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Response to Comment Letter 31 

Comment 31-1 
Please see response to comment 20-8. 

Comment Letter 31 

31-1
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Comment 31-2 
The CEO’s letter invited Mr. Rubin to provide 
comments to his office.  The correspondence from Mr. 
Rubin to Metro’s CEO were referred to the project team 
as soon as it was received. 

Comment 31-3 
Please see Response 31-2. 
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Comment 31-4 
The comment is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 31-5 
The team preparing the document was identified in the 
Revised FEIR.  Please see Appendix 8E.  Metro project 
staff is responsible for managing consultant contracts.  
Contact with consultants and legal assistance hired by 
Metro are done through Metro’s project manager.  
Consultants are instructed to direct members of the 
public to the Metro project manager. 

Comment 31-6 
Mr. Rubin’s points were well articulated and follow-up 
meetings were not required to understand his 
comments.  As soon as his letter was received, it was 
distributed to the project team as public input to be 
considered in completing the project.  The team 
anticipated that the letter would be submitted as a 
comment letter and gave it serious consideration as we 
proceeded. 
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Comment 31-7 
The comment is acknowledged for the record.  See 
Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion on 
“public outreach” (i.e., consultation with the public). 

Comment 31-8 
Please see Response 14-12. 

Comment 31-9 
As acknowledged by the commenter, MTA opted not to 
proceed under federal law in the FEIR.  Therefore, FTA 
“new starts” standards are inapplicable to the FEIR and 
the Revised FEIR. 
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Comment 31-10 
Please see response to comment 31-9. 

Comment 31-11 
Please see response to comment 31-1. 

Comment 31-12 
The commenter’s statement is noted for the record. 
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Comment 31-13 
What Tom Rubin states in 31-13 is partially correct.  
The mention of Metro Rapid in the Executive Summary 
of the Long Range Transportation Plan is, as stated by 
Mr. Rubin, on the page numbers given.  However, he is 
incorrect in stating that the MTA Board adopted 
“expansion of the successful Metro Rapid Bus 
Program” as “a prominent component of the plan” with 
the approval of the LRTP in April 2001. 

The Metro Rapid Program was still a demonstration 
project in April 2001.  What was discussed in the LRTP 
was the conceptual plan for expanding the Metro Rapid 
Demonstration Program.  The conceptual plan included 
22 expansion lines and was based on a limited selection 
process.  The MTA Board of Directors directed that 
further work needed to be done on expanding the 
Demonstration Program in May 2001, based on the plan 
identified in the Long Range Transportation Plan (this 
is all in Metro Rapid Board Report of February 2002). 

This direction called for three principal work efforts: 
• Reconfirm the lines identified in the LRTP 

through more extensive analysis and the 
consideration of additional MTA and Municipal 
lines, and prioritize potential Metro Rapid 
candidate lines into an updated phased 
implementation plan.   

• Implement an initial expansion phase of 6-7 lines. 
• Monitor, analyze, and improve Metro Rapid 

operations, facilities, and customer experience. 

The Board Report of February 2002 presented the first 
element in this work, selection of the Metro Rapid 
Expansion Program lines (Phase II). 
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Comment 31-14 
This comment appears to address an issue of semantics 
rather than environmental impacts.  The Orange Line 
can be described as bus rapid transit in a dedicated 
busway.  It is actually modeled in the MTA travel 
demand forecasting model as an express bus in a 
dedicated facility with run times hard coded into the 
model as opposed to being a function of the highway 
speed, as are other modes, such as Rapid Bus which 
travel in mixed flow lanes and are therefore subject to 
the influence of traffic congestion in those lanes. 

Comment 31-15 
Please see Responses 14-12 and 20-31. 

Comment 31-16 
The Commenter’s statement is noted for the record.  
Please see Response 4-2. 
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Comment 31-17 
A baseline cost comparison was used to maintain 
continuity of the original FEIR. 31-17 
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Comment 31-18 
MTA has no plans to construct a portal on the west side 
of Lankershim Boulevard.  This is not a part of the 
Orange Line project, and no funds have been budgeted 
for it.  Travel time calculations for the BRT used as its 
easterly terminus, the BRT station located on the west 
side of Lankershim Boulevard, not the North 
Hollywood Metro Red Line station.  In fact, it is not 
assumed that all patrons will arrive at the North 
Hollywood BRT station from the Red Line. 

Procurement of advanced-technology vehicles was not 
anticipated in formulating the Project budget for the 
FEIR.  Please see Response 20-229. 
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Comment 31-19 
Commenter is correct that the FEIR suggested that 
quieter buses could reduce or eliminate the need for 
soundwalls for certain points along the alignment.  
However, all soundwalls are being constructed at 
locations designated in the FEIR, and the cost of all 
soundwalls was included in the FEIR project budget.  
Meanwhile, MTA has worked diligently to procure a 
quieter bus, therefore implementing additional 
mitigation measures in advance of the BRT operation. 
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Comment 31-20 
The comment is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment 31-21 
The Orange Line project budget contained an allocation 
of $16.5 million set aside for construction of additional 
parking in Warner Center.  The construction of a station 
and park and ride lot on Canoga Avenue in Warner 
Center has been environmentally cleared by an 
addendum to the FEIR, certified by the MTA Board in 
February 2004. 
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Comment 31-22 
The MTA O&M cost model is a resource cost build-up 
model that is typically used for MTA planning studies.  
FTA guidelines state a preference for use of a resource 
cost build-up model (see Guidance for Transit 
Financial Plans, Federal Transit Administration, Office 
of Planning, Office of Program Management, June 
2000, section 2.4.2).  The MTA O&M cost model 
provides a valid tool for understanding cost 
comparisons between alternatives. 
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Comment 31-23 
We typically do not account for project-specific fare 
revenue.  Capture of fare revenues is not an 
environmental impact-related issue. 

Comment 31-24 
Boardings for each rapid bus route have been provided 
in Table 8-6.5. 

Comment 31-25 
Cost per new rider (new daily transit trip) is provided in 
Table 8-6.10.  Operating cost per passenger mile is 
provided in Table 8-6.11. 

Comment 31-26 
Please see Response 31-23. 

Comment 31-27 
Travel time savings continues to use the metric 
employed in the DEIR and FEIR.  Please see Response 
10-4. 
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