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Some park-and-ride lots on the Full BRT Alternative 
could be utilized by some of the RB alternatives.  
However, the alternatives were not defined with this 
parking as it currently is not MTA’s policy to include 
major acquisition of land (for park-and-ride lots), and 
construction improvements associated with these 
alternatives. 
 
Comment 20-172 
It is noted that the commenter does not agree with the 
land use concepts in the City’s Framework and the 
planning process behind it.  This plan was not prepared 
by MTA.  The Framework is a part of the City’s 
General Plan and had extensive community input.  The 
transportation section was later updated by the City’s 
Transportation Element, which included additional 
public input.  As mentioned on page RS-16, Table RS-
2: Summary of Operation Impacts, “Amending these 
numerous plans would severely alter their objectives 
without any substitute objective that will curtail 
widespread growth.” 
 
In reference to the contention that the Orange Line 
could be replaced with another corridor or transit 
option, MTA believes that the type of high-capacity 
transit service provided by the BRT best meets the 
goals of the Framework. 
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Comment 20-173 
Please see response to comments 20-136 and 20-137 
regarding ridership of Full BRT and Rapid Bus 
alternatives.  
 
The planning process with which the City of Los 
Angeles developed its recommendations for 
transportation improvements included extensive public 
input.  MTA does not direct the City’s plans but 
participates in their preparation as an outside agency.  
MTA concurs that transportation and land use planning 
must be considered together if the serious mobility and 
growth issues facing the city are to be addressed.  The 
Framework and the  
 
The City’s Transportation Element recognizes these 
important connections. 

Comment 20-174 
The information in this table was used to maintain a 
consistent approach in the Revised FEIR to that used in 
the Final EIR.  Utilizing 2000 Census data would not 
allow for reliably consistent conclusions between the 
documents. 
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Comment 20-175 
It is correct to state that in 2020, all MTA buses will be 
CNG-powered be powered by CNG or other appropriate, 
available, environmentally-sound technology, and that 
there are no differences in the types of vehicles and other 
characteristics important to the tables between 
alternatives.  It is also correct to assume that energy 
consumption factors for passenger vehicles are not 
affected by the transit alternatives under consideration. 

Comment 20-176 
It is correct to state that CNG buses for the three RB 
alternatives would result in less VMT than the Full BRT.  
The statement regarding the change in CNG bus VMT 
for each alternative compared to the “No Build” is 
correct and is presented in Table 8-4.8-2. 

Comment 20-177 
Operating and maintenance (O&M) costs are 
determined through a number of inputs, not just 
revenue vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Inputs are 
described in Table 6-2 of the February 2002 FEIR.  
VMT used in the O&M cost model was generated 
independently from what is reported in Table 8-4.8-1.  
The VMT inputs for the rapid bus alternatives were 
provided to the commenter as a summary of backup 
statistics for the O&M cost model.  The annual VMT 
input for BRT was 97.45 million and 97.48 million for 
the lower and upper bound BRT respectively, which is 
lower than the rapid bus alternatives. 
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Comment 20-178 
When estimating regional energy consumption, the 
MTA transportation demand model supplies the regional 
VMT totals.  When estimating MTA’s O&M costs, 
VMT is one of numerous inputs for MTA’s O&M cost 
model.  In estimating MTA O&M costs, MTA’s total 
VMT is provided through the transportation demand 
model.  MTA’s VMT was higher for the upper-bound 
BRT alternative as compared to the lower-bound BRT 
alternative; other measures used in the calculation of 
MTA’s O&M cost also had changes which overall 
resulted in minor differences in the calculated MTA 
O&M cost for the lower-bound and upper-bound BRT 
alternatives.  For LADOT’s O&M costs, vehicle hours 
are used rather than vehicle miles.  Note that while there 
is no net difference in the total O&M costs for the BRT 
lower and upper bound estimates, there are slight 
differences in the calculated MTA O&M cost and 
LADOT O&M cost. 

Comment 20-179 
See response to Comment 20-182. 

Comment 20-180 
See response to Comment 20-182. 
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Comment 20-181 
Please see Response 20-178. 

Comment 20-182 
Table 8-4.8-2 would be revised to indicate the correct 
change in VMT per year for the Full BRT when 
compared to the No Build.  The revised table is shown 
on the following page. 

