Group C — Community Organizations

Response to Letter C1

Comment Letter C1 The commenter’s opposition to the Chandler alignment is noted for the
Aron B. Tendler record.
Shaarey Zedek Congregation
wovernor Gray Davis
ane 7, 1001
Dear Governor Davis,
My community needs your help.
{ represent Shaarey Zedek Congregation, the largest Orthodox synagogue in the San F do Valley and the 2
fargeat Orthodox synagegue in Los Angeles. 1 am also the chairman of the Valley Vaad, 3 confedention of Jewis.
Onhodox organizations with 3 ! v of maore than 1500 families,

Ford\epmmyemmMcwedabaﬂeapimdwmamwuemd\ewpiwdwwmwﬁy. A
sesponsible citizens of Los Angeles we fully support the nted for better public ransporation, espedially in the Valley
Howeves, it must be done with 2 commitment 1o seevicing the largest number of potential rders and not underminin
the salety and develop of existing dties. The MTA is planning to build an exclusive bus way trough th
middle of my aty thag will ly compromise its viability.

There are many arguments that can be offered as to why the proposed East West Chandler corvidor should net b

considered, However, [ leave that 1o others to present to you and other elected officials of our stase and Gty. M

Torys is the unique histery, ch and potential of my ity that wilt be negatively impacied now and in th
are.

As eadiional, olervant, orthodox Jews we build our communites within walking distance of 3 synagogue. 'We wal
on the Sabbath as well 23 on al our bolidayr. The major sodal life of the community is predicaed en having e
access 16 each other on weekends and holidays, The propesed bus way will divide the community in half and visuall
and practically split an otherwize uniquely unified 50 year-old commusty.

Safety inves and waffic are obvi Added polludon and roise are 2 given. A drop in home sl
Mbqummdsmmbcg’mﬁmmwknboulmﬁmdamwnkemm. We are the fasie
growing orthod jty in Los Angeles and a8 indications are thak it should continue for many years to coms
However, the proposed bus way will neatively impact one of the most bnp tivonal family jties 3
of California.

Mmemyonebeﬁcmduuhebmwayism:dyapmm«fammumdﬁs’nrﬂmadommmnm
community; ik will deswoy it. We have fought the MTA for the past 20 years and i's time that we finally put this issu
torest.

Governor, we need your help, we need your influence. Your welldeserved reputation in support of family values 2o
the Jewish community precedes you. Our issue involves every one of thase concerns and we are looking toward yo

b e"’
Z@_f«./)\
B. Tendler
Rabbi
Fewt Enunsh merg! wihShosrey Zedeh Comprmgation - 1807
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Comment Letter G2 Response to Letter C2

CONGREGATION KoL AMI The commenter’s opposition to the Chandler alignment is noted for the
record.
June 1), 2601
Governor Gray Davis
State Capitol

Sscramena, CA
Deas Governior Davis,

Tt has beess brougli to my antention that the Metropolitan Transit
Authority has plans io use Chandler Blvd. in North Holtywood as
part of a propesed East West Express Bus Convidor linking the
Noth Vafiey snd the Lankershim Red Line Stabion.  The future
plan calls for 33 many 460 buses daily and no doubt that the rail
bine is targeted for fotore light saif activity

While it is imponant 10 solve the asrent transportation gridlock of
Los Angeles, the proposed sohution will significantly disrupt the
Jewish comemunity that dwells in this atighborhicod. The Chandles
Bivd cormidor runs ia the middle of one of the largest traditionad
Jowish areas of Los Angeles. Along the proposed route siands,
seversl Orthodox synagogues, & nursery schood, several oid age
homes and several Onkodox day schools. As you are no doult
awase, orthodox Jews walk to syasgogue on our Sebbuth und
Jewish holy days. The proposed bus way thwough this
aeighborhood vAll be & significans disruption, bringing further
mnuudpdhmﬁwlbhmgtulqnmhnuyuhy
issues that arise given the large number of pedestrinns.

It is my sincerest hope that you will use your influeace aad help in
this matter to deter the MTA From this proposal. While the Jewish
communily cbserwes ity tndition in Hany ways, § know that

h Jewish ife ts th d it diminiahes our entire Jewith
community. The proposed Chandler Bivd. busmywiﬂmdud
threaten our Jewish communal life.

Thank you for yous artention te this matter
s
C: Rabbi Ason B, Teodler,

PO e e et
e SR AT B R T A ¥ g
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Group C - Community Organizations

Response to Letter C3

y , - .
NCS‘“ SCANNED The commenter’s opposition to the Chandler alignment is noted for the
WIS COAST . oo T record.

June 11, 2001

Mr. Kevin Michae!

MTA

| Gateway Plaza, 22% floor, MS-99-22-5
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Sir,

1 am writing you this letter on behalf of The Nutional Conference of Synagogue Youth
(NCSY). NCSY is a bewish Youlh organization that has chapicrs in all different areas of
California and beyord. One of our chapters is Shanrey Zedek Synagogue which is
tocated on Chandler Blvd, in the San Fernando Valloy.

1t hus come to my atiention that the city would like to have a bus that yuns on Chandier
Blvd, Wa Fecl that this represents a potential danger to the many children who have
b d ing Chandler Blvd.

It is in our interests to protect the ity from p ial huzardous. Aside from the
increased traffie (actor there is nlso cause for cuncern with regards to pollution. We find
these developments that the city wizhes o jmpose upox B quiet community inappropriate.
Please take into consideration our opinion before making any final decisions. Thank you.

Sincercly,

4B

Rabbi Steven Burg
Regional Director
Went Coust NCSY

9531 o Boulevord Los Asgeles CA 90035 Tai (310) 229-5000 Fax (310} 2299008
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Comment Letter C4 Response to Letter C4

‘@ Oﬂbobox Umon West Coast Region Tus The commenter’s opposition to the Chandler alignment is noted for the
#831 WEST PICO BOULEVARD - LOS ANGELES, e - [310] 229-9000 EXT.J = FAX (310} 2299011 record.
o4 Lunav £z R June 1, 2601
DAEW BALA
The Honorable Gray Davis
Lok 1 st Govemnar, State of California
‘:':7--?-"- Los Angeles Regional Office
wrisget 300 South Spring Street
cxmounf Lot Angeles, Califomia 90013
e ot o |
h.::.w Dear Governor Davis,
Ll ]
SREROEE] A situstion hus come to our stention for which we seck your guidance and
As the ganization for the world's largest coalition of
o Moo Orthodox Jewish Wamhwbmdmdtoluwm
- develop plan that th pethaps the very existence of our member
oEmrTan synagogue, Shaarey Zedek in Los Angeles’ San Fernando Valley.
Fipaciil ot
[ e mﬁdnmmsmzed&,nzlmmmmbodoxun;phs,m
R AT Cont Jewish et and a large population of elderly citizens
,.”:,':.”’ﬁ:::‘ residing in various facilities, jncfuding & convalescent hospital, will be
- ""::::‘ affected as well. In addition, we understand that numerous public and
O Ak S8 DERRIAC private schools will also be negatively impacted by this impending plan.
o e
.:""’..‘.‘.“&""E;l As you may know, these organi are cf d on Chandler Boulevard
m‘:v.u&;a‘s":‘? You may alsa be familiar with the Los Angsles Metsopolitan Trmspmﬁ::
R ADmeD WAGEL Awthority’s Easi/West Transit Corridor project. What you may not
U] realizod is thet the eastememost 25 miles of the primary route uader
“,:c;"‘f,‘.',‘.’{.‘.!'é considerution devistes onto Chandler Boulevard.
OR S5 RQSENBERG
g oL ERmAR For this pedestel who by religious dictate may not drive on
-‘E‘é‘?fﬁf‘ some imchyuyeu,nfemed—mbmgdemymlibnmmvcowule
RUNHEER]  tha will compromise safity. The elderdy will not be sble (o attend services
el wilh assurance and childres will not be able fo share in youth groups
v rdo i unescorted. A lifestyle that bas flourished for hatf a century and resulted in
e Cheesd this beinig one of the fastest growing Orthodox communities west of the
Lald “m“:&é{ Wississippi, if not the nation, will e irreparably compromised.
n“ei:;%.g&é Govemornavix,“uuuponynu,unlongmr}&ingﬁ-iudonhckwiﬁ
1t houd wnmuhy.wﬁoaﬂhyowwwwmlhu!blllwmmm.
”""""'":3?“' : Time is of the essence, a3 the Draft EIR commont pericd closes uly 3, 2001,
Pt Thank you for addressing this matter.
et 1t
T e Sim‘dy
P e S e LN .
- Kuld: 0. 14
Ramw ¥ vt om Rabbi Alan Kalinsky,
West Count Kaubuths Blroe Dicector

S STt Rk Tt o

cc: Brvin Poka; Kevin Mitchell; Zev Yaroslavsky

San Fernando Valley
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Comment Letter C5

Tarzana Peoperty Owners Aunsociation, lac,

June 11, 2001

Mr. Kevin Michel

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transponation Authority
One Qateway Plaz, 22 Flaor, MS 99-22-5

Los Angeles, CA 90812

Subject: Sum Fernsndo Valley Fast-West Transit Corridor DEISDEIR

Afer a review of the DEIS/DEIR, we find several Jevels of concern. Al the top fevel.
the report does nat demonstrate any advantage to construction of the Bus Rapid Transit
project,  feast 10 thosc of us in the westemn part of the San Fernando Valley. The major
advantages cited. with respect to the Transy ion System M (TsM3to
improve the existing bus system are:

L. Projected decreased number of vehicle irips

2. Projected increused bus boardings

3. Projected decreased auto vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle houss of teavel
{VIET) ona daily average besis

4. Proy d daily average wehick: speed

5. Projcted d d total foel Pt

6. Projecied & d emissions of air poil

2R ive oxisting right-of-way from White Oak to Winnctka

p of the
with kandscaping and a bike path,

Our snalysis of the preserted data, however, does not support any of the above
claims. As shown in the table below, all of the assumed advantages are so small us (e
totally insignificant. Differcnces in the 0.1% range gains claimed for traffic flow and in
the 0.03% range for air poltutien would not be statisticaily significant ifthey compared
two existing sltematives. To claim a distinction between altcrnatives of that smnall 3
magnitude based on 20.year forward peojections is ludicrous, The DEIS/DEIR needs 10
be revised to mare ly match the advantage claims to the data,

_Projected Tralfic, Alr Quality Improvements
Paameter Projected TSM | Projected BRT Percent
Value Value Difference
Dii]x vehicle ripw, county | 25.705,314 25,700,964 0.02%
Daily bus boardings, coumy | 1,590,379 1,596,147 0.01%
Duily sulp VM, wiley | 3779436 73,753.854 0%
aily auto VHT, valkey 804,841 ;gzs‘;es :fg&
Daily & e speed, valley | 29.5 , 14
ﬁr‘i‘n‘ufu‘: 492,19 1oms | 492,151 toms 0.01%
NOX emission 71,939 tons. 71,936 tons .004%
ROG coission 8,079 tons 78,071 tons 6 03%
PM10 cenission 3,156 fons 3,155 toms 003%

Tek (818) 334.2137 + Fax: (818) 9960117
Poxt Ofice Box 371448, Tarzana, California 91357-1448

C5-1

Response to Letter C5

Comment C5-1

This comment lists several regional transportation and air quality
projections that show some advantage for the BRT Alternative over the
TSM Alternative. The MTA model used to derive this data is a regional
model. The Southern California region, which the model simulates, is very
large, with a population of over 15 million people today and a projected
population of over 20 million in 2020. When data for the alternatives of a
single transit project are compared on a regionwide or countywide basis, the
“percent difference” between alternatives will inevitably be small. The data
that can be compared on a Valleywide basis, such as daily auto vehicle
miles of travel (VMT), vehicle hours of travel, and average speed, show a
greater percent difference between the BRT and TSM simply because the
Valley is a smaller area within which to compare statistics. When
compared in absolute terms, however, the data are more meaningful. For
example, the model estimates that the upper bound of the BRT alternative in
2020 would generate approximately 10,700 fewer auto vehicle miles
traveled every day in the San Fernando Valley, when compared to the TSM
Alternative.

These regional and area-wide statistics are among a number of reasons that
the MTA Board selected the BRT Alternative over the TSM Alternative as
the Locally Preferred Alternative. For example, the on-street bus service
improvements of the TSM Alternative have been incorporated into the BRT
Alternative, thereby improving transit service across much of the Valley as
it would have done under the TSM Alternative alone.

