
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Table 8.2-1: Metro Rapid Features of the Revised 
FEIR).  Therefore, the Revised FEIR is correct in 
stating that the BRT is a high-capacity transit system 
while Rapid Bus is not. 

Comment 20-137 
The Land Use Sections of the FEIR and the Revised 
FEIR analyzed consistency of the Project and 
alternatives with applicable planning and zoning 
documents.  If the Project would not be consistent with 
adopted plans and policies, a significant impact under 
CEQA would occur.  Page RS-16, Table RS-32 of the 
Revised FEIR entitled, “Summary of Operational 
Impacts” states, “Amending these numerous plans 
would severely alter their objectives without any 
substitute objective that would curtail wide spread 
growth.”  The analysis identified seven plans (not 
prepared by the MTA), which actually set forth 
direction for development to be concentrated around 
transit systems along transit corridors.  As mentioned in 
response to Comment 20-136, a Rapid Bus route does 
not provide the same level of service as the Orange 
Line (BRT).  Pages 8-4.1-40 through 8-4.1-55 describe 
the relevant plans and documents and pages 8-4.1-68 
through 8-4.1-77 describe the consistency of each plan 
with the Rapid Bus Alternatives in the Revised EIR. 

Moreover, as further shown hereafter, the RB 
Alternatives do not provide the focal point of 
concentrated growth envisioned by the plans.  In 1986, 
the City of Los Angeles adopted its “Concept Los 
Angeles,” which called for the development of high-
intensity centers linked together by rapid transit.  
(Concept Los Angeles, The Concept of the Los Angeles 
General Plan, City of Los Angeles, April 1974, p. 5.)  
This concept is now embodied in the Los Angeles  
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General Plan, adopted in 1996, which provides for 
transit-oriented districts around transit stations, with 
“transit stations [to] function as a primary focal point of 
the City’s development.”  (FEIR, p. 4-34.)  This 
planning concept is now referred to as “Smart Growth.”  
The concept is implemented by increasing the 
allowable development density generally within one-
quarter mile of transit stations.  (General Plan 
Framework An Element of the Los Angeles General 
Plan (LA General Plan), p. 3-35.)  Furthermore, the 
policy set forth in the transportation element of the 
General Plan is to develop transit alignments and 
station locations that maximize transit service in 
activity centers.  Development is in turn further 
encouraged in these targeted growth areas by allowing 
more intense development.  (FEIR, p. 4-35.) 

These transit-oriented districts accomplish two 
important goals.  First and foremost is the objective to 
meet the urgent housing needs of the City’s growing 
population (LA General Plan, p. 1 of the Executive 
Summary, p. 4-2).  These needs will be achieved “by 
encouraging future housing development near transit 
corridors and stations.”  (LA General Plan, p. 4-2.) 

Second, the transit-oriented districts will accommodate 
the growth while preserving existing single family, low-
density neighborhoods.  (LA General Plan, pp. 1 and 3 
of Executive Summary.)  The City concluded that a 
plan that accommodated growth across all 
neighborhoods would lead to congestion, air pollution, 
and the degradation of residential neighborhoods.  (LA 
General Plan, p. 3-3.) 

The RB Alternatives introduce numerous transit routes 
through the Valley that would not concentrate  
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development along limited corridors in the Valley.  The 
RB Alternatives do not have transit stations, but merely 
bus stops that do not attract significant development.  
On the other hand, the Orange Line’s stations provide 
an excellent opportunity to concentrate growth with the 
amenities of station areas and parking lots along a 
single route. 

Comment 20-138 
Please see response to comment 20-136. 
 
Comment 20-139 
It is correct that land use would be the only significant 
impact identified in the Revised FEIR for the Rapid 
Bus alternatives due to inconsistency with existing 
plans.  The Full BRT Alternative also would have one 
significant impact.  The Full BRT would have 
significant noise impact during construction.  As stated 
on page RS-46 of the Revised FEIR, “although both the 
BRT alternative and the three Rapid Bus alternatives 
are relatively similar in that they result in only one 
unmitigated significant impact; the construction 
significant noise impact associated with the BRT 
Alternative would end at construction completion while 
the significant land use impact associated with the three 
Rapid Bus alternatives would be ongoing through the 
life of the land use plans.” 
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Comment 20-140 
Please see response to comment 20-139 above. 