Comment 20-183 
The CNG bus 2020 VMT data for the various 
alternatives are presented in Table 8-4.8-1.  As shown, 
No Build would result in approximately 235,507,550 
CNG bus VMT, the Full BRT would result in CNG bus 
VMT that range from 237,730,082 to 237,789841, RB-3 
would result in approximately 237,066,410 CNG bus 
VMT, RB-5 would result in approximately 237,089,539 
CNG bus VMT, and RB-Network would result in 
approximately 237,258,276 bus VMT. 

Comment 20-184 
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 Draft Final EIS/EIR. There are 34 crossing along the 
Orange Line alternative and at 11 of the stations are 
located adjacent to the crossings.  Therefore at 11 of the 
34 crossings, buses will be accelerating from a stop at a 
station platform or will be decelerating to stop at a 
station, and will therefore be traveling at well below the 
45 MPH speed referenced in the description of the 
Miami system. 
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Table 4.8-2:  Change in VMT of Each Alternative Compared to No Build Alternative 

Change in VMT/Year 
Full BRT vs. No Build RB-3 vs. No Build RB-5 vs. No Build RB-Network vs. No Build Vehicle Class 

Change in 
VMT/Year 

Percent 
Change 

Change in 
VMT/Year 

Percent 
Change 

Change in 
VMT/Year 

Percent 
Change 

Change in 
VMT/Year 

Percent 
Change 

Passenger 
Vehicle 

-34,221,628 to -
25,560,321 

-0.02% -22,628,310 -0.02% -20,507,700 -0.01% -23,075,691 -0.02% 

CNG Bus 2,222,532 to 
2,382,291 

0.94% to 
0.97% 

1,558,859 0.66% 1,581,989 0.67% 1,750,726 0.74% 

Light or Heavy 
Rail 

142,172 1.32% 70,079 0.70% 13,725 0.14% 17,390 0.17% 

Commuter Rail 58,512 0.48% -13,697 -0.28% -15,981 -0.33% 2,444 -0.05% 

VMT = vehicle miles traveled. 

Source:  Terry A. Hayes Associates, 2000; see FTA New Start Worksheets. 
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Comment 20-185 
This comment references earlier comments on the Final 
EIR and is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 20-186 
Please refer to Response 20-35. 

Comment 20-187 
The additional transit riders attracted to the BRT with 
the upper bound (40.0 minute) travel time, which 
assumes a much lower level of transit priority and speed 
than the lower bound (28.8 minute) travel time with full 
signal priority, exceed the new transit riders for the 
Rapid Bus Alternatives, as shown in Table 8.6.5.  Also 
please refer to Response to Comment No. 20-35. 

Comment 20-188 
Please see Response 20-98. 
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Comment 20-189 
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 11-3 herein. 
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Comment 20-190 
These parenthetical statements are acknowledged for the 
record. 

Comment 20-191 
The commenter points out that the MTA bus operators 
have a better record, in terms of collisions per revenue 
vehicle mile compared to the national average; one 
collision per 124,862 motor bus revenue vehicle miles 
versus the national average of one collision per 79,502 
miles, 57% more miles traveled per accident than the 
national average.  This illustrates how comparisons to 
other transit operators can be misleading.  It is not 
possible to forecast in advance how many collisions 
could be anticipated on a new facility like the Orange 
Line.  Please refer again to Response 20-35. 
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Comment 20-192 
The data analyzed was for intersections with coordinated 
traffic signals, as will be the case on the Orange Line.  It 
would not be appropriate to compare the operations of 
uncoordinated signalized intersections on another 
facility to the proposed sophisticated coordinated signal 
system, which will be implemented on the Orange Line.  
Please see response to comment 11-3. 