Also, the BRT Alternative will provide a consistent, reliable trip across the
Valley both now and in 2020 and, in addition, the BRT exclusive busway
would ensure that buses will not be caught in on-street congestion no matter
how much traffic grows in the Valley, which constitutes a distinct
advantage over the TSM Alternative.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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1t should be notex that imps to the of the right-of-way,
specifically an integrated land: and bi Y, mm«panon}uBRTpmpel
Integration of the bnkmy vmuh! wpposedly lak«. place at some future tisme, under some
olhcr mhumy causmg additional and i ion of wh

3 g was imphk nspnrtomwBRTpawecL

In addition o failing 1o substantinie the claimed ad the DEIS/DEIR
needs 1o ke some of the critical data available in a more und dable inanner. The
serics of tables in Section 3-3.2 concerns tmffic impact at kcy intersections. The wbles
are confusing and blur the real picture. 'Thi table below, developed from the A i

data, ckearly shows that the BRT dmtically increases the i m'npscl on teaffic &t
intersections along the corridor and does nothing o solve the traffic flow problems in the
arca. The TSM akemative does not suhve the pmjected problem, but a1 least it docs not
make it worse.

I Tatersection Detay Times, seconds (AM/PM)
Tnterseclion Current No build TSM BRT
[V WVictory | 37174 91/127 57126 9127
| Canoga/Victory 2243 72/108 697106 T308
Variel/Victory iz 141730 138729 14330
De Soto/Victory 40776 597159 $HisT 86171
Mason/Victory 9738 12182 12781 245
Winnetka/Victory 627109 23120} &204 1657205
| Tampa/Topham 10719 615 513 28131
Balboa/Victory 39/52 317113 97121 G326
405 mmp/Victory 16721 60744 59735 047
Sepulvedo/Victory 42147 1220121 21A21 914127
SepulvodsOxnard 433 23773 2m 29113
Van Nuys/Oxnard 733 23/62 2162 262
taure] Canyon/Oxnard | 30741 60/6) 60763 60/6)
} AM Weighted Average | 20 4 40 53
PM Weighted Avernge | 36 5 55 64

Both AM and PM impacts are shown in the table ta illustrate the problem,
Numbers are rounded 10 the nearest second; cven that specificity is suspect fur 20-year
projections; teiths of 2 sccond bers are Bokled show of
more than one minute; the box around the PM DTR at Musml\fumry shows the only
improvement projected for the BRT plin. That number, however, is highly suspect: how
can adding parking Jot ingress and egress reduce delay at that intersection? In fact, the
appendix shows essentially the same traffic volume at that intersection for the TSM, BRT
and MOS options, yet shows significantly decreased dolays for the only option that
supetimporses parking ingressiegress un that tratfic flow.

In fact, the whole traffic flow model used may be suspect. It is easy 1o see why
adding the BRT would increase delays at the samne level of iraffic (as is the case for PM

Cs-2

C5-3

fos

Comment C5-2

The BRT, as currently proposed, incorporates extensive landscaping,
including the planting of approximately 4,000 trees, numerous shrubs, and
groundcover. Also, reserved space for the bikeway is being included as an
integral element of the design, with specific design features to follow.

Comment C5-3

Tables in section 3-3.2 have been prepared in summary form from detailed
data provided in Appendix I. The tables identify significant impacts.
Information provided in these tables is not intended to claim advantages or
disadvantages for the project, but rather to identify the impacts of the
project. Where impacts are deemed significant based on the established
significance criteria, Tables 3-14, 3-16 and 3-18 clearly list the affected
intersections; appropriate mitigation measures have been developed and are
listed in Section 3-3.3.2. Traffic volumes for the BRT and BRT/MOS at the
intersection of Mason Avenue and Victory Boulevard are lower than the
TSM Alternative due to the reduction in traffic volumes along Victory
Boulevard resulting from automobile users diverted to the BRT.

The reduction more than offsets the volume of traffic attracted to the BRT
park-and-ride station. The numerical specificity in traffic delay analysis is
consistent with standard industry practice and impact study criteria
recommended by LADOT for long range projections.

Comment C5-4

The MTA travel demand model is an integrated highway and transit model,
which forecasts traffic dynamically across a network using an equilibrium
traffic assignment process which takes into account available highway
capacity, traffic demand and the drivers’ desire to take the least congested
routes. There are many variables affecting the study intersections,
including signal timing, delays associated with the BRT operations, traffic
attracted to the park and ride lots, and reduction in traffic from autcmobile
users diverted to the BRT.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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af D¢ Soto/Viclory, Tampa/Topham, and Sepulveda/Oxnard and for AM at
Winnetka/Victory and Sepulveda/Victory) but it is hard 1o inderstand why that does’t
bappen at esseminlly @)l intersections.

There are a signiticant number of other hard 10 und d ot suspect anal

made in the DEIS/DEIR and assumptions to which we take exception, Noteworthy oncs

inchude:

o Parking: The assumpuon that wansit petrons witl only vk pa:kmg at stations with
designated parking lots is A more L} isthata
significant number of patrons will scek parking on the major streets sdjucent to each
station and in the residential neighborboods sirrounding each station. Resulting
impucts would include added traffic lmpacl from parking umzcu/cgmss on the major

strects, kack of parking for shoy |n k arcas, and patron parking
{with coll 1 ixter) in the tesid | arens,

+ Police wnd Fire Services: The DEISDEIR notesthe Mmbcr of impacted
intersections and the fact that two firc stations are y adjy 10 the SP
ROW and essentially di the problem. ) | time of resy for both

police and fire pretection, has to be an impact of the BRT due to the impacted
intersections and the use of stop bars on cross sireets. In addition, there is a very real
possibility of collisions between the buses and the police/fire vehicles, both of which
assume they have the right of way.

*  BavPedestrisn Accidents: Section 2-2.3.3 of the DEIS/DEIR indicates that the
pedestrian/bikeway portion of the cumridor woukk be separtted from the busway by &
picket fence; Volume 2 shows a 7-foot high knce. Do we assume & 7-foot high
picket fence? 1l so, that shoukd provide some level of protection against people
(especially children) wandering onto the busway. No mechanism is described o
restrict access to the busway from the stations, however. Experience with the Blue
Line shows that uccidents happen with some frequency involving both cars and
pedestrians at strects which cross the Blue Line. Such accideats appenr siuch mone
likely int the environment cavisioned for the RRY corridor, where & nice level paved
“street” {Lhe busway) separates two pedestrian arcas.

* Noise sad Vibration: The discussion of the time averaged noise measurements
presented in the DEIS/DEIR is confusing, o point made by speakers st lhcmne 1"
public meeting who are familiar vath noise mem. More imp . or,
theee docs not appear 10 be any di of the i i in noise
above ambient caused by bus passage. There are cumrenily very fow trucks and buses
on the Oxnard/Topham scction of the corridor and those trucks and buscs are clearly
audible above the ambieat noise. The noise gencrated by onc of the proposed brises
(usummg lhe curment Metro Rapid buses as a model) would be clearly awdible and

ing the freq of barge vehicle passage would have s significant
impact on 1 the mndnbm on expcmnccd by residents. The DEIS/DEIR statement
that there used to be a train runnmg through the comridor and residents should accept
increased transportation noise is totally specious. That train has not run for many
years, it ran once & day, and # did nol run during the carly morning and Late cvening
when peopk: are skeeping.

C54
cont'd

C5-6

C5-6

C5-7

C5-8

Most intersections are affected by one or a combination of these factors.
Therefore, while some intersections will experience delays, others will not.
Also, it is expected that traffic patterns will shift to take advantage of the
BRT. Therefore impacts will vary from intersection to intersection.
Mitigation measures have been developed for each of the affected
intersections and implementation of these measures will ensure that no
significant impacts remain.

Comment C5-5

Potential parking impacts were assessed in the EIS/EIR and mitigation
measures proposed for locations where significant impacts are projected.
Significant impacts will not occur at every station, but only where it is
shown that demand will exceed provided capacity.

It is recognized that on-street parking could occur and spillover into
adjacent neighborhoods. Therefore, in the parking mitigation section
(Section 3-4.3.1), strategies are identified to address areas where parking
supply is low or non-existent and/or parking demand is high. Included
among these strategies is a monitoring program linked to additional
mitigation measures.

Comment C5-6

The BRT will respond to the presence of emergency vehicles in the same
fashion as all other motor vehicles — they will yield at all intersections. The
City of Los Angeles Fire Department, Police Department and Emergency
Medical Technician (EMT) service policies require that all emergency
vehicles slow on approach into an intersection to ensure that all other
vehicles have yielded and then proceed through.

There is one intersection that has an emergency vehicle preempted light;
this is the intersection of Tujunga Avenue and Chandler Boulevard. The
preempt signal at this intersection has been installed as an experiment to test
its effectiveness on emergency response times. This test is not associated
with the San Fernando Valley East-West BRT project and its results are not
incorporated into this document.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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+ Nsighborkond Cohesion: Development of the BRT corridor would split in two the
communities theough which it passes. Some of those nemhborlmds. pmlcularly lhe
Chandler aren, are excell ples of the cohesi in neigl
Once of the speakers at the June 21" public g relaicd the ing of & mini
in an arca split 25 years ago by the Sama Monicafrtewuy That neighborhood has
taken 25 years to approach the same level of cohesion as before the freeway. The
experience with the Ventura froeway in Encino and Torzena i is similar,

+  Demographics: We question the y of the demographics data 3
examgple, Tuble 4-7 indicates that the Tampa/Topham station influence arca has the
highest percentage of both residents over 64 and residents under £6. | live in that aren
and fined those numbers hard to believe. Certainly the Chandler arcs, with its high
percemtage of orthodox Jews, many of whom have large familics, would have a larger
percentage of residents under 16, The point is not important in and of ftself] bet,
together with other items noted, cally inte question the vulidity of the data and
analyses used throughout the DEIS/DEIR.

J. Asan

In summary, the DEIS/DEIR documents the iack of benefits to cither transportation
flow or air quality ofthe BRT. The borom fine gain from tuilding the BRT versus the
TSM improvements to the existing bus grid is a projected 0.04 miles per hous increase in
the daily avernge vehicke speed in the valley in 2020 (29.59 va. 29.55 mphYand s
decrense mnrpoﬂmmunlheeol%w These purported gains are at the expense of
sagmﬁcanl impacts to the poople living in the area ofthe comdor fmm xmreued

king, spitlover, i d noise,

and d d neighborhood cohesion. These imp lfcpmrlthul.wlnnlmmedm
lu,llllh:DE]SfDFlR

White the sbove paragraphs take issue with the content of the DEIS/DEIR, owr
ovcrndmg concern is wnh what the report docs not cover, i.e., consideration of 3 non-
rapid plan for the area. Chapler 2 provides s
brizf quhehudtofolhw,ovawcwofmmeofﬂnmpd transit studics since the 1980
passage of Proposition A, but the rest of the DEIS/DEIR makes no mendion of
alternatives to the BRT as mitigators to the problens it preserts. In addition, it does aot
ddress ad all methods to schieve significantly greater public transit patronage. The
cconomic and pofitical rmlmes, which ked 10 1he sclection of the BRT corridor ss a
lution 10 the problems of the Valley, have changed. We helieve the
DLIS/DEIR needs to inchude considerati of n better sohrtion. We fizel the primary
agpects of thet solution should include:
* A not-at-grade-level east-west valley rapid tramsit comidor. Eliminating the grade-
level approsch would afleviate many of the problems of the proposed BRT and
slgmﬁcmly dmmn time on the system. Decreased transit time would

« Direct comnectivity of the comridor 1o the Meteo Red Line, Direet connection would
[acilitatc transfer to the Red Line, especially for handicapped siders, and d
transit time to the dowtown areca.

*  Compietion of 8 corc rapid transit system. A Vallcy East-West repid transit corridor
would alieviste some carvent and prajected traffic congestion by providing a quality

C5-9

C5-10

C5-1
cont'd

C5-11

+

Should there be an LADOT policy decision made at some subsequent point
in time to institute emergency signal preemption at other intersections along
the corridor, appropriate adjustments to the BRT operation would be made
at that time.

The emergency vehicle preemption at Tujunga Avenue and Chandler
Boulevard was developed and installed by a private contractor for the Fire
Department to evaluate. It was installed with the assistance of LADOT (on
the signals) and the Fire Department (on the trucks). Although the Fire
Department found favor with the system, it did not have the funding
necessary to install it at other locations. LADOQOT was not completely
satisfied with the system and in turn put out an RFP for preemption
technologies, but no bidders met the qualifications. Therefore, at present,
there are no plans to install the emergency vehicle preemption system at
other signals along the BRT corridor.

