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Comment 31-28 
For the new rapid bus alternatives, MTA provided 
evaluation based on all the metrics presented in the 
DEIR and FEIR.  No new metrics were introduced. 

Comment 31-29 
MTA did not consider separate north-south and east-
west Rapid Bus routes, but rather considered combined 
routes as suggested by the commenter.  The balance of 
the statements concerning potential routes is noted for 
the record.  Please see response to comment 4-2 
concerning selection of RB Alternatives and 6-3 
concerning multiple repetitive iterations of study of 
route variations.  In addition, please see response to 
comment numbers 20-46 – 20-79 regarding route 
variations. 
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Comment 31-30 
Please see Response to Comment No. 4-2 concerning 
the selection of the RB Alternatives.  Please see 
Response to Comment No. 14-16 concerning origin-to-
destination time including walk time or time spent in 
other transit to the bus transit service.  The 
commenter’s statements about the operation of other 
Rapid Bus lines and the impact of the Consent Decree 
are noted for the record. 
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Comment 31-31 
Please see Response to Comment No.31-42 regarding 
the alternative of timed transfer route design and 
additional express bus service on freeways. 
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Comment 31-32 
The commenter’s statement on the use of Proposition C 
funds is noted for the record.  Please see response to 
comment no. 20-146 concerning Proposition C 
proceeds.  Please see response to Comment 31-42 
regarding an alternative of additional express bus 
service on freeways. 
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Comment 31-33 
The commenter asserts that MTA should have 
separately considered fare reduction.  Comment F8-1D 
in the FEIR suggested that Project funding be used to 
implement fare reduction.  Response to comment F8-
1D stated that this was not feasible: 

“All existing transit services are 
substantially subsidized beyond what is 
collected at the fare box, which would be 
the case for any proposed new services 
whether TSM or the busway.  The state 
funding available for implementation of 
the BRT project is limited to being used 
for capital expenses, including vehicles, 
construction, real estate, and engineering, 
so these funds would not be available for 
fare reductions.” 

Moreover, fare reduction is similar to No Build and 
TSM, which were already considered in the FEIR.  The 
same buses and bus routes would be used in the fare 
reduction alternative as in No Build.  Unlike fare 
reduction and No Build, TSM would enhance bus 
service.  TSM increases ridership by attracting 
additional riders with substantial enhancements in bus 
service, primarily decreased headways between buses.  
(FEIR § 2-2.2.)  Under TSM, ridership was expected to 
increase by 8,892 daily transit riders over No Build.  
(FEIR p. 3-15.)  The commenter similarly asserted that 
fare reduction would increase ridership. 

Since fare reduction is similar to No Build and TSM, it 
would have similar impacts.  No Build would not meet 
any of the objectives for improving mobility in the 
Valley.  Also, No Build would not achieve land use  
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goals, including the 2001 SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

Even TSM did not relieve congestion in the Cahuenga 
and Sepulveda passes because there would be no direct 
connection with the Metro Red Line.  (Draft EIR Vol. 
1, p. 6-2.)  The TSM would not minimize travel times 
because the buses would run on-street in already 
congested traffic.  (Id.)  The Draft EIR also explained 
that TSM would not effectively intercept traffic through 
the Valley since it does not extend through it nor have 
any additional parking lots.  (Id.)  Based on this 
evidence, MTA logically adopted a finding that TSM 
would not minimize travel time or relieve congestion.  
(See, MTA Findings of Fact and Statement of 
Overriding Consideration for FEIR.) 

In addition, the Final EIR explained that TSM is not 
consistent with the Transportation Element of the City 
of Los Angeles General Plan Framework to provide a 
priority corridor for high capacity transit service.  
(FEIR, Vol . 2, p. 7-147.)  TSM is also consistent with 
the Southern California Association of Governments’ 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan (“2001 RTP”) that 
specifies a dedicated busway within MTA’s ROW.  
(FEIR Vol. 1, p. 4-33.)  On this analysis, MTA adopted 
a finding that the TSM is not consistent with the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan, Warner Center Specific 
Plan, and 2001 RTP.  (See, MTA Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Consideration for FEIR.) 