Comment 20-193 
The calculation of the accident rate of one accident per 
20 million entering vehicles was developed by Myra L. 
Frank & Associates, as noted in this comment, in an 
attempt to provide an accident rate for the at-grade 
crossings in Miami which were judged to be most 
comparable to the intersections on the Orange Line in 
Los Angeles.  Please refer to response to comments 20-
191 and 20-192.  In addition, signal priorities are 
planned for reactivation on the Miami busway in mid 
2005 (per telephone conversation with Isabel Pedron, 
MDT, on December 2, 2004). 
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Comment 20-194 
The comment is acknowledged for the record.  The crash 
rate referenced in comment response 20-191 is an 
appropriate statistic for consideration. 
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Comment 20-195 
As noted in comment 20-191, MTA has a better collision 
record than the national average.  Comment 20-193 
points out that many of the intersections on the Miami 
busway are dissimilar to those on the Orange Line.  
Differences in the physical design of the two busways, 
differences in the traffic signal systems which will 
control the buses and other vehicles, and differences in 
the performance of bus operators make it difficult to use 
data from the Miami busway to forecast anticipated 
accident experience on the Orange Line.  MTA and its 
consultants, working closely with LADOT, have taken 
every precaution to design the Orange Line in as safe a 
manner as members of the traffic engineering and civil 
engineering professions know how to. 
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Comment 20-196 
Comparisons of light rail vehicle performance and bus 
performance can be misleading because buses are lighter 
weight vehicles which can be maneuvered to modify 
their travel path to avoid a collision and have quicker 
braking capabilities.  The commenter notes that bus 
speeds will be reduced at crossings near stations, which 
is approximately one third of the crossings.  The Revised 
Final EIR presents data for the BRT alternative with a 
40.0 minute travel time in addition to the 28.8 minute 
travel time to address the concerns that the buses may 
not travel as fast as originally anticipated, and the BRT 
Alternative still results in the largest increase in new 
transit riders.  The Court of Appeal affirmed MTA’s 
conclusion that the BRT would not create a significant 
safety impact and agreed with MTA that it is not proper 
to compare the Orange Line with the Long Beach Blue 
Line:  “MTA was entitled to determine buses were a 
different kettle of fish from trains.”  (Court of Appeal 
Decision, p. 19.)  Please see Response 11-3. 
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Comment 20-197 
The description of “far side” stations is acknowledged 
for the record, but it should also be noted that buses 
passing through intersections as they approach the far 
side station would be slowing to stop at the station.  It is 
correct that the majority of stations on the Orange Line 
will be far side stations.  While it is true that the Orange 
Line will have the similarity to the Blue Line noted, a 
preponderance of far side stations, other comparisons to 
the Blue Line should be discounted for the reasons 
mentioned in Response 20-196. 
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Comment 20-198 
The differences in the relative weights and mass of 
autos, buses and light rail trains are acknowledged, but it 
is not feasible to forecast injuries or fatalities. 
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Comment 20-199 
This comment about the safety features provided at at-
grade crossings on the Blue Line is acknowledged for 
the record.  See also Response 20-196. 

Comment 20-200 
Please see response to comment 11-3.  The Draft EIR 
conditionally provided for such gates, but only “if 
required and agreed to by LADOT [Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation].”  (Draft EIR p. 4-266.)  
Moreover, the Z-gates were removed in response to 
criticism in Comment C9-69 to the FEIR.  The 
commenter likened the Z-gates as “Disney-esque” 
playthings that are attractive to children and would make 
crossing the streets difficult for the elderly and mothers 
with strollers.  (FEIR p. 7-157 – 7-158,)  Agreeing with 
the commenter, the FEIR responded that the Z-gates 
have been removed from the Project.  (Id.)   The FEIR 
also explained that even with the Z-gates removed, the 
pedestrian platforms, signal timing, and LADOT’s safety 
standards will adequately protect pedestrians.  (FEIR p. 
7-142 – 7-147.)  The Court of Appeal already considered 
whether Z-gates were necessary and rejected it.  The 
Court of Appeal affirmed MTA’s conclusion that 
implementation of LADOT’s safety standards would 
adequately protect pedestrians.  (Court of Appeal 
Decision, p. 13.)  Accordingly, the Final EIR provided 
the evidence on why the Z-gates would not be installed 
and that the other safety features still render the impact 
less than significant. 

“The Mid-City/Exposition Draft EIS/EIR (April 2001) 
included alternatives for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and 
Light Rail Transit (LRT).  For purposes of comparison, 
similar operating characteristics for BRT and LRT were  
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assumed in order to compare the relative performance 
of BRT and LRT modes in that corridor.  California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requirements 
were utilized for LRT, and gates were identified in 
locations selected segments of the route where speeds 
exceeded 35 mph.  Similar assumptions were also 
applied to BRT, although CPUC regulations for 
crossing gates do not apply to BRT projects. 