Comment C5-7

The BRT will be separated from pedestrian/bikeway access by two types of
fencing. At stations and 200 feet preceding them, the corridor will be lined
with a metal picket fence. The fence is set to 4 feet, 9 inches in height in
these sections for safety reasons. As the bus approaches the station areas
(which also are predominately focated at intersections) the driver will be
ensured a clear line-of-sight without fencing to block any views of the
stations or intersections. In the Chandler Boulevard median, an
approximately 4- to 5-foot-high fence will be constructed between the
existing trees and the busway. The remainder of the busway will be lined
with a 6- to 8-foot-high fence constructed from wire mesh. The mesh will
not be the standard chain link style, but rather a grid-patterned mesh that is
difficult to climb and is more aesthetic, that will decrease to approximately
4 feet in height at a distance of 200 feet before the intersection, to again
ensure a line-of-sight for the bus drivers.

Intersections that do not have stations will not have the picket fence;
instead, the wire mesh will extend from the main sections of the busway.

The BRT station platforms will be open facing toward the busway with the
4- to 5-foot-high fence to the rear of the station area. The station will be
elevated at a standard curb height of 6 to 8 inches above the busway.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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aliernative for cross-valley trips {RSAs 12 and 13), trips to the downtown area (RSA
23} via conncetion 1o the Red Line, mdlnpswthe Eam;mhun(mtm:(RSA 21
via the Metro Blue Line. However, app ly 30% of projected trips from both
the East Valley (RSA 13) and West Valley (RSA 12) goto the Hollywood, West-
Central area (RSA 17) as opposed to spproximately 5% cach to the Downtown and
East/South Central area. A rupid inansit rovte along the general 405 Fecway,
Sepulveda Boulevard ali g 0 the proposed Westside Extension of
the existing Metro and to » the Metro Greon Line woukd provide a core system for the
Los Amelm aren. Sucb & system could indecd mheve traffic congestion, reduce air
P and sig by i public

In to existing b The TSM, ,,‘ 4 with additionat Rapid
Bus Comdars along Scpulmh Boulevard or Van Nuys Boulevard end a selected
cast-west strect in the northem portion of the valley, would provide an effective
feeder network to the Rupid Transit Corridor and increase public irunspurtation
coverage throughout the valley.

Implementation of these suggestions woald go a long way towasd satisfying the
effective traffic management, improved air quality, and increased patronage of public
transit goals stated in the DEISDEIR. The proposed BRT does not. The DEIS/DEIR
noeds 16 acknowledge the limitations of the BRT and include sorms higher Jevel

considerations of an effective, comprehensive rapid transit rk
Very truly yours,

o .

David R. Garfinkle

‘Tarzana Property Owner's Association

Cs-11
Cont'd

Comment C5-8

There are many ways to measure and describe noise. The maximum sound
level (L) is often used to characterize a single noise event (e.g., the
passing of a bus) and is similar to the “instantaneous” noise referenced in
the comment. However, the use of Ly, is not appropriate for the evaluation
of noise from transit systems such as the BRT, because it ignores the
frequency and duration of transit events, for example, both of which are
important factors in determining people’s reaction to the noise source.
More appropriately, the Day-Night Scund Level (Lg,) is used by the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) and as part of this analysis to characterize
noise associated with the proposed transit project. As discussed in Section
4-9.2 of the Final EIS/EIR, L, is a 24-hour measure of the sound energy
that accounts for all of the transit events throughout the day and places extra
empbhasis (or weighting) on noise events that occur during nighttime hours
(10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). This weighting, which overstates the actual nighttime
noise, is especially important since people are more easily annoyed by noise
at these hours when background noise is lower and people are generally
sleeping. As referenced in the comment, noise from large trucks and buses
is often audible above the background traffic noise. The increase over
ambient noise conditions associated with the additional bus traffic is
represented in the Ly, and therefore is reflected in the impact evaluation.
Although sometimes difficult to conceptualize, L4, is considered an
appropriate descriptor of community reaction to environmental noise.

For purposes of the noise assessment in Section 4-9 of the Final EIS/EIR,
the Topham/Oxnard portion of the BRT alignment is divided into two
sections, the south side of Topham/Oxnard from Winnetka Avenue to White
Oak Avenue and the north side of Topham/Oxnard Streets from Winnetka
Avenue to White Oak Avenue. Noise measurements were performed in the
year 2000 at both locations to characterize the ambient conditions. Existing
noise levels on the south side {67 dBA) were much higher than those on the
north (56 dBA) due to the higher traffic volumes along Oxnard Street.
Additional noise measurements conducted at residences along the south
stdes of Topham and Oxnard Streets in October 2001 confirmed the results
of the previous measurements and analysis.

References to previous freight train operations along the MTA ROW are
intended to document the historic use of the BRT alignment for transit uses.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

'TEXY EIS/EIR
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Freight train operations were not considered in the analysis of potential
noise impacts.

As discussed in Section 4-9.5 of the Final EIS/EIR, no vibration impacts are
anticipated.

Comment C5-9

The environmental analysis has determined that there would be no adverse
or significant effect on neighborhoods and community cohesion in the San
Fernando Valley. As is detailed in the environmental document, the project
weuld be consistent with the previous and current use of the corridor for
transportation purposes, including the substantial amounts of automobile
and truck traffic that use portions of the corridor at present. (Please refer to
Chapter 3 for the transportation analysis and Section 4-3 for the
demographics and neighborhoods analysis.) Moreover, by shifting patrons
from automobiles to public transit, the project will increase pedestrian
traffic along the corridor, thereby enhancing community cohesiveness.
Pedestrian traffic and community cohesiveness will also be enhanced by the
proposed pedestrian walkways that parallel the alignment near Ethel
Avenue and between Goodland and Bellaire Avenues.

There is no reasonable similarity between the scale and impacts of the 10-
lane, above-grade, interstate freeway example that is cited in the comment,
and those effects potentially associated with the at-grade, two-lane,
landscaped bus route proposed for the San Fernando Valley. The Santa
Monica Freeway accommodates more than 100,000 vehicles per day while
the BRT is projected to have about 464 buses per day in 2020. There are no
pedestrian crossings of the Santa Monica Freeway, except grade separated,
either above or below. Unlike the Santa Monica Freeway, the proposed
project will not create an imposing physical barrier between neighborhoods.
Rather, the project consists of an at-grade profile with signalized pedestrian
crossings at all street crossings along the corridor. Access to only one street
will be modified, and no culs-de-sac will be created. No ramps,
overcrossings, or steep slopes will be constructed. The project will not pose
a substantially greater physical barrier than a two-lane, signalized roadway.
Along the alignment, the community already coexists with Chandler,
Oxnard, Topham, Victory, and many other north-south streets and
boulevards.

The project will include several features to maintain and enhance
neighborhood character and cohesion. For instance, new landscaping will
be added, and right-of-way for a bikeway will be furnished. Operating
speeds will not exceed those on the parallel mixed-flow street in the
Chandler Boulevard area. In the Chandler/Burbank community, two
additional signalized pedestrian crossings will be provided at mid-block
locations, at Goodland and Agnes Avenues. Pedestrian crossings in the
community will function on timers during the Jewish Sabbath and holidays.
Additionally, to the extent that the project facilitates improve mobility in
the Valley, the ability of community members to move within and among
neighborhoods would also be improved.

Comment C5-10

The MTA has no reason to believe that the United States Census Bureau
demographic data that are presented in the environmental document are
inaccurate. Data from the Census Bureau are considered to be industry
standard upon which nearly all demographic analyses in the United States
depend for reliability and accuracy.

Comment C5-11

While the EIS/EIR focuses on at-grade BRT alternatives and a TSM
Alternative, numerous other alternatives were considered previously before
the MTA narrowed the range of choices under consideration. For instance,
in the Major Investment Study, the MTA Board considered light rail, heavy
rail, bus rapid transit, dual mode, and diesel multiple unit rail. At-grade and
grade separated options were also studied. After evaluating these, the
Board directed staff to focus on an at-grade busway. Prior to the MIS, in a
variety of studies over the preceding years, the Board considered different
alignments and transportation alternatives, ultimately deciding to focus on
an east-west project along the Burbank/Chandler alternative. This is
summarized in detail in Chapter 2 of the EIS/EIR.

The comment suggests several aspects of an “alternative” transportation
solution for the San Fernando Valley:

e Grade-separated transit corridor — Grade separations for the BRT
Alternative were considered in the San Fernando Valley East-West
Transit Corridor Major Investment Study (MIS), released in February
2000. In the MIS, both a completely at-grade BRT Alternative and a

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
METRO ElSIEIR
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BRT Alternative with two grade separations (at Van Nuys Boulevard
and Sepulveda Boulevard) was considered. At the March 2000 Board
meeting, the MTA Board directed staff to develop an EIS/EIR for the
at-grade BRT alternative, and not the grade-separated BRT.

The two basic reasons that the at-grade BRT Alternative was selected
were potential impacts and high capital costs. The two grade
separations studied in the MIS were aerial structures. As proposed at
Van Nuys and Sepulveda Boulevards, these structures would have been
constructed in a commercial/industrial area. However, in residential
areas such as Tarzana and Woodland Hills, the impacts of aerial
structures would clearly be adverse. Please also see the response to
Comment C5-9. Aerial structures need to “ramp up” to their required
height over distances of hundreds of feet. Because of this, overpass
structures would be clearly visible over homes, and the necessary
accompanying soundwalls would create a box-like profile that would
cast long shadows.

In order to avoid the impacts of aerial structures, grade-separations in
residential areas would need to be below grade, passing under existing
roads. In the MIS, the additional cost of two aerial grade separations
was estimated at approximately $38 million, or $19 million per grade
separation. Below-grade underpasses would be substantially more
expensive due to the need for excavation and utility relocation. As a
result, with 31 total intersections along the exclusive BRT busway, it
could add more than $600 million to the cost of the BRT Alternative to
fully grade-separate the busway.

In addition, analysis conducted during Preliminary Engineering
determined that even if all 31 of the intersections along the Full BRT
alignment were grade separated, only 5.4 minutes of travel time would
be saved. Therefore, while grade separations would improve the
operations of the BRT to some degree, the high capital cost and
potential impacts of grade separations would be prohibitive.

Direct connectivity of the corridor to the Metro Red Line — The BRT
Alternative would terminate at a new facility on the west side of
Lankershim Boulevard, across the street from the existing portal to the
Metro Red Line. Patrons transferring to the Red Line would cross
Lankershim at the existing signal along South Chandler Boulevard, and
use existing elevators and escalators to reach the Red Line. However,

there is a below grade “knock-out panel” on the west side of
Lankershim Boulevard which could directly connect the BRT terminus
to the Metro Red Line. Although not included in this EIS/EIR, there is
potential in the future to create a new portal within the BRT terminus to
directly link it to the Metro Red Line. If funding becomes available,
MTA will consider construction of the portal.

Completion of a core rapid transit system — This comment suggests
linking the Westside with the Valley via a north-south mass transit
investment through the Sepulveda Pass. There would certainly be
potential benefit from such a system. Construction of the BRT
Alternative and implementation of an investment in the north-south
corridor are not mutually exclusive, however. In fact, MTA will soon
begin study of a north-south corridor in the Valley.

In the future, north-south investments could be extended from the
Valley into the Westside. In addition, MTA is currently funding
construction of an HOV lane along I-405 southbound through the
Sepulveda Pass and Caltrans is studying implementation of an 1-405
northbound HOV lane through the Sepulveda Pass.

Improvements to existing busways — This comment suggests that the
TSM Alternative, along with additional Metro Rapid Bus lines in the
San Fernando Valley, would provide “an effective feeder network to
the Rapid Transit Corridor and increase public transportation coverage
throughout the valley.” In fact, the BRT Alternative includes
implementation of the entire TSM Alternative. Furthermore, the Metro
Rapid Bus program will continue to grow. As described in MTA’s
Draft Long Range Transportation Plan (2001), during Phase II of the
Metro Rapid program, additional lines are proposed for Van Nuys
Boulevard, San Fernando Road, and Roscoe Boulevard. This would
occur in concert with the BRT Alternative, not exclusive of it. The
Valley would be provided with a comprehensive new network of
efficient, on-street and exclusive busway transit service.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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Comment Letter C8 Response to Letter C6

The commenter’s opposition to the Chandler Boulevard alignment is noted
YAD AVRAHAM CONGREGATION
12424 BURBANK BLVD. for the record.
VALLEY VILLAGE, CA 91307
(818) 756-6734

June 11, 2001

Honrorabte Gray Davis

The State cf Cciifernia

Los Angeles Regiongat Office
300 Serng Street

Los angeles, CA $0013

Ra: Chandler Boulevard Exgress Busway
Dear Governor Gavis:

We are an Orthodox Jewish Syncgogue with a growing memberskip {at
cresent, some 40 famifies). We recentty commenced corsiruction of our
new buillding o! 12435 Chandler Bivd. {just eas? of Whitsett Ave.} in Valiey
viikuge, CA, and hope 10 hove the building compieted within the next
severat months. {Our new site s part of the iarger Valley Viloge-North
Hollywood Crihodox Jewish community.) Our site directly irents onto the
Metropaoiitan Tronspertation Authority's proposed Chandler Boutevord
express busway route, We sironaly oblect 10 the busway on Chandier,
and we respectiully reques! your sugpert in our couse. There are hwe
reascns for our oijection:

1} The buswoy would yvirtuglly destrov our commuynily, which is unique
due to Orthodox Jewish law prohibiting travel on the Sabbath and
holidays.

