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Comment 31-40 
Refer to Response 20-100 for discussion of bus weight. 
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Comment 31-41 
Existing transportation facilities throughout the entire 
Valley are discussed at 8-1.1.2.  In addition, subsection 
8-1.1.4 discusses transportation problems for east-west 
arterials in the entire Valley.  Also, guideway and non-
guideway planning efforts are discussed for context 
purposes in subsection 8-1.2. 

Comment 31-42 
New information has been added to the section titled 
Alternatives Considered, Chapter 8-2 concerning 
multiple-route Rapid Bus alternatives.  The Court of 
Appeal rejected COST’s assertion that fare reduction 
must be considered as a separate alternative.  See 
comment response 31-33.  The Court of Appeal in 
requiring MTA to consider a multiple-route Rapid Bus 
alternative in further proceedings on the FEIR has 
determined that this will result in the consideration of a 
reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project.  
Therefore, additional alternatives need not be 
considered.  Other than merely referencing the 
alternatives of timed-transfer operations, additional 
express bus and fare reductions, the commenter does 
not state why these alternatives merit examination.  
Like fare reduction discussed in comment response 31-
33, timed-transfer operations and additional bus transfer 
service are similar to the No Build, TSM, BRT and 
multiple-route Rapid Bus alternatives discussed in the 
Revised FEIR.  Therefore, examination of these 
additional suggested alternatives is not required under 
CEQA or the Court of Appeal’s decision pursuant to 
which this Revised FEIR is being prepared. 

Comment 31-43 
The Transportation Setting, Impacts and Mitigation 
section was expanded to provide additional information  
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on transportation conditions in the San Fernando 
Valley.  Streets throughout the Valley are described in 
Section 8-3.1.1.2 and the impact of future growth on 
Valley travel corridors was added to Section 8-3.2.1.  
The description of transit service in the Draft EIS/EIR 
had always covered the entire San Fernando Valley, not 
“just a narrow slice in the Southern portion of the 
flatland.” 

Comment 31-44 
Selling the right-of-way for profit is a hypothetical 
approach that assumes the right-of-way would not be 
used for transportation purposes.  MTA would still own 
the right-of-way for some type of transportation project 
in the future should the Board choose another 
alternative. 

Comment 31-45 
The air quality analysis in the Revised FEIR uses the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) EMFAC7F 
emissions factor model to estimate motor vehicle 
emission factors.  EMFAC7F was the most recently 
approved models when the Final EIR was prepared.  
The emission factors that were used in the air quality 
analysis take into account the range of model years that 
would be operating in the buildout year, including older 
vehicles that would emit more pollutants than newer 
vehicles.  This mix of vehicles is based on DMV 
registrations.  Thus, the emission factors used in the air 
quality analysis takes into account older vehicles that 
emit more pollutants than newer vehicles. 



Responses to Comments 
 

 
 Page 9-288 
 

San Fernando Valley 
East-West Transit Corridor 
REVISED FEIR 

 

Comment 31-46 
The operation of the three new Rapid Bus alternatives 
would not require the construction of a new bus 
maintenance/operation yard in the San Fernando 
Valley.  The minor construction impacts of the three 
new Rapid Bus alternatives were analyzed in Section 8-
5 of the Revised FEIR. 

Comment 31-47 
Please see Responses 31-17 and 31-18. 
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Comment 31-48 
See Response 31-49. 

Comment 31-49 
Mr. Rubin refers to a particular list of lines and whether 
or not they met the 10,000 daily boarding threshold, or 
500 riders per line mile and 10-mile minimum route 
length criteria.  The list included Lines 94, 150, 156 and 
Line 561. 

In response, all four lines met the 10,000 daily boarding 
threshold as well as the 500 boardings per route mile 
and 10 mile route length criteria and, thus, all four lines 
were included in the Metro Rapid Program.  One caveat 
is that only a portion of Line 156 was included because 
it duplicated, to some extent, Metro Rapid Lines 761, 
704, and 754. 

Mr. Rubin also refers to four lines that he feels should 
have passed the 10,000 boardings per day threshold – 
Vanowen, Victory, Topanga Canyon, and Van Nuys. 

In response, only Van Nuys (which was included as a 
Metro Rapid corridor) met the 10,000 or more 
boardings per day threshold.  Topanga Canyon had 
approximately 2,000 daily boardings.  Victory and 
Vanowen, although considered one line, are in fact two 
separate corridors.  Both lines are operated by one set 
of buses and ride-checked as one line.  As individual 
lines, however, neither met the boarding threshold.  
Moreover, they did not meet the boardings per mile 
threshold of 500 after each was evaluated with respect 
to employment density, population density, and transit 
dependency.  In fact, neither Victory, Vanowen, nor 
Topanga Canyon had boardings per mile greater than 
400.  Therefore, none of the above lines were not  
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included in the Potential candidate line list, Exhibit 1 of 
the February 2002 Metro Rapid bus Board Report. 
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Comment 31-50 
For equal comparison purposes, data that was available 
during the original study was used. 

Comment 31-51 
The comment is acknowledged for the record. 
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Comment 32-1 
The comments are acknowledged for the record. 

Comment Letter 32 

32-1 
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