Comment 20-141 
The commenter’s concern is acknowledged for the 
record.  Section 8-5.6 (Fiscal and Economic Conditions) 
of the Revised FEIR notes that “the minor construction 
activities could create a small number of job 
opportunities and result in a small beneficial impact to 
area employment.”  The BRT Alternative and the three 
Rapid Bus Alternatives would result in beneficial impact 
in regard to job creation.  No adverse impacts would 
result with these alternatives. 

Comment 20-142 
The commenter’s concern is acknowledged for the 
record.  Section 5-6 of the FEIR and Section 8-5.6 of the 
Revised FEIR evaluated the environmental impacts 
associated with the Fiscal and Economic Conditions 
resulting from the BRT Alternative and the three Rapid 
Bus alternatives. 

Section 6 of the FEIR and Section 8-6 of the Revised 
FEIR compare the financial effectiveness of the various 
alternatives. 

Comment 20-143 
The commenter miscites Table RS-2 at page 38 of the 
Revised FEIR as Summary of Operational Impacts for 
the Fiscal and Economic Conditions.  This portion of the 
table is a “Summary of Construction Impacts.”  As such, 
the FEIR appropriately considered the effect of 
construction of the RB Alternatives on fiscal and 
economic conditions. As the commenter points out in 
earlier comments, the greater the construction the 
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greater number of temporary construction jobs.  On page 
8-5-2, the Revised FEIR clearly explains that there 
would be very little construction for a RB Alternative 
and as a result, not many construction jobs would be 
created.  The “score” of “Not Significant” for the RB 
Alternatives is consistent with the Revised FEIR 
analysis.  Moreover, the high number of jobs created by 
the construction of the BRT warrants the “score” of 
beneficial.  Changing the Revised FEIR to reflect the 
commenter’s suggestion would not make the RB 
Alternatives environmentally superior to the Orange 
Line.  The RB Alternatives still create a significant 
impact on land use by inconsistency with land use 
planning policies of the City of Los Angeles, where the 
Orange Line does not.  (Rev. FEIR, p. RS-16.) 

Comment 20-144 
There were no changes in the sub-contractors after 
project was restarted.  When SOJV was notified to 
demobilize due to the court order, SOJV kept Sub-
contractor’s supervisory level workers and laid off other 
workers.  SOJV were able to re-hire approximately 50% 
of the original work force.  SOJV replaced 
approximately 30% to 45% of the approximately 50% 
workers that were laid off.  

Comment 20-145 
The first paragraph of Section RS-4, “Comments and 
Coordination” is clearly dedicated to the public outreach 
that was associated with the FEIR.  This paragraph 
explains that the extensive public and agency outreach 
began at the “initiation of environmental studies through 
competition of Preliminary Engineering….”  It goes on 
to note that this outreach was memorialized in the FEIR.  
The second paragraph of this Section is devoted entirely 
to the Revised FEIR.  Accordingly, MTA did not 
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mischaracterize its public outreach efforts.  See 
Response to Comment Nos. 14-10 and 20-11 through 
20-11 for discussions on consultation concerning the 
Revised FEIR. 

Comment 20-146 
Metro does not perform or receive any type of 
geographical breakdown for the Proposition A and C 
sales tax receipts.  The annual budget for Fiscal Year 
2005 for Metro does identify certain statistics by 
Service Sectors of the County of Los Angeles as 
reflected on pages III-4 and 5.  The actual expenditures 
authorized in the budget are shown in what is a 
“Combined Statement of Revenue, Expenses and 
Changes in Retained Earnings” and is reflected on page 
IV-4 for the Enterprise Fund, which depicts the adopted 
operating budget of Metro bus and light rail as a whole. 