In June 2001, the MTA Board adopted LRT as the 
mode for the Exposition Transit Corridor and that 
project has been designed with crossing gates in 
accordance with PUC regulations.  No further work has 
been undertaken for BRT in the Exposition Transit 
Corridor and no requirement for crossing gates has been 
identified.” 
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Comment 20-201 
The characteristics of the individual corridors can affect 
the design of the transportation technology appropriate 
for each corridor.  The Orange Line right-of-way is 
typically wider (100 feet) than the Exposition Corridor 
(50 feet) right-of-way, wide enough to accommodate 
pedestrian and bicycle paths as well as landscaped 
buffers.  A car turning from a side street into the busway 
right-of-way at a crossing on the Orange Line would not 
immediately be in the path of a bus and could stop prior 
to the actual bus crossing in the middle of the 100-foot 
right-of-way.  Please see Response 20-200. 

Comment 20-202 
The impact of bus headways on traffic operations of the 
adjacent streets is influenced not just by the bus 
headways, but also by the volume of traffic on the 
adjacent streets/intersections and the design of those 
streets/intersections.  The streets adjacent to the Orange 
Line tend to be newer in design and part of a grid system 
located in a lower-density developed area, whereas those 
adjacent to the Expo Line are older in design and in a 
more dense urban area with higher baseline traffic 
conditions. 

Comment 20-203 
This comment relates to drivers frustration with the 
Miami busway design and is acknowledged for the 
record. 
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Comment 20-204 
The comment describes the two major types of 
intersections on the Miami busway and is acknowledged 
for the record.  MTA, its consultants, and LADOT 
carefully assessed the design of each crossing on the 
Orange Line to align the crossing and the adjacent 
station platform areas in the manner judged to be safest 
and easiest to position positive traffic control devices 
(signals) to control street auto traffic, buses and 
pedestrians. 

Comment 20-205 
This comment describes the types of at-grade crossings 
on the Orange Line and notes that the crossings on 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Winnetka Avenue will be 
operated with coordinated signals on the north-south 
streets.  The comment is acknowledged for the record. 
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Comment 20-206 
The traffic signals on Sepulveda Boulevard will be 
clearly visible to operators of vehicles on Sepulveda, so 
they will have a positive indication (yellow then red 
signal) alerting them to when they need to stop for an 
approaching bus. 

Comment 20-207 
This comment notes that safety concerns are minimal at 
the Victory/Variel intersection and is acknowledged for 
the record. 

Comment 20-208 
The traffic signal phases at Orange Line at-grade 
crossings will be designed to give drivers positive 
guidance with green and red turn arrows to avoid 
confusion or the need to wait in the middle of an 
intersection for the passage of on-coming through traffic.  
All of the turn movements across the Orange Line will 
have protected turns, not permissive turns.  In addition, 
nearly every intersection of the Miami busway is at an 
oblique angle to the cross streets.  (Miami Study p. 2.)  
Yet, most of the BRT’s intersections will be at a 90-
degree angle, much like standard street intersections.  
(Draft EIR Vol. 2, Sheet 25 – 54.)  In addition, there are 
complex intersections on the Miami busway such as  
S.W. 152 Street.  There, the busway crosses the 
intersection of S.W. 152 Street and S.W. 92 Street at a 
45-degree angle.  (Miami Study p. 2.)  Yet, during the 
four-year study period, from February 1997 to June 
2001, the S.W. 152 Street intersection (Miami Study p. 
13.), p. 12, fn. 1.), had the third best safety ratio of all 
the intersections.  (Miami Study p. 14 (safety ratio of 
0.018); p. 12 (“Locations with safety ratios greater than 
or equal to 1.0 are considered high crash locations.”).)  
Therefore, looking at intersection geometry without  
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considering a number of other factors can be misleading.  
Further, the Court of Appeal affirmed the DEIR’s 
discussion of traffic safety was adequate.  (Court of 
Appeal Decision, p. 16.)  Thus, the Orange Line’s 
intersections do not create a significant safety impact. 