2} The proposed route runs through @ highly residentic neighborhocd
consisting mostly of single family homes. As such, the Chandler busway
would cause propery values 1o plummef, and the City of Los Angeles
would fose o siable, resicdentiot community, te be replkaced by o frangent,
nigh-crime neighborhood.

Let us elcborate on these two points:

San Fernando Valley page 7-124
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Group C - Community Organizations

Comment Letter C7 Response to Letter C7

ol The commenter’s opposition to the Chandler Boulevard alignment is noted
Chabad Synagogues of the Valley for the record. -
Hemdiguarsers: 18181 Buzbank Boulevard s Tarzsna, Calikenia 91156
Phone: {(818) T58. 1818 « Fax:($18)758.3840

thyne why sipront it are borturate”
1 Proverde 3150

June 12, 2001

Mr. Kevin Michel

MTA

One Gateway Plaza
22™ Floor, M5-89-22.5
Los Angeles CA 80012

Dear Mr. Michet,

For mote than 20 years now, Chabad Lubavitch, an Intemational organization with
tranches literally worldwide, has been a vibrant part of the dyramic North HoBywood
commupity.

Chabad of North Hollywood s localed at 13078 Chandler Bivd. - on the proposed
corridor.

Chabad of the Valiey joins the greater North Hollywood Jewish Community in its
opposition to the proposed installation of tha MTA's EastAWes! Rapid Transit Corridor.
The community is united in its belief that this will bring unicld hamm to our neighborhood.
We respectiully request that you use all of the power of your good offices to Intercede
on behalf of our community.

Respectiully,

/&% K et
Rabbi Joshila 8. Gordon
Executive Director

cc.  Governar Gray Davis
Supervisor Zev Yarovslavsky
Mr. Ervin Poka

Under the auspices of Machon Menachem- Chabad of the Valley

Taszana ¢ Encing » Nareh Hoflxwoud ¢ Nuviksidge * Sherman Oaks o Agoura » Weatlake + Vertura
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Comment Letter C9

June 26, 2001
CCTC
Dear Concerned Citizens Transit Coalition
12800 Chandler Boulevard
Enciosed you wil find The CCIC's response lo the MIA Droft BIS/ER. Valley Village, CA 91607
Please note thol since it was drafied the focus of our challenge to the
MTA's proposed bus way has chonged. Allhough the concemns outlined in
the response are stll valid, there & now a for brooder concem that
involves the full length of the propesed bus way comidor across the Volley, JUNE £, 2001
The public hearing on june 21 ol Pietce College showed us that ol the
communities clong the proposed bus way ore opposing the plan. We are Response to
nol alone! We' are quickly moving fo join ow voices and resources in MTA
appeating fo the elected officiols and the MTA to go back to the drawing
boards and take a second look. i k fime to think ouiside of the boxi Draft EIS/EIR
The purchase of The right-of-way i not a good enough reason to buld the San Fernando Valley
proposed bus way. The fransportation neads of the Valley demand are far
more comprehensive plan il the Valley is 10 be property serviced. East/West Transit Corridor
without doubl, the MIA unwittingly made o lundomantal mistake. They
approached the communities along the route oltering iwo aftemalives. in
so doing Ihey forced eoch of us to consider betwean what s clearly two Chandier Wt ersestion Lt Semonss
very imited and therelore unacceplioble cllematives. They should have . "T A
opened the dialogue asking for our help i finding or crealing solufions.
As you well know in your capacities os civic leoder and visionaries buikding ————
consensus con only hoppen by bringing averycna into the process. Since Gt ot
last week | have met exceptionofty crective and brighl individuals who P 4
have o grasp of the entire piclure. We dessrve to have lher idecs ——— _
saiously considered, 0 g 18 : @
Pleosa, do not foll into the frap of having to make an immediate dacision P mmmssin sl
thot wil only end up cotling us dearly and not providing the necessory » A ]
answers 1o the ransportation challenges of the Valley and Los Angeles. » ; -;’
Thank you lor your fime and consideraiion, ‘L )
A4 Y
Aron 8. Tendler Woedd you pay STIAS sl Y tvecte s hacurd?
Rabbi
Prepared by
The Attentive Group, inc,
Contact: M. Prite Priedman
LB 7614934
omal) atigroupSeciom
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Chandler Disadvantages At-A-Glance
Severs Tranquil 50-Year-Old Community

o Endangers 6 care facilitics, 6 synagogues, 7 schools (public & private)
0 Violates Pederal mandates to maintain ‘Livable Communities®

No Resident Ridership
o Affluent, non-minority, high retiree population
o Red Line = 1 mile from Chandler; 1.7 miles from Oxoard

o 6 lights (4 turns, 2 straight, min) required at each intersection
o School Zone 25mph speed limit along much of Chandler

Vehicular Accident ‘Waiting to Happen®
o 100-foot wide median likely to ‘trap® cross traffic
o 2 fire stations Oimmediately adjacentO 10 alignment (e 1y

High Concentration of Pedestrians
0 120+ days a year when vehicles are prohibited
o Min, | round-trip to synagogue; as many as 4 round-trips daily

Pedestrian Accident ‘Waiting to Happen’
o Lots of buses (464) + Lots of pedestrians = Lots of accidents
0 Automatic light allows only 9.5 secoods to walk acsoss roadway

Incremental Co High
o0 {1 backyard leases, 6 families, 3 businesses, I synagogue, 40 jobs
0 $39,250,000 and 2 years for construction, $7.5 million for ‘takes'*

GRAND TOTAL: $73.45 Millioa*

*SOURCE: DEIR Tabls 61
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DEIYDEIR COMMENTS

General Comment #1
wmmmummnxrmmmwmmu
| ofﬂ.lvety, e, break apart s established 50-year-old walking
',umh iquely integs onboﬂuduofﬂnw

“The barrier it would impose will have ireparsble economic, psychotogical and sociological
ramifications as well as severely restrict personal mobility. It will compromise safity in 2 manner snd
10 & degree that no community should be asked to endure.

For half a century we've managed to live 08 fwo sides of & track without these being a proverbial
“other side of the tracks.” This will destroy that magic.

Our children will not be able to visit friends and attend youth groups unescorted. Our elderty will not
be able, with any degree of surety, to make theis way to synagogue and o attend the lectures and | ,
clxasey that fulfil their lives. Our young mothers will find it 2 hardship to sttend the services thit are
at the care of their spiritual and socis] well-being. And 0 their children will be deprived of the
religious experiences that are vital 10 their successfl up-bringing.

The foregoing is not in question, it is fact. The foregoing ia not #¢ all the case for the Cronard
aligrement.

mbmmmwumwwmmmmmmmmum
Chandler’s unique. tnske-up, For ple, theve are no calculstions of the freq

i i ings; the pl mdmmm
mamqrmnmwmwmdwm the crossing time
allocations. These are just 8 few of the very many issues not at all addressed by the DEIS/DEIR.

C-2

Genensl Comment #2: CA Streets & Highway Code 2701
Funding for the purchase the Southern Pacific ROW was derived from the theee billion dotlar
(53,000,000,000) Passenger Rail and Clesn Air Band Act of 1990 (Proposition 106). Established 29 |

Response to Letter C9

Comment C9-1

Please see the response to Comment C5-9 regarding community cohesion.
This community has coexisted, both in the past and at present, with an
existing transportation corridor for freight rail, automobiles, trucks, and
buses. The effects of a dedicated busway through this area would not be
substantially different than previous and current conditions. First, current
peak hour traffic volumes on Chandler Boulevard are already indicative of
an urban arterial with considerable amounts of truck and automobile traffic.
Second, an existing bus line (MTA Line 156) has operated on Chandler
Boulevard between Lankershim Boulevard and Whitsett Avenue without
generating any substantial adverse impacts to the surrounding community.
Finally, similar communities (e.g., the Fairfax District in Los Angeles, and
the Williamsburg, Crown Heights, and Midwood communities in New York
City) are all located alengside major transit operations. The Chandler
Boulevard area will continue to be a viable, vibrant community after
implementation of the proposed BRT project. With respect to pedestrian
safety, please refer to the response to Comment C9-29.

Comment C9-2

It is true that Passenger Rail and Clean Air Bond Act of 1990 funding was
used to purchase the rail right-of-way that will be used for the busway.

However, Streets and Highways Code § 2701.06, which sets forth how such
funds may be expended, clearly states that they may be used “for
acquisition of rights-of-way.” Since this is precisely how the funds were
used, the requirements of the statute were clearly met.

Nothing in § 2701.06 requires the conversion of the busway to a rail line
within 10 years.

San Fernando Valley
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Section 2701 of the California Streets and Highways Code, 2701 dictates a vitally frightening, and
inescapadle, fact,

The Cods, in 2701.06, statas in its entirety:
mmhmmmwwmmmumﬂmm

regard 1o fiscal years, for soquisition of right-of-way, capital expenditures, and acquisitions of rolling

nockforuﬂmywleommamLudwbmndmﬂndfotapulmwmsvhd:

Furthermore, in the Financial Resolution, Paragraph 2.4, it states:

“this CTC shail be entitled 1o a present wiliee refurd..im the event that the LACTC... or successor
public entities, cease 1o uiilize the project for the intended public passenger roil perpose or vells or
transfers title to the project (o other than g

public entity...”

Thus, if the MTA relinquishes the Chandler alignment, they lose nothing. In fact, they make money.
This also helps insure the possibility that the Chandler median could be purchased snd converted into

Tt states:
(c)lnﬂnmbdennWlmm-Iasmmﬂnwd\euuudwutoﬂupng:w;ﬂn.
there shall not be constructed any exclysiv

srtem. or ather tack, cihes (haa ae. by sing boving echnlogy a5  deep bore subwey located
at least 25 feet below ground, measured from the existing ground level to the 1op of the tunnel.

Having delineated specifically 2} rail rapid transit b) fight rail system or ¢) other track, what could the
Bill possibly mean by ‘exclusive public mass transit goidewsy’ if not precisely 1he type of busway
under consideration here?

With this limitation, the prop

d Chandler afi v impossibl

82
L

Co-3

It is true that § 2701.06 does allow the use of Bond Act funds “for capital
improvements which directly support rail transportation, including
exclusive busways which are converted within 10 years after completion of
construction into rail lines.”

However, by its terms, this provision only applies when the funds are used
for “capital improvements” (i.e. construction) related to the busway. In this
instance, the Bond Act funds were used only for acquisition of the right-or-
way, and will not be used to construct the busway.

Comment C9-3

Public Utilities Code § 130265 (“Robbins Bill”) deals with the placement of
certain types of transit lines within a prescribed geographic area of the San
Fernando Valley. Subdivision (a) of the Robbins Bill requires that “any
exclusive public mass transit rail guideway, rail rapid transit or light rait
system or other track” built within a described geographic area be built
below grade as a subway. Subdivision (c) provides that “any exclusive
public mass transit guideway, rail rapid transit or light rail system or other
track” built below grade in the area described as the Tujunga Wash and
within 1 mile on either side of the Tujunga Wash, must be built as “‘a deep
bore subway located at least 25 feet below ground.”

The proposed busway is not subject to subdivision (a) since it is not a rail
line. It is not subject to subdivision (c) since there is no intention of
building any portion of it below grade in the area within 1 mile on either
side of the Tujunga Wash.

Comment C9-4

The line of waiting vehicles collecting at an intersection is also referred to
as an average traffic queue. Traffic queues at the study intersections for
both north-south and east-west traffic have been addressed as part of the
EIS/EIR analysis. This is an integral part of the intersection levels of service
analysis performed as part of this EIS/EIR, which uses the operations
analysis methodology of the Highway Capacity Manual.
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be converted i a rail system. And any ral sysem, except deep-bore subway, is hercby prohibited
within cae mile on cither tide of the Tujunga Wash, thus invalidating the Chendler alignment.