The State of California Board of Equalization collects 
the local sales tax funds referred to as A and C on behalf 
of Metro and the collected funds are disbursed to Metro 
on a regularly scheduled basis.  Metro does not segregate 
the funds into sub-areas of the County of Los Angeles 
but rather manages and reports the funds on a 
countywide basis.  Likewise, disbursing the funds is 
completed in accordance with the adopted budget and 
directives of the Metro Board of Directors as duly and 
statutorily constituted on a countywide basis, except for 
the funds directed to local cities or the county on a 
population basis and the sales tax propositions 
themselves.  All reporting and accounting for Metro 
financial activities are done to conform to governmental 
accounting, auditing and financial reporting laws 
referred to as “Generally Acceptable Accounting 
Practices.” 
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Comment 20-147 
The commenter’s dissent with MTA’s determination 
that Section 130265 is not applicable to the Orange 
Line is acknowledged.  The commenter makes the same 
comment at Comment No. 31-39.  See Response to 
Comment No. 31-39 for further discussion on the 
reasoning why Section 130265 is not applicable.  MTA 
is not aware of any court order pertaining to this 
Section that is directed at MTA. 

Comment 20-148 
The Purpose and Need in the Revised FEIR is repeated 
from the FEIR for context.  The alternatives considered 
in the Revised FEIR were evaluated with the same 
population base as the FEIR.  This section was prepared 
using population projections from Southern California 
Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 1998 Regional 
Transportation Plan.  The Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
was released in May 2000.  At the time of its release, 
the population projections used were the best available 
data from SCAG whose projections are the only 
regionally accepted projections to use. 
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Comment 20-149 
As stated previously in response to comment 20-148, 
the Purpose and Need in the Revised FEIR is repeated 
from the FEIR for context.  In order to make a fair 
comparison, the analysis was prepared using year 2000 
data when the NOP was released.  The state of 
completion of the major transit projects under 
development in 2000 listed would not have any effect 
on the relative evaluation of the Rapid Bus alternatives, 
either between themselves or with the Full BRT 
alternative, in the Revised FEIR.   
 
Comment 20-150 
Please see Response 20-148. 

Comment 20-151 
With one exception, the Wilshire corridor, all Metro 
Rapid corridors are planned with no net increase in 
buses operated.  As stated in the February 2002 Metro 
Rapid Board Report, Metro Rapid lines will be planned 
and designed to be operating cost neutral.  The impacts 
of Metro Rapid on existing vehicular traffic, therefore, 
is insignificant in most cases and, as Tom points out, an 
improvement in other cases. 

The commenter notes that Rapid Buses have fewer 
stops per mile than local buses ands shuttles, typically 
have far side stops which do not hinder right turns as 
much as near side stops, and that some drivers have 
learned to take advantage of the transit signal priority 
afforded to Rapid Buses by keeping pace with the 
buses.  These comments are all acknowledged for the 
record as examples of the positive effects of the MTA 
Metro Rapid Bus Program. 
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Comment 20-152 
True, signal progression improvements made along 
Wilshire and Washington Boulevards have produced a 
small improvement in overall traffic flow for regular 
traffic as well. 

The comment by Sean Skehan of LADOT regarding the 
positive effects of the Metro Rapid Bus Program on 
overall traffic flow is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 20-153 
This observation is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 20-154 
The analysis included in the FEIR and the Revised 
FEIR 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.  Please also see 
Response to Comment No. 20-30.  In response to 
commenter’s questions, MTA does not believe that 
general traffic flow has been measurably affected by its 
implementation of Rapid Bus routes to date. 
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Comment 20-155 
Two issues.  First, as opposed to what Tom states, 
limited stop service is not “significantly faster than the 
local service”.  For example, the limited and local stop 
services on the Vermont and Soto corridors prior to the 
implementation of Metro Rapid service were scheduled 
with nearly identical travel times.  Second, the range of 
travel time improvements for the nine existing Metro 
Rapid corridors is currently between 17% (Van Nuys) 
and 29% (Wilshire). 
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Comment 20-156 
Please see Response 20-25. 