Comment 20-209 
Please refer to Response 20-196. 

Comment 20-210 
This comment describes the unique nature of the 
Chandler/Ethel at-grade crossing, which has been taken 
into consideration by the MTA, its consultants and 
LADOT in the design of signal and signing and striping 
improvements at this location.  Please see Response 20-
208. 
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Comment 20-211 
This comment describes the unique nature of the 
Woodman/Oxnard at-grade crossing, which has been 
taken into consideration by the MTA, its consultants and 
LADOT in the design of signal and signing and striping 
improvements at this location.  Please see Response 20-
208. 
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Comment 20-212 
This comment describes the unique nature of the 
Fulton/Burbank at-grade crossing, which has been taken 
into consideration by the MTA, its consultants and 
LADOT in the design of signal and signing and striping 
improvements at this location.  Please see Response 20-
208. 
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Comment 20-213 
Signage will be utilized to alert drivers not to enter the 
busway.  Enforcement may also be required.  MTA will 
coordinate with LAPD and LADOT to fine-tune the 
signage, traffic signal indications and/or striping at any 
locations should experience indicate that drivers are not 
clear that the busway is for buses only.  Please see 
Response 20-208. 

Comment 20-214 
Enforcement of illegal use of the busway is the 
responsibility of the LAPD.  Please see Response 20-
208. 

Comment 20-215 
Please refer to response to comment 20-214. 

Comment 20-216 
It is not anticipated that emergency vehicles would use 
the busway.  Should they ever find the necessity to do 
so, they would operate under standard procedures for 
such emergency operations and utilize lights and sirens, 
as appropriate, to alert other vehicular traffic of their 
presence.  Please see Response 20-208. 

Comment 20-217 
The comment notes that human beings do stupid and 
illegal things and is acknowledged for the record.  MTA, 
its consultants and LADOT have attempted to anticipate 
driver and pedestrian behavior and to provide positive 
guidance via signs, striping and traffic signals to any and 
all such persons who must cross the busway.  Please see 
Response 20-208. 
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Comment 20-218 
The comment is acknowledged for the record. 
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Comment 20-219 
The MTA disagrees with the comment.  The design of 
the Metro Blue Line exceeds the safety standards 
established by the regulatory agencies and industry 
practices.  It is important to note that the duties, rights 
and obligations of a transit agency and those of a person 
on the highway, whether they are motorists or 
pedestrians, at public grade crossings are mutual and 
reciprocal.  While a transit agency is bound to give due 
reasonable and timely warning of a train's approach, 
persons who cross a railroad track are equally bound to 
exercise ordinary care and diligence to ascertain whether 
a train is approaching.  Certainly, there is no doubt as far 
as the design of crossings is concerned, that the MTA 
has fulfilled its obligations of providing more than the 
minimum required warning devices at all the Metro Blue 
Line grade crossings.  It is the responsibility of persons 
on the road to heed the warning of these devices and the 
approaching train and thus “protect’ themselves from 
harm.  This responsibility is not different than what is 
placed on every person who crosses at a traffic-
signalized intersection.  Just as it is very likely that a 
person ignoring the "WALK/WAIT" signals at a 
pedestrian crosswalk will be involved in an accident, so 
too is the likelihood that a person ignoring the warning 
devices at a railroad crossing will be involved in an 
accident.  If one were to closely examine the reasons for 
the accidents on the Blue Line, it would be clearly 
evident that the motorists and pedestrians involved in the 
accidents have violated the traffic laws by ignoring 
active warning devices provided for their safety and 
have shown a blatant disregard for the devices. 

Comment 20-220 
The commenter speculates with regard to fatalities and 
the need to eliminate transit signal priority for the buses.   
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The comment is acknowledged for the record.  Please 
see Responses 20-193 and 11-3.  Please see Response 
20-208. 

Comment 20-221 
Please refer to Responses 20-35 and 20-196. 

Comment 20-222 
It is not possible to forecast how the operations of the 
Orange Line operations might be adjusted in the future 
to react to a situation that the MTA, its consultants and 
LADOT do not believe will be a likely situation.  The 
MTA and LADOT will monitor and evaluate system 
operations and make appropriate adjustments to bus 
operations or signal timing/phasing if determined 
necessary.  Please see Responses 20-208. 