Furthermore, to initiate the bus project in the faint hope of evertually overtursing the doas public
mandate expressed in Proposition 108 wouid be Sscally reckiess sod & missppropriation of public
funds intended clearly for rall, not bus.

C9-3
Cont

Generaf Comment 44

The DEIS/DEIR does not provide the following information: How many walting vehicles, especially Co-4
WS and especially during commuier rush hours, are expected 10 *collect” at intersections? How does
this number compare to current numbers?

General Comment #5 .
The DEIS/DEIR does not provide the following information: What are the precedents and statistical [C9-5
data that can aswiage concems about plummeting reaf estate values?

General Comment #6
The DEIS/DEIR does not provide the following information: If real estate values do pummet, bow it]~g o
the MTA prepared to comp propesty owners along the route?

Genern! Comment #1

The DEIS/DEIR does not provide the followlag information: MTA Board Member, County
Supervisor Zev Yaraslaviky, writing a4 the Chair of the St Femando Valley Transportation Zooe
Interim Joint Powers Authocity in the 12/2400 LA Times, stated; “Establishiog an independent tr
mwmvmmuu-mmm.nmak-whkmvmqwm .7
would get a Tocally govemed, locally based public transit system that would put Valley Lransic users
Frst. 1t would be s win for the MTA, which would be freed of the burden of planning and opersting
transit lines ia the Valley, & challenge that handly has been & top prioity. It also would be a wia for
county and Valley taxpayers who would get a fiur better return on their snnual $1 billion transit .
investment,” In fight of the potentially impending total realignment of the MTA/Valiey relationship,
how does the MTA justify undertaking, at this critical j , such o couly, ti .

p and ial end 23 the Bus Guidewny?

WE CONTEND THAT FAILURE TO ANSWER THESE IMPORTANT QUESTIONS.
BENDERS THE DEISTDEIR INCOMPLETE, AND INVALID, SHOULD APPROVAL BE.

In addition to calculating the average vehicular delay, the EIS/EIR analysis
calculates the average traffic queues, which collectively measure the levels
of congestion at each study intersection. The vehicle delay during the peak
hours has been shown for each alternative (No Build, TSM, BRT and MOS)
and discussed in detail in the DEIS/DEIR. The average vehicular queue
information is also available as part of the detailed technical appendices to
the EIS/EIR for every intersection and each alternative.

Comment C9-5

Analyses of the effects of BRT systems on residential property values are
limited in number because this type of transit system is relatively new
compared to light rail transit (LRT) and heavy rail.

However, a 1998 study of bus service found that the availability of local bus
service does increase the value of at least some real estate (Barker, William
G. “Bus Service and Real Estate Values”, 1998, 68th Annual Meeting of the
Institute of Transportation Engineers, Toronto, Ontario, Canada).
Moreover, other studies have found that transit facilities generally have a
positive effect on nearby property values that can be was attributed to the
improved access that transit offers.

The precise degree to which residential property values could increase due
to transit is difficult to estimate, but a study of the San Diego LRT system
found a direct relationship between proximity to a trolley station and
increase in property value. (Landis et al 1994). In addition, studies
conducted in Portland (Al-Mosaind et al 1993), the San Francisco Bay Area
{Landis et al 1994), Atlanta (Nelson and McCleskey 1990) and Philadelphia
{Voith 1991) all found that rail transit had a positive effect on home values.
Finally, it should be noted that both the National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are
primarily intended to focus on impacts on the environment. That analysis of
economic effects presented in this EIS/EIR is focused on those tangible
consequences, such as property acquistion and resulting loss on property
taxes, that can be reasonably estimated from available data. Sufficient data
are not available to estimate the expected benefits to property values.

San Fernando Valley
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SPECIFIC REIS/DEIR COMMENTS

Even assuming accuracy of the data, this chant displays mumerous advaniages of the
LankershinvOxnard alignment over the BRT (Chandler) alternative:
« CAPITAL COST: Savings of 539.) million for construction, and this does not include o8
additional savings to be derived from the fewer number of property acquisitions required nor the tost
of the concomitant erosion of (he tax base. (Actual total cost: $73,450,000. See comment re: Table

&1

Also, a 2001 Victoria Transport Policy Institute literature review lists many
studies of the economic effects of transit systems, the vast majority of
which find that transit investments increase residential property values.

Comment C9-6

Please see the response to Comment C9-5 above. The applicable Federal
and State laws related to compensation provide for compensation where
there is a taking of property, or an interest in the property, for a public use.
They do not provide for compensation to property owners for changes in the
value of property, unless an interest in the property was acquired by the
agency.

Comment C9-7

The MTA is aware of the efforts to create an independent city in the San
Fernando Valley. However, secession will not substantially affect MTA’s
bus operations since MTA is not a part of the City of Los Angeles. The
community’s need for the project is well documented, and the need should
not be reduced merely by a reorganization of the city.

Comment C9-8

The capital cost estimates in Table S-4 do include the costs of new property
acquisitions and lease displacements. However, the estimated annual losses
in property tax revenues to government agencies would not be included in a
capital cost estimate. As described in Section 4-5 of the Final EIS/EIR,
annual property tax losses are estimated to be $19,080 for the Full BRT and
$13,740 for both the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street and $10,070 for the
MOS variations.

The Draft EIS/EIR capital cost estimates in Table S-4 are taken from Table
6-1 in the Draft EIS/EIR, which describes the components of the capital
cost in greater detail. In Table S-4, the additional cost of the MTA ROW
was not included because the right-of-way was previously purchased in
1990. For purposes of comparing the costs that would need to be budgeted
for the various alternatives, Table S-4 correctly presents the necessary
information.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
Xy EIS/EIR
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North Hollywood Terminal Atternatives call for the bases 10 travef o

Two of the three

Comment C9-9

The main purpose of public transportation is to provide transit service.
While full cost recovery would be desirable, it is oftentimes unachievable.
Most transit systems in the United States operate at between 30 and 45
percent cost recovery and the remainder of the needed funds are provided
from various public and private sources. If cost recovery were to be a
policy, many elderly and disabled persons and children would be left
without a transit option.

Regarding the comment on Table 6-1, please sece the response to Comment
C9-8. The estimated cost difference for the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street

Lackershira Bivd, By extending ther ircuitfrom S. Chandler 10 Oxaard, the Oxnard aligomens | Alignment as compared to the Full BRT along Chandler Boulevard was
ould belp refeve potenialiafic congeion on Lankershim, estimated at $43.3 million in the Draft EIS/EIR. While cost is a
consideration, other factors go into designing a transportation system—such
Stares that this EIR is based on an sverage speed of 17mph, It then says that; “Furthermors, i has as environmental impacts, noise, barriers, bus timing (headways), service
:;" dmﬂ’:&%:wwmfmm“ﬂ ot cpercie faser ""'m‘ schedules, and population to be served—to name just a few.
on Chandler is 35mph. Thus, for the 2.5 mile distance the segment encompasses, the 2mph speed
difference is of negligible difference. And, in Table S-4, the FIR shows the Full BRT (Chandler) to COmment C9-10
l::veBetween 2.8 minvte (o 5.5 minuie sdvantage aver the Oxnard Alignment. However, the
|4 i 1]
Traffic speed analysis conducted as part of the MTA model suggests that
The actual posted speed limit signs on Chandler, vary between 25mph (school zone) snd 3 . .
m;m&a;m;?:m i uock“xmﬁ-m-nmﬁ g:nhﬂm ms::: C3-16 run times along Oxnard Street and Lankershim Boulevard would be slower

Calfax; The Country School on Laurel Canyon, Burbank Boufevard Elementary ot Atbers; Valley
Tovah Bais Medrish st Wilkenson, Valley Torah High at Whitsett; Emek PreSchool st Goodiand.
Some of these schools are new 30 the 25mph speed Gmit speed has yet to be pasted. Consequenily,
the sctual runiime advanisge is Jess, if indeed there remains any at all. Factor in (he need to stop at
the two pedestrian walkways and for a3 many as § separste turning fight segments at the “unfractured]
Chandler intersections, and Chandier is undoubtedly the far siower of the two routes. What i to be
gained by the $39.3 million investment (see comment re: Table 6-1) in the Chandler busway,
expecially if the trip takes longer? Why 1pend 50 much in time, energy and money aad destray a stable!
neighborhood where there is no resident ridership?

On snother side of the coin, drivers being human, what's to keep them (fom accelerating sbovs the
legal speed fimit, especially if they'll be practiced in driving as fast a5 S5mph when they get to the
ROW's unpopulated 4 -S mile stretch in the flood basin? What will restrict drivers’ speeds, will

ic speed g be installed on the buses? With headways of just 2.5 minutes, won't the

than along Chandler Boulevard, today and in 2020. It is anticipated that
BRT speeds along Chandler Boulevard will benefit from having a dedicated
right-of-way and fewer intersections compared to the Lankershim/Oxnard.

Comment C9-11

The EIS/EIR document only listed additional left turn lanes at significantly
affected study intersections. However, as part of the BRT design, an
exclusive left turn lane and protected traffic signal phase will be provided at
all of the mentioned intersections along Chandler Boulevard in both
directions. These left turn pockets will be created by either widening into
the median island or by re-striping of the intersection approaches. These
are shown on the engineering drawings in Volume 3.

Comment C9-12

Please see the responses to comment C5-9 and comment C9-1.
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MTA seek 10 maintain very specific schedules and woa't it jonally become y foe driversfcg. g
lospzednptotvmdanungbowmb" contd

2:2.2.3 ¢ - Concept Desiga

The preamble sates: “4long Chendler Bowldevard .. To address /i

pnwoumdln there are two cross-section options snder consideration... "TIuEIRdiﬂ!mubm
between Chandler sections with & [00" wide median (from Whitsett west 10 Ethel) and 50" widse

median sections (from Whitsett east to the Hollywood Fwy).

Option | (Fig 2-121) perpetuates lefi-hand wm and pedestrian crossing problems.

Option 2 (Fig 2-12b), while saving some funds for construction, creates new major probiems for how

mmu&umovsimomdmotnindmﬁchnuﬁommmm.&dtwwm

extends, remain guilty of iserally cutting ins two, Also, ualike the Typical Busway [C517
Secltomduphyedml";2—9m2-lo MOpuoudonoeMsduomdmm Aldyu.mmid
want it both ways -- no graffiti-magnet walls and no noise, vibration nor visusl p i
that puts the MTA between an impossible rock and an untenable hard place — butﬁuh'upoﬂn
of cur making.

Additionally, the guideway design offers no dividing k-rail or other such safety divider between its
two lanes along its entire 14-mile lengih. Placing two buses in two namow §3-foot wide lanes —
driving directly past each other at speeds perhaps as high a1 S5mph and at 2.5 minute intervals —
without such & safety device is an flagrant discegard for public safety. Head-on collisions between
buses are inevitable. This problem is further exacesbated by the route’s eastiwest alignanent, placing
drivers directly into the glare of the rising and/or setting sun. With such an extreme safety hazard,
cost t‘ormh:kml:bouldbeofmcouqm

2-2.3.42 - Tranait Priogi _
“LADOT will also have to consider the sraffic demand on north-south streets in deicrmining the

level of prioeily for buses.”

With this sentence the MTA actually passes the buck on perhaps the single most important -5.18
determinasit of the visbifity of the ensire ROW wiilizalion concept and one of the biggest concems

sbout the Chandler alignment — collision-inducing foulsps in the intersections and stand-still aorth-
south traffic, particularly on the vitsl, aver-the-hilk commuter thoroughfsres of Laurel, Whitsett and
Coldwater Canyons. All LADOT considerstions and d inations should have been conducted,
concluded and incorporated into the DEIS/DEIR.

Comment C9-13

The traffic analysis conducted as part of the EIS/EIR identifies adverse
impacts of the project alternatives compared with future base case
conditions. The EIR/EIS traffic impact study is not intended to develop
specific traffic operational parameters at individual intersections. Detailed
signal operation plans are being prepared as part of the Preliminary
Engineering (PE) design process. Appropriate signal timing, priority, and
other operating parameters will be designed for each intersection in
consultation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation.

Comment C9-14

This table was provided for general setting purposes and no analysis is
conducted on daily traffic volumes. Daily traffic volume data on Chandler
Boulevard has been added to this table. Traffic volumes were calculated
based on peak traffic counts collected in 2000.

Comment C9-15

The number of buses added by extending the circuit to Oxnard Street would
not be sufficient to relieve congestion on Lankershim Boulevard. The
Locally Preferred Alternative does not include Lankershim Boulevard.