Comment 20-157 
Please see Response 20-25. 

Comment 20-158 
Please see Response 20-25. 

Comment 20-159 
Limited stop bus service has an average stop spacing of 
approximately 0.3 miles, systemwide.  Metro Rapid has 
an average stop spacing of approximately 0.7 miles.  
Therefore, all else equal, Metro Rapid service will be 
faster than limited stop service. 
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Comment 20-160 
Please see Response 20-25. 
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Comment 20-161 
This comment does not address a specific environment 
impact of the potential alternatives, but it is 
acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 20-162 
The RB Alternatives were developed in accordance with 
the policy by which Rapid Bus routes have been 
implemented by the MTA elsewhere in Los Angeles 
County.  They have not been implemented with park-
and-ride lots.  In the Revised FEIR, there was also an 
attempt to compare the alternatives as they would have 
been compared in the FEIR.  At that time, park-and-ride 
lots were not under construction and were not considered 
an element of the Metro Rapid Bus program which was 
intended to implement fast, high quality bus service with 
low-floor buses, signal priority at intersections, 
streamlined on-street boarding and alighting of 
passengers, and improved bus stop spacing.  Moreover, 
the RB Alternatives would not utilize a BRT park-and-
ride lot if the BRT is not built in favor of a RB 
Alternative.  The cost of constructing park-and-ride lots 
was not included in the cost of constructing or 
maintaining any of the RB Alternatives.  Thus, it would 
be inappropriate to include the benefit of BRT facility 
with any RB Alternative. 
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Comment 20-163 
Please refer to response to comment 20-162. 

Comment 20-164 
Please refer to response to comment 20-162. 

Comment 20-165 
Please refer to response to comment 20-162. 

Comment 20-166 
Please refer to response to comment 20-162. 

Comment 20-167 
Please refer to response to comment 20-162.  It is correct 
to note that many of the Rapid Bus routes in the 
alternatives serve the North Hollywood Red Line station, 
where a park-and-ride lot is included in the travel 
demand model.  In theory, the model could have 
assigned some park-and-ride access to the Rapid Bus 
routes, which serve that location, but it was already at 
capacity based on the park-and-ride demand for the Red 
Line itself. 

Comment 20-168 
Please refer to response to comment 20-162.  It is correct 
to note that many f the Rapid Bus routes in the 
alternatives serve the North Hollywood Red Line station, 
where a park-and-ride lot is included in the travel 
demand model.  In theory, the model could have 
assigned some park-and-ride access to the Rapid Bus 
routes, which serve that location, but it was already at 
capacity based on the park-and-ride demand for the Red 
Line itself. 
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Comment 20-169 
If park-and-ride lots were included at some of the 
stations on the RB alternatives, this could result in some 
additional ridership on those lines, but the magnitude is 
hard to predict.  Park-and-ride access links to bus stops 
have not typically been included in the MTA model and 
where they have been coded (e.g., at park-and-ride lots 
served by express buses) the level of park-and-ride 
access to bus services has typically been minimal.  If the 
MTA Board were to select a Rapid Bus alternative in 
lieu of the Orange Line, the Board would be asked to 
determine the preferred disposition of the park-and-ride 
lots referenced. 

Comment 20-170 
Please refer to response to comment 20-31. 

Comment 20-171 
MTA understood that the Rapid Bus alternatives 
requested were to be low cost and have amenities 
similar to the current Rapid Bus route constructed on 
Ventura Boulevard.  As park-and-ride lots are not 
normally constructed with Rapid Bus, these were not 
included. 

Providing only limited amenities in the RB alternatives 
maintained a low capital cost and improved the cost 
effectiveness of these alternatives.  MTA could include 
as a part of RB alternatives more amenities such as 
bicycle parking and street trees (although sidewalk 
width at stations is constrained in many locations).  
However, increasing amenities at Rapid Bus stop 
locations would increase the capital cost and negate an 
important positive feature of Rapid Bus. 
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