Moreover, fare reduction is infeasible.  MTA has not 
raised fares since 1996.  (MTA 2001 Long Range 
Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County, Executive 
Summary, p. 23.)  The cost of MTA’s transit operations 
is already expected to fall well short of revenues,  
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including state and federal sources.  (MTA Draft 2001 
Long Range Transportation Plan for Los Angeles 
County p. 7-7.)  In order to manage the shortfall, an 
increase in fares is being considered, not a reduction.  
(Id. at p. 7-8 – 7-9.) 

Accordingly, fare reduction is not a feasible alternative 
and is similar to the no project and TSM alternatives 
studied.  Additionally, the Court of Appeal rejected 
COST’s assertions that fare reduction should be 
considered as a separate alternative. 

Comment 31-34 
The commenter’s statement is noted for the record.  
Although the Court of Appeal required consideration of 
a multiple route Rapid Bus alternative in further 
proceedings on the FEIR, the Court of Appeal rejected 
COSTS many assertions that other analysis in the FEIR 
did not amount to fair and consistent analysis. 

Comment 31-35 
Please see Responses 20-22, 20-23, 20-28, 20-29, and 
20-76 in regard to calculation of run times. 
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Comment 31-36 
Please see Response 31-35. 

Comment 31-37 
Please see Response 31-35. 

Comment 31-38 
Please refer to Response 20-35. 
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Comment 31-39 
The commenter suggests that the siting of the 
Fulton/Burbank station violates Public Utilities Code 
Section 130265.  Section states, in its entirety: 

“In 1990, the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission adopted an approved San Fernando Valley 
rail rapid transit route and plan as described in the 
Findings and Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted 
by the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
on February 28, 1990, as an extension of metro rail or 
advanced technology transit, other than light rail, that is 
a deep bore subway through residential areas, unless 
modified through a subsequent state or federal 
environmental review process.  Therefore, the 
following apply within the right-of-way of the Burbank 
Branch line of the Southern Pacific Railroad: 

(a) In the area between the western curb of 
Hazeltine Avenue and a line parallel to and 50 
feet west of the western edge of the Hollywood 
freeway, there may not be constructed any 
exclusive public mass transit rail guideway, rail 
rapid transit or light rail system, or other track, 
other than as a subway system that is covered 
and below grade. 

(b) In the area described in subdivision (c), no 
station may be constructed, other than a station 
where the main entrance is located on property 
that is currently part of the Los Angeles Valley 
College campus or on that portion of the 
existing railroad right-of-way located north of 
Burbank Boulevard and east of Fulton Avenue. 

(c) In the area below Tujunga Wash and at least 
one mile to the east and west of Tujunga Wash, 
there may not be constructed any exclusive  
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public mass transit rail guideway, rail rapid 
transit or light rail system, or other track, other 
than as a subway using boring technology as a 
deep bore subway located at least 25 feet below 
ground, measured from the existing ground 
level to the top of the tunnel. 

(d) This section is not intended to mandate the 
selection by the Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission of any transit route 
or the construction of any route configuration 
or alignment, or to prevent consideration by 
that commission of any monorail or other 
advanced technology option on any alternative 
route, but this section is intended solely to 
define statutorily the route configuration and 
alignment limitations adopted locally by the 
Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission on February 28, 1990.” 

Mr. Rubin claims that the Orange Line has station stops 
at both Fulton/Burbank and Coldwater Canyon.  It is 
true that there is a Fulton/Burbank station, but there is 
no Orange Line station at Coldwater Canyon. 

The arrangement of the Fulton/Burbank station does not 
violate the Robbins Legislation.  Although the station 
platforms for the Fulton/Burbank station are located on 
the Northwest and Southeast corners of the intersection 
of Fulton and Burbank Blvd., the Robbins Legislation 
does not impose a restriction on a busway facility, 
including a busway station, which this station is.  
Subsection (b) of the Robbins Legislation relies directly 
on subsection (c).  In subsection (c), it only requires any 
rail facility to be a “deep bore subway.”  It specifically 
references the rail facilities as a “rail guideway”, a “rail 
rapid transit”, a “light rail system,” or “other track.”   
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Thus, Subdivision (b)’s language concerning the 
placement of a station logically means a rail station and 
not all types of stations.  Rules of statutory construction 
require that statutes be interpreted in context, by 
considering the statute as a whole.  The Robbins Bill 
Legislation is unambiguously directed at restricting rail 
facilities to deep-bore subways.  Accordingly, the 
placement of the Orange Line station at the intersection 
of Burbank Boulevard and Fulton Ave. does not violate 
the Robbins Legislation. 