Comment C9-16

Detailed travel time analyses and simulations have been conducted by the
Preliminary Engineering team in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation to develop more precise BRT travel times
along the entire length of the corridor. These studies show an average
speed (including station stops and signal delay) of 21 to 29 mph for the Full
BRT and 20 to 27 mph for the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment.
The travel time difference between the Full BRT and the Lankershim/
Oxnard On-Street Alignment would remain between 2.8 and 5.5 minutes, as
in the Draft EIS/EIR. Please see Section 6-3.1.2 of the Final EIS/EIR for
further information.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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2:2.2.4 0. - Treffic Signals, Coatrol, and Safety

Highlights a problem with: “Only ar the Focdman/Oxnard listersection, whers the transit corridor

crozses the two streets ot a diggonal offset from the intersection.”

The concept of crussing two streets st & diagonal offket is frightening in and of itself. What the

- DEIS/DEIR fails 1o mention here is that virsally the same peoblem, only worse, wxists where the
eridov i s Burbank Boulevard near Fulton - noe does it say that within 100 yards east, on
the south side of Burbank, is LAFD Firs Station 102 (13200 Burbank Bivd.) as well asthe HELP.
Group for Special Needs Education and VaBey Clties Jewish Community Center. On the north side of|
Burbarnk lies the primary parking lot of Vailey College, with traffic so heavy that it raises the Averags
Daily Traffic from 7,000 to $2,000 (EIR Table 1.4) when school is in session. These problem
lomns.‘n ions, and potential disester areas, are totally avoided if the MTA uses the Lankershin/Oxnard

o 1%

This paragraph alse confid ds: = 1y devices will not be required * .

It then acknowledges: “mnapbw[orm@pmmlamlhmmmwmuw
Defors the pransit crossing so that there will not be any traffic stopped betwesn the adfacent transiy
signal and the transit crossing.” Tn other words, as the CCTC contended, $he center of each
intersection, astride the median, must remaia clear at alf times. This is precisely why sach intersection
will require 6 different light/turning segments - which will ceuse endless deleys and probable
collisions. With & 100-foot width to traverse, deivers could well get stuck astride the median despite
the Tights and their best intentions.

The next paragraph acknowledges as much: "4 brief clearance imerval will be required in the
norih/south signal phase... Turn movements...eastivest..require separate signal phases with red
arrows...In addition, right turn fanes (sometking the CCTC had never considered) will 3¢

created.,. Table 2-3 provides o summary of the traffic control strategies...” The summary provided by
the chart does not provide practical answers for how the various problem consequencea will be
sddressed.

3 v, vV,
GRANTED DESPITE THIS FAILING, THE MTA BOARD WILL BE IN DERELICTION
QFE JBEIR OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES.

TABLE 2-3 - Traffic Controf Stestegics

Other than indicating that there would be a new light near the Ethel transition point and revealing thot

they are considering closing Corteen, all they indicate is: Modify Signal. The DEIS/DEIR falls to 420
consider how much delay alf this wil add for vehicular street waffic. Nor does the EIR address how

these will be implemented at Bellaire, which is not wide enough to sccommodate such tum signal

The refinements to the signal delay assumptions developed during the
Preliminary Engineering phase would not affect how the BRT would
operate along Chandler Boulevard. While the average running speed along
the entire corridor would be 37 mph, buses would be restricted to the speed
limit of 35 mph along Chandler Boulevard. Drivers would follow school
zone speed restrictions, at times when they are in effect, when operating in
the public street.

Buses operating in the median of Chandler Boulevard, as well as east-west
vehicular traffic, would have their speed regulated by the method of signal
operations proposed for Chandler Boulevard: Signal Progression along a
Green Band (SPGB). SPGB simply means programming the traffic signals
so that vehicles on Chandler Boulevard will consistently receive a green
light as they move down the road, if they maintain the posted speed. This
will serve to regulate the speeds of not only buses but other vehicles along
Chandler Boulevard as well. This method of signal synchronization still
leaves sufficient time between green bands for north-south traffic—
pedestrian or vehicular—to cross the busway, and for left-turns to be
completed. Section 2-2.3.5b describes signal operation along Chandler
Boulevard in greater detail.

Comment C9-17

A detailed response to this issue is also provided for Comment C14-1.
Although the potential to operate buses along Chandler Boulevard in mixed
traffic was initially considered, this was subsequently determined to have
potential additional adverse impacts, the most notable being increased noise
from buses operating closer to homes. Because of this, together with little
increased benefit either in terms of operation or cost, this option was not
considered further in the EIS/EIR.

The exclusive busway within the median of Chandler Boulevard was taken
through the entire EIS/EIR analysis and documentation. As described in
detail in Section 4-9, no soundwalls would be required for buses operating
in the median of Chandler Boulevard because there would be no significant
noise impacts. Soundwalls would only be required where buses would
operate closer to receptors in a quieter environment, such as locations where
no existing street separates the busway from private property. Vibration
impacts would not occur with the BRT Alternative. Please refer to Section
4-9 of the EIS/EIR for additional information on these impacts.
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A “k-rail” or other divider between the two lanes of the exclusive busway
would not be required for safe operation of the BRT Alternative. Using
Caltrans standards for bus lanes, the 13-foot lanes would provide ample
width for professional drivers of 10-foot wide buses to safely remain within
their lanes. On-street bus operation often occurs in much narrower lane
widths without k-rails or other dividers. Driving buses along this east-west
roadway would be no different from driving along any other east-west
roadway in the San Fernando Valley.

Comment C9-18

Through the Preliminary Engineering design process and in conjunction
with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, issues raised in
this comment have been addressed through proper signal design and timing
schemes. Please see the response to Comment C9-16 for further
information on how signals will operate on Chandler Boulevard. For
additional information on pedestrian and vehicular safety, please see the
responses to Comments C9-29 and C9-66.

Comment C9-19

The EIS/EIR analysis of the Woodman/Oxnard and Fulton/Burbank
intersections and other study intersections indicated that traffic impacts to
automobiles at most intersections is likely to be minimal. At those few
intersections where impacts will be significant, recommended measures
have been provided to reduce the impacts to an acceptable level. Both the
Woodman/Oxnard and Fulton/Burbank intersections were analyzed for
significant traffic impacts according to a methodology and criteria
established with LADOT. A significant impact found at the, Woodman/
Oxnard intersection would be mitigated with retiming of traffic signals. No
significant impact would occur at the Fulton/Burbank intersection. During
final design of the BRT, operational details of the Fulton/Burbank
intersection will be designed to the satisfaction of LADOT according to
design standards.

In terms of operations and safety at such intersections, please refer to the
response 10 Comment C9-66. In terms of the uses at Fulton/Burbank,
please see the response to Comment C9-27.

The comment also suggests that Table 1-4 of the EIS/EIR shows high
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for the Futon/Burbank intersection

while Valley College is in session. In fact, the table refers to the existing
conditions of Burbank Boulevard throughout the study area. As is noted in
the table, the high end volume (55,000 ADT) would occur at the
intersection of Burbank and Sepulveda (near I-405), not at Fulton/Burbank.

Table 2-5 is not intended to be a listing of mitigation measures or problem
solutions. It is merely a general illustration of the various control measures
proposed for the streets crossing the BRT corridor. During Preliminary
Engineering, the intersection control strategies listed in Table 2-5 were
updated and refined. Please refer to Section 2-2.3.5 for updated intersection
strategies. Through the Preliminary Engineering and Design Development
design process and in conjunction with the City of Los Angeles Department
of Transportation, issues raised in this comment are being addressed
through proper signal design and timing schemes.

Comment C9-20

Issues raised in this comment are being addressed through proper signal
design and timing schemes. This process will continue to be refined during
design development. It will furthermore be thoroughly reviewed and
coordinated with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation.
Please also see the responses to Comment C9-19, and for intersection safety
and operation, Comment C9-66.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
TR EIS/EIR
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lanes. 1n addition, these red sTows will also exacerbate traffic tie-ups, not help them, at Colfax, 1
Laurel, Whitsett, and Coldwater. But, on top of all this.. ‘Camdawluwﬂkgfwnhmuoj
Ppre-sigmals and quene cutters fo prevent traffic from stopping or blocking the busway.” But no
mmmw»mmmmmammmrmm

Comment C9-21

The 464 buses indicated are for the entire 15-hour period of 7 a.m. to 10
p.m. This is an average of 30 buses per hour or one bus approximately
every 2 minutes, which refers to expected headways in 2020. Headways in
the initial.years of operation would likely be substantially less e.g., every 7

foolhudunnntehChnduopmm ided. Thess should . . . . . .

have been conducted, concluded and incorp mmnusmm to 10 minutes. With no other vehicles along this exclusive right of way

The Sth paragraph sates: *The previse signal operasion plar details ot more comples infersections [£9-20 other than buses, this constitutes an extremely low traffic volume for an

w"nqﬂlnm&uﬂdmbwadmolmmanmu "It v arterial facility. The project will not eliminate or divert transit services

mwzmmcmcMuwﬂ,mAmmmﬂymmmm from other lines to the corridor and will also maintain increased bus
y buses to d the validity and woskability of the plan prior to major expenditure. W

mwed We firmly believe such & test would prove the disastrous impacts of the BRT oa north.]

south traffic. Yet the MTA persists on perpetuating the conceit that ‘first we'll build it, then we can
wiveit.”

services on parallel routes as part of the base TSM services assumed in the
BRT Alternative.

Comment C9-22

This table was provided for general setting purposes and no analysis is
261 ; conducted on daily traffic volumes. Daily traffic volume data has been
This confirme a p distressful rumae. Once iomplemented as & ‘bus freeway” the MTA bere added to the table in the Final EIS/EIR. The wide range of daily volumes

wm:k“ﬂmnmmymumwmmmuwomww
aggravating alf our concerns multi-fold (464 buses i total per Table 4-47).

Table 3:2; - Ch iatics of Maior East-Wos: Yalley Arteriak
The classification of Oxnard Sireet a5 3 secondary srierial, with about the lowest average daily traffic|
bodes well for the Oxnard siternative, However, why was Chandler Blvd, not included in the chart?
Also of note is the ¢ ic rnge on Burbank Boulevard of 7,000 « 55,000 average car volume, We
believe the extreme fluctuation is due 1o Valley College and whether classes are in session. The vast
majosity of students sccess the campus through the parking lots on Burbank. Since this is at the
comer of Fulton, where the BRT alternative would cross the intersection &t & diagonal, the hugh burst
of cars 34 specific times of day will surly impede the bus and vice-versa. Likewise, # increases the
deﬁmdalmdmwhdnnkudyhghﬁnmlhmwotFnsmmIozmmo-yndx
east. All these problems ure avoided if the bus runs down Oxnard, wheze transit-taking students could
sctually disemabark ¢loser to their classrooms. And none of 1his seems 1o have been considered.

WE CONTEND THAT FAILURE TO ADDRESS THESE DEFICIENCIES OF THE
DLIS/DEIR RENDERS IT INCOMPLETE AND INVALID, SHQURD APPROVAL BE.
GRANTED DESPITE THIS FAILING. TRE MTA BOARD WILL BE IN DERELICTION.
QETHEIR OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES,

Ce-21

08-22

114 Bieycle apd Pedestrisn Access }9‘23

on Burbank Boulevard is not due to fluctuations resulting from the school
schedule at Valley College. This is the range (high/low} of volume on this
arterial from its high volume in the Van Nuys community to its low volume
at the western end in the Tarzana community, where Burbank Boulevard
terminates at Ventura Boulevard, west of Reseda Boulevard. Chandler
Boulevard has also been added to this table in the Final EIS/EIR. Please
also see the response to Comment C9-19.
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While we find the presence of bus tanes on Chandler absolutely the

implementation of bike paths there. Nmmammfmmmwmm
is entirely in keeping with the bucolic environment 10 which we are accustomed. It is sl noteworthy 523
that, when speaking of pedestrian traffic in this section, the EIR does not recognize any significant  pontd
pedestrian traffic on the Oxnard alignment. So, unlike the unique pedestrian situation on Chandler,
there i little cause for concern on Oxnard,

Sigificantly, th EIR sutes: ~The buoes raring on Oonard Seees and Lorikershine Boslevard vouldy 24
take adwmiage of the transit signal priority system aiready pliawed 3y LADQT, so they would not
couse any additional Impacty or delays so other eraffic. ©

it Priog
‘l'hesmpn;nph

acknowledges:
“A brlcfchanu tnatervol may kmﬂbﬁlnknmh/mdldgmlphnbmhn
are stopped on the eransit crogri  from the eastivest sirest

alwnqshnpwm#gmlplmuwldnndm:nmbumjwkﬁwﬂghmﬂm

e transitway when a iransit vehicke i3 moving tn comjunction with through tratfic on te parallel
arterial Consideration will be giver: 1o the use of pre-signals and gwewe cviters io prevent traffic 925
Jrom stopping on or dlocking the busway.