Comment 20-223 
Please refer to Response 20-222. 

Comment 20-224 
Please refer to Response 20-222. 

Comment 20-225 
Please refer to Response 20-222. 

Comment 20-226 
The commenter claims that an unspecified better 
performing assemblage of Rapid Bus routes would be 
environmentally superior to the Project.  In other words, 
the commenter suggests that a Rapid Bus network that 
generates more ridership than the RB Alternatives or 
even the BRT would make that network environmentally 
superior.  Increasing ridership has little effect on 
environmental superiority here because no matter how 
many riders the optimum Rapid Bus network could  
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garner, the network would still create a significant land 
use impact.  (Revised FEIR, p. 8-4.1-77.)  No single 
Rapid Bus route can achieve the ridership of the Orange 
Line. If it takes more than one Rapid Bus route to 
accomplish the same ridership of the BRT, which there 
is no indication that they can, the multiple route Rapid 
Buses could not achieve the decrease in energy 
consumption as compared to the single line of the 
Orange Line.  (FEIR, p. 8-4.16-12 (Greatest in energy 
consumption).) 

Comment 20-227 
The cost per bus for TSM in 2001 dollars is $550,000, 
which is identical to the cost per bus used for the rapid 
bus alternatives.  The estimated $526,000 for TSM buses 
reflects 1999 dollars.  All cost-effectiveness 
comparisons in the February 2002 FEIR expressed in 
2001 dollars are based on a unit cost of $550,000 for a 
standard bus.  In order to provide an apples-to-apples 
comparison, this unit bus cost was maintained in 
calculating the capital cost of the rapid bus alternatives. 

Comment 20-228 
The total fleet size needed to operate the modeled transit 
network is provided as an output of the transportation 
demand model.  Totals for each alternative were 
extracted from the model to determine incremental bus 
needs compared to No Build. 

To determine the type of buses needed for service 
operating on the busway, peak hour volumes were 
examined for the individual routes that were defined to 
feed the busway.  Articulated buses were assigned when 
volumes indicated the need for more capacity. 
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Many of these articulated buses were buses that were 
counted as standard buses under the TSM alternative, 
e.g., MTA 364 (a limited bus on Victory Boulevard 
under TSM, redirected to use the busway) and LADOT 
422 (an express bus from Thousand Oaks to Universal 
City, redirected to use the busway to North Hollywood).  
Other modifications were made to the TSM alternative 
as part of the bus feeder plan for BRT, which led to 
modifications in calculated vehicles. 

Comment 20-229 
MTA had solicited bids for CNG-electric or CNG-
hybrid articulated buses with the goal of procuring 
vehicles that provided an electric drive or assist, 
significantly noise reduction, and an aerodynamic BRT 
styling.  However, the new technologies proposed were 
judged to be immature while a proposal was contingent 
on successful negotiation with a U.S. partner to 
manufacture the vehicle and to provide after-market 
support.  After much deliberation, a source selection 
committee decided that an award at that time would 
place an unacceptably high risk to MTA and all 
proposals were to be rejected. 

Comment 20-230 
The capital cost estimates for vehicles are shown in 
Tables 6-1 and 6-1a of the FEIR.  These vehicle cost 
estimates were developed based on the 2020 fleet 
requirements listed in Table 2-9 of the FEIR. 
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Comment 20-231 
Given the current state of bus propulsion technology, it 
is inappropriate to predict MTA’s procurement 
intentions for the year 2020.   The agency will use 
appropriate technology available at that time.  However, 
for EIR budget estimate purposes, it was necessary to 
utilize the most reasonable cost information available in 
year 2000. 

Comment 20-232 
The capital cost calculations for all of the alternatives 
use comparable bus cost values for the same types of 
vehicles.  An attempt has been made to use conservative 
numbers in the cost estimates, so as not to underestimate 
the costs. The $550,000 per bus cost for the Rapid Bus 
Alternatives includes contingency costs that appear as 
separate line items in the BRT cost estimate contained in 
Tables 6-1 and 6-1a of the FEIR.  A 20% contingency 
(Line 12H of Table 6-1) is applied to the Vehicle cost 
(Line 5). 
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