Again, other than this geners! “considerstion,” the DEIS/DEIR offers wo discustion sbout sctasl

solutions 10 this, the most fundamental traffic engineering obstacle of the entire BRT pisn. No
calculations of the delays, sither for the bus nor nortvsouth traffic are given. Nor do they mention

that, given the sixty foot and one-hundred foot width of the Chandler median, the time allowed for

these danmenuavxls ml qmungdphunndmm wiﬂ.byuemhy bolenﬁhy

3:1.22 Traffic Iopacts of Aternatives

As siated, we believe the Chandler alignment will have severe delty consequences st Coldwaler,

Whitsett, Laurel snd Colfax, focting even more cars onto the 170/10 and 405 Freeways. This could

be aveided by (he Oxnard slignment,

In Table 3-15, which compares actual intersection delays, oaly Lavrel/Oxnard and Lsurel/Chandler  |g.05

are calculsted. And indeed, here even the EIR bears out our fears, showing the Laurel/Chandler

intersection suffering 22.6 second delays in the AM (1he 2nd worst of any intersection), while the

dellynlLunUOxwdmkulhnamod(Andlhsmﬁpzumkmwmhlﬁy
vufnmsuw)wmwnc teulations for 28 inchaded?

w
1 P ¥ v,

Comment C9-23

The commenter’s support for the bikeway is noted for the record. LADOT
is implementing Class II bike lanes on Chandler Boulevard.

Comment C9-24

The commenter’s support for the Lankershim/Oxnard alignment is noted for
the record.

Comment C9-25

Details of traffic delays per vehicle to north-south traffic, average queue
lengths, etc. can be found in Appendix 1. Delays for buses are not
calculated in this analysis since the traffic study addresses impacts to
automobile traffic. It should also be noted that, through the Preliminary
Engineering design process and in conjunction with the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation, issues raised in this comment were addressed
through proper signal design and timing schemes. Preliminary Engineering
developed detailed run times and delay calculations for the busway as part
of an operational simulation.

Comment C9-26

Key study intersections along Chandler Boulevard were identified in the
scoping process by the appropriate review agencies including the City of
Los Angeles Department of Transportation.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
M ETRDO EISIEIR
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We've already & d the ! problems inh at this int ion {tee m.2
this subsection the MTA scknowiedges them by
sdmitting: “A grade separation was also incleded I initial o
traffic conld impeda transit perfo " A grade sep hugmthﬂl()hnouﬂylhﬂdum
rejacted. Why? Also, for the EIR 1o discuss this i 5 the ps of
deyCMFuSumlmdduM!ummMamw
wmpmpswxommm“dﬁum

2320 Compatisanof Qumal ionDel
“The Lankershim/Oxnard On-Sirees Aligrament would rexlt in weighted average delays b

thase of the BRT and MOS. ™ In plain English: Oxnard will cause less of a delay than Chandler. [9-2t
Despite what they imply in rumerous other piaces, they scknowiedge it here.

"mnwcmgmmmmmmwmummu
provide adequaie pedesirian g time, A o the expenss of less vebicular time during

dnmqthmpkudpulqwhphu
Firstly, mdpumhuuﬂy.lhnhﬂanhcmmwdedbyihehlupmdthwm
Anyway, sutomatic activation has already been impl d at the i Chandler and C9-2¢

smrumsmumrmpm4mmm5asmmmm
red at under 10 ds, hardly 8 ime”, And indeed, even sbie-bodied

aduhwmuﬁwﬂuawbmﬂw)!‘mdsmchudbamthw«mmﬂhﬁn
the ight changes. Passage must be compicted in & manner that is against the law. On Van Nuys Bivd,
in similar situations, the police have been isaing $274 tickets for this very infraction.

Efderty residents and parents wish kids and strolters invariably find th 4 ng Chandler at
Bethire, dangerously, on the static red, Stranded mthemedun. pedestrians then pm:eedwmu its
loo-foutmdlhmdawmmhuﬂwndmnb’tnummmﬂedﬂghlcychWhenazﬁ-bot
busway is implanted i the middle of this mediar, with buses going in both directions, what is 10
protect pedesicians? And what happens whes, 83 raffic congestion will surly dictale, tumning lanes we

- for concerns that heavy local [o5.2:

Given the length and scope of the east-west corridor, only key major
intersections were evaluated as part of the EIS/EIR. Tables 3-13, 3-14, 3-
16, 3-18 show the delay comparison to No Build for key intersections,
operating at LOS E or F. Furthermore, the comment misinterprets the
comparison of Laurel Canyon intersections at Chandler and Oxnard. The
values shown are the increases in delay as a resuit of the BRT operation on
Chandler Boulevard only. That is why the impacts are higher on Chandler
compared to Oxnard. If this analysis was conducted assuming a BRT
operation on Oxnard, the results would be different and would most likely
show larger increases in delay on Oxnard compared to Chandler. Referring
to intersection operating conditions without the BRT (No Build), which is
presented in Appendix I, it can be seen that under both current (1998) and
2020 No Build, the congestion levels are significantly higher at the Laurel
Canyon Boulevard intersection at Oxnard compared with Chandler, with
average delays being 2-3 times higher at the former.

Comment C9-27

Valley College, Fire Station 102, and the school for the learning disabled, as
well as the Valley Cities Jewish Community Center, are all existing uses
whose traffic activities are included as part of the existing traffic counts
collected for analyzing this intersection.  Therefore, from a traffic
standpoint, these land uses have been analyzed. The potential need for a
grade separation was discussed and rejected due to its impacts on adjacent
land uses, development patterns, access to properties, and cost. Moreover,
it was shown through the traffic analysis that this intersection can operate
acceptably in an at-grade configuration.

Comment C9-28

Even if average intersection delays on Chandler Boulevard were to be
higher than on Oxnard Street, the mid-block delays on Oxnard Street would
be significantly higher due to operation of the buses in mixed flow traffic.
The statement in the EIS/EIR is a qualitative assessment regarding the
overall corridor-wide weighted average delay for the Oxnard Street
alignment based on the results of BRT on Chandler Boulevard and the MOS
Alternative running on Oxnard Street for its eastern segment. It is true that
the Oxnard street intersections are shown to experience slightly less overall
delay with the BRT on Oxnard than on Chandler.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
"Tery EIS/EIR
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also cut into the median? Where will people wait and for bow long? How do people cross without
mmglm?ﬂawdobumuﬂmnmgmmmdmﬂm:mupeoﬂe?mpaumm

bave atready endured modom, p

{DMPORTANT NOTE 10 MTA; Our destsi

anti-Semitic, dnvo-hymﬂumdmdwm muumﬁmmrm-nn.lfmmwy
partially right in our projections of tnffic disraptions, the potential for 3 consaquentlal race-war is
mind-boggling. This corcern is not addressed in DEIS/DEIR discussions about safety.)

(IMPORTANT NOTE to MTA: Orthodox Jews do not carry TD on Sabbath or Holidays. A police
officer, unable to issue & ticket, will seek 10 drive the ‘perp’ to the station house — snother thing we'll
be unable to do. We'll be foroed into highly confrontational situntions.)

(NOT-5O-IMPORTANT NOTE ie MTA: Are you sware that the stari time of the sabbath changes
every week and that all Jewish holidays coincide with different calendar dates every year? I you've
developed software that can automatically program the lights accordingly, please share it with us. We
know of plenty of other applications.}

Arewmgrlpmnmhu lheBIKmnuon: mqﬁm myawroﬁvdmniml
deiours around points of arterial congestion... 'Thehals.uamﬂxa(madl_knapqing_ Co-20
Chandler has already expecienced an incresse in peak hour street traffic. That's a price for progress
we're willing to pay. There's also an argument to be made that it's in the MTA's best interest 1o
promote Chandler as & quick route for passenger cags heading (o the Lankershim subway station.
Restricting the buses 10 Oxnard helps accomplish this.

'Cmddrmﬂana[.ﬂgmlpriwmthdmgmbmnlud:lmmrllnmtofﬂnvqmc(aqum
Jump) in areas of mived flow rraffic.” Sure, give the buses first crack st creaming any northisouth  [ca.3¢
vehicle that dares get stuck in the 60- or 100-fuct-wide median Another public service provided by
the MTA. All the better - do it while creating what is essentially an sdditional delsy phase in the light
cycles! Brifliant. So why don't you take out your calculators and figure and teport the consequences?
WE CONTEND THAT FAILURE 70 ADDRESS THIS DEFICIZNCY OF THE DEISDEIR
RE RS I E AN SHOULD APPRQVAL BE GE ED

This is due to the fact that with BRT on Oxnard, east-west signal priority
provided to transit will help reduce overall delay. In any case, the
differences are very minor.

Comment C9-29

Pedestrian safety is a priority for the MTA and the City of Los Angeles.
Pedestrian signals will be designed based on the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation’s standards, which allow for adequate and
safe crossing time. Medians and pedestrian refuge areas will also be
designed to accommodate the projected pedestrian volumes with acceptable
levels of service. Two examples are discussed below, to illustrate the
approach to be used in the Chandler Boulevard portion of the corridor,
where two parallel roadways are involved, and also the West Valley, where
one parallel roadway is present.

East Valley Example

For design purposes, pedestrian crossing times have been estimated using
the current timing for a pedestrian crossing a combination of one segment
of parallel roadway and also the BRT busway during one signal phase
(Colfax Avenue and Chandler Boulevard is used here as an example). The
minimum pedestrian signal phase to make this maneuver is estimated based
on a standard pedestrian walking speed (Highway Capacity Manual 2000,
Transportation Research Board) of 3.5 feet per second. Pedestrians will
then wait on a queuing platform on either the north or south side of the BRT
busway for the next signal cycle favoring their direction of travel. The
queuing platform will be either 21 feet by 10 feet or 15 feet by 10 feet,
depending on the median width at the particular intersection. Once the
pedestrians have reached the queuing platform, they would then depress a
walk-signal push button that will be located on all platforms. Depressing
the button will prompt the intersection signal to phase to a stop for both the
BRT and parallel traffic while a white walk signal will display for the
pedestrians to clear the second segment of parallel roadway. On the Jewish
Sabbath and holidays, pedestrian signals would operate on a timer, so
pedestrians would not need to press a button to activate the “walk™ signal.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

A £i5/FR
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Table 3-20: Mitigated & ion Level of Service & Dl !
Whils we re not certain how to read this chart, we see that most of the affected intersections were i
not tabulated.

underptanding? The one fisted, Lankershi d, also inexplicably
appunmtthOSugrmuwll Andwﬁikwehlvenoub;ectionmlhhimm

uunmofmmhmnmmmyummmnmwmmuu I':
! 9.33
™ , we do not und d why this would be necessitated by the Lankershim/Cxnard route|

Tabis 3-22: BRT Ridership aod Mode of Acxess
quumﬁmformwwmuwmnmm
that the data was excluded b it periority of the Lankershim/Cunard alignment.

3=4.2 Parking Impacts

“Parking was not provided at thess g A fo reduce the f { of traffie & in
neighborhonds. mmﬁmmmwmuaumwmmmmuu
manitored by LADOT and mitigati I d {f it showld cause inconvenience fo
retidents.” 9.35

This sclution to inadequate parking is hardly sufficient, as the worsening situation around the
Lankershim station atcests. But while the Ll myorvc‘bmdl«nopwwldmthnpukin;,ﬂu
Laurel/Oxnard stop has the diginct advantage of being adjacent 10 an existing Park ‘s Ride.
AdditionsDy; tha Robinson-Msy Headquarters/Store has a large packing lot at which sdditional
may be available.

y focal point for the

Pedestrians that do not walk at the standard speed of 3.5 feet per second will
have time to clear one parallel roadway segment and will then wait on the
first queuing platform on either the north or south side of the busway. The
pedestrians will then prompt a signal change with the walk-signal push
button to phase the BRT to a stop signal and the pedestrians will cross the
busway and queue on the opposite site of the BRT. The process will be
repeated until they cross the second segment of roadway parallel to the
BRT. The slower-paced pedestrians will potentially need to cross an
intersection such as Colfax Avenue and Chandler Boulevard one segment at
a time, but will have time to do so safely.

West Valley Example

Using the example intersection of Tampa Avenue and Topham Avenue,
pedestrians would be crossing both the busway and Topham Avenue in one
signal phase, again, in accordance with the standard pedestrian walking
speed. Pedestrians will queue on either the north side of the busway or the
south side of Topham Avenue to wait for the next signal cycle. Depressing
the walk-signal push button will prompt the BRT and parallel traffic to a
stop signal phase and pedestrians will receive a white walk signal to clear
both traffic segments.

Slower pedestrians will queue on either the north side of the BRT or south
side of Topham Avenue. The pedestrians will then prompt a signal change
with the walk-signal push button to phase the BRT to a stop signal and the
pedestrians will cross either the busway and queue on the north site of the
BRT or will cross Topham Avenue and queue on the south side of the BRT.
Queuing platforms will be 15 feet by 10 feet on both the east and west sides
of the median between the BRT and Topham Avenue. Utilizing the walk-
signal push button on the median, pedestrians will phase the BRT and
parallel traffic to a stop phase and will then be prompted to cross in their
favored direction across the busway or Topham Avenue.

Mid-Block Crossings

There are three mid-block crossings incorporated into the BRT preliminary
design. These crossings are at Zelzah Avenue in the West Valley and at
Agnes and Goodland Avenues along Chandler Boulevard.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
"xxY] EIS/EIR
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Not true. But basically irelevant. It"s equaily true of the Laurel and Oxnard Intersection. t:;l?g

.xmafnllgfmmnadxlnm nmmmqmmmamma

&ymunwmlmdmmw

memmmummmmmmmmdmmmdml)m
School, 2) Margo's Manor Reti Home, 3) Chandler C: Hospital; 4) o.37

LAUSD’3s Burbank Elementary School (1/2 bik. sorth of Chandier i $ difficult to access cul-de-sac),
Moving westward along Chandler: 5) Chundier Residential Care Facility; 6) Valley Village Senior
Apartments (2 1 blk. wide facility) ; 7) Chundler Residential Care Homa (3 | blk. wide facility); §)
Royal Bellingham Retirement Home; 9) Toras Hashem Synagogue; 10) Valley Torsh Bais Medrish;
§1) Yad Avraham (under construction); 12) Valley Torah High School {nearing completicn); 13)
Emek PreSchool; 14) Rabbi Stephen’s Minyaa; 15) Shaarey Zedek; 16) Mikva Society; 17) Kolel
Vlll:ymegCemer

.ont'd - Coldwater Canvon Avenus to Woodman Avents
This section fails to mention a residential home for developmentally disabled young aduits at the /w [F9-38
comes of Chandler and Coldwater, as well as Chabad at Ethel — but then the plan i to tear the
C!MSWmdom
FAT]

lnwwmoﬂyuammmthmwmhmﬁusum 102, the mosth-g.38
critically impacted fucility of the manty st tis intersection, dmpmdwﬁe&cﬂhpﬂuﬂuﬂy
dusmvmy-mdceonnquem

—Oupard Street
"Lond wses along Oxnard Street are o miz of single- and multi-family residences. * }M

The mid-block crossings on Chandler Boulevard, as well as other crossings
in the Chandler community, are also being designed to be able to operate
without cross-walk push buttons or other pedestrian-initiated devices on the
Jewish Sabbath and holidays. Signaling for the BRT and parallel street
traffic will be regulated by a traffic signal controller unit, which will initiate
a stop phase for the busway and parallel traffic while pedestrians will be
signaled to cross. The controller is a microprocessor that can be
programmed to manage signals based on time of day, day of the week, and
month of the year.

Pedestrian Queuing

The space provided for the queuing platforms has also been derived from
standards established by the Highway Capacity Manual. Similar to the
standards used for automobiles, these are expressed in terms of Level of
Service (LOS) using a scale of A (best service) to F (worst service).
Pedestrian queuing areas in the example intersection above would allow for
16 people to queue on the 21-foot by 10-foot queuing platform at LOS A
(13 square feet per person) and 105 people at LOS F (2 square feet per
person). The 15-foot by 10-foot platforms would allow for 12 people to
queue at LOS A (12.5 square feet per person) and 75 people at LOS F (2
square feet per person). Should more people need to wait on the queuing
platform than permitted by its designed size at LOS F, pedestrians can use
median space to the right or left of the platform. The West Valley
intersection of Tampa Avenue and Topham Avenue provides a good
example of this additional space. The east side of the median is 40 feet
wide (this includes the space for the bikeway) and the west side of the
median is 60 feet wide. If a minimum of a 10-foot length of that section
were used for pedestrian queuing, it would equate to 400 square feet on the
west side and 600 square feet on the east side. The platforms will be
paved/concrete sections, but the medians offer additional space for standing
should there be large numbers of pedestrians present at any one time.
Please see the figures provided for both the East and West Valley
intersection examples.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
"z EIS/EIR

page 7-144



svi-/ obed

AI3/S13 P

pieAsInog Xxejjoo pue pleAsinog Jajpuey) jo uoiloasiajul :L-9 ainbid

Ay 500l

NOLLONHLSNOD HOH 10N
ONIHIINIONT AHYNINITIHL
advATINO0™g XV41700 ? AHVAZTN0g H3TANYHO
40 NOILD3ISHILNI
4 [><1
R ay |
- _&_ _ _ _ _ - - - - - _ _ -~ =& |
‘ s .
/ 3 ) =
_ J=_ . I = ___f=
Lll VoA T _C__. ey W
L _ 1] -
Ry %M s .
N/ w
v> _ S1OL
I J39NYHD 38 T
]
_

=l

& LORCH ) 1
|

xoj1an

JOpLIIOY jJIsuel] Jsap-1seq e
Aemariig/poad

Kejjep opueulaq ueg
sl 7%

femsng .

sunojiejd %

Buinenp
aN3Ioa

g  J8jpunys

T
4% VY AL SIS AA TS

|

1
|
!

RUEA

suoneziuebip Apunwwon - H dnoio



Group C - Community Organizations

] INTERSECTION OF

| TAMPA AVENUE & TOPHAM STREET
| PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

@
TANS, 4-7PM |
Ave,

2t ON SIGNAL
v} POLE

LEGEND

% Queuing
Platforms ™

- Busway | X

7 Median & sovo. ||

% Ped/Bikeway |

Tampa

| Figure C-2: Intersection of Tampa Avenue and Topham Street
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It Is important 16 note that Oxnard’s single fmily dwellings are genenlly older, smaller and less 1

costly than those on Chandler, while the more numerous multi-family buildings are newer. This Is due
toﬂummmmdmmhwhchdwﬁepmmwnhmbundhﬂdhqomlﬂsmm&

Indeed, ia the recent mini-building-bo i moce such develop than sy other
east-west arterial. That in-fill wmdwilaulymmlhthﬁmn.hmmlwil -
provide a greater ridership base foc the bus. ontc

Anoth ibuting factor 1o g ing higher ridesship is the fact that the Oxnard station will be
|1mmmmmmmmmmumlmmmmz
at Laurel/Chandler, commuters ars fir more fkely 1o p d directly to Lankershim. Ergo, the
Meoh?uknlkebmﬂwﬂh&nwbymnmdwlﬂmmhowu

i G Plane T £l Polic
According to the EIR, the Los Asgeles General Plan Framawork set objectives in 1996. Amoag thess
e

- Estabiish a transii priority corridor prior o 2010 tn the San Fernando Valley between 041
North Hollywood and Warner Center.
« Estoblish the Burbarnk/Chandler corridor a3 a priority corridor for Alternative Rail
Technology or a busway utilizing publicly-owned railroad right-of-way.
Why are these two distinet and separate objectives? Isn't Burbank/Chandler just 2 2.5 mils segmient of
the uveull NoﬂhHonywood Wmmwﬁdoﬂ

Jewish Community along Chandler Boslevard

NOCTR Hofiywoo l2ge Communi
’anhdnwuemlkalwmuwmmhlhﬂﬂowmmwarm Fu
MTA, are you Bstening?

In the Draft EIS/EIR it was stated that Z-gates or other pedestrian gates may
be installed to deter pedestrians from crossing over sections of the busway
or street segments when signal timing has phased into a “do not walk”
mode.

These measures have been removed from the Final EIS/EIR in response to
current Preliminary Engineering designs and have been replaced with the
standards discussed above.

Comment C9-30

MTA does not promote specific routes for automobile access to Metro Red
Line stations. The BRT will be running in the median on Chandler; it
therefore will not interfere with east-west automobile traffic and may
actually expedite east-west traffic flow due to signal timing. The delays
associated with the BRT on Chandler Boulevard, to the extent they occur,
would more affect north-south traffic.

Comment C9-31

Queue jumpers at intersections are common and tested design elements in
transit priority systems. Through the remainder of the design process, safety
issues and signal phasing/timing concerns raised in this comment will
continue to be addressed. Queue jumpers will only be designed at locations
where they are deemed advantageous and safe.

Comment C9-32

All significantly affected intersections are shown in this table with average
delay results for before and after mitigation. As described in the EIS/EIR,
intersections that are listed in this table are only those that were adversely
affected and therefore needed mitigation measures, consistent with Tables
3-16 and 3-17.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
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page 7-147



Group C — Community Organizations

- - weultiple restdentiol and cial d and
preserving dabh dngkﬁwbt neighborhoods presently soned for single ﬁ:nllym 43
MTA, are you listening? You have siready challenged our stability. Real estate sgents report thet

mare and more poteatial buyers are rejecting our neighborbood for fear of the i ding busway.

E CONTEND THAT PAILURE, TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE. THE SPECIFIC

L] < Sensitive Land Uses Adiscent to the Bug Rapid Toansit Altemativy
‘This Table reveals a marked advantage for the LankershinvOxnard Alignment over the BRT, snd
evea move 30 when the dats regarding Chaadler is corected:
- Oxnard impacts § fewer single-family residential blocks
- Onnard impacts 3 fewer multi-family residential blocks ce4e
~ Oxnard trypasses North Hollywood Park
- Oxnard impacts 4 fewer schools and learning centers
- Oxnaed impacts 4 fewer religious institutions
~ Oxnard avoids 6 Senior/Retirement Care facilities
while in 4-1.2.1 the EIR acknowledges “.../mpacts rekated o moise and chamges in the vincal
environment may occar. *

mwddimlnrhmtkliﬂarkbdm of v SP ROW, lthRTAIlmemHk
wwbhmmmmwm
Themulhmxy Pacific Electric began pasenger service on Chandler in 1911, The last passenger
train ran in 1952 Virtually alt the development vizibie todsy slong and near Chandler was duilt after
1952. From 1952 until the late 70°s 2 single feight train, with 8 gradually disinishing sumber of cars,
plied the ROW tracks cae time daily. Aftec Ereight was totally curtailed, Southem Pacific ran s single
engine down the tracks once ¢ day (o condition the tracks and: maintain their fanchise rights, With thef“%4*
purchase of the ROW by LACTC in 1990, even this practice ended. The MTA (successor agency to
LACTC) removed the tracks from Lankesshim west (o Colfax. When our conunuaity asked the MTA
to continue removing the tracks from Laurel to Ethel, they refused. Whea we spprosched them and
offered to remove the 1racks oursclves, they refused permission, citing the desice 10 ‘keep 8 visusl

Comment C9-33

De Soto Avenue/Victory Boulevard, Winnetka Avenue/Victory Boulevard,
Tampa Avenue/ Topham Street, and Lankershim Boulevard /Burbank
Boulevard are identified for mitigation because the Lankershim/Oxnard On-
Street Alignment is a variation of the full BRT alternative, which would
adversely affect these intersections. The Lankershim Boulevard/Burbank
Boulevard intersection is also included in the MOS because this alternative
operates along the Lankershim Boulevard/Oxnard Street alignment in the
East Valley.

Comment C9-34

Table 3-22 presents information on the full BRT alignment, and does not
include stations along the Lankershim/Oxnard On-street Alignment.
Ridership information for the Laurel Canyon/Oxnard station is provided on
Table 3-23 for the BRT MOS alternative. This table shows that the total
daily boardings at the Laurel Canyon/Oxnard station is 777 compared to
1,051 at the Laurel Canyon/Chandler station as shown in Table 3-22.

Comment C9-35

It is recognized that there may be some parking spillover into the adjacent
neighborhoods, which is why parking will be monitored, and if necessary,
strategies implemented to eliminate or minimize the spillover parking. A
park-and-ride facility was not assumed for the Laurel Canyon station along
the BRT MOS alternative due to the unavailability of any parking facilities
within MTA-owned properties.

Comment C9-36

The area near the intersection of Laurel Canyon Boulevard and Chandler
Boulevard includes commercial and retail development, as well as a
substantial amount of multifamily housing in the surrounding
neighborhood.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
'TEEY) EIS/EIR
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reminder for the commusity” Mmhﬂuﬂeedmmham(smof&uhopmwof 9-45
Auschm)ﬂmﬁmdmldba flected and pletely wnd ntd
L A RESS THESE DE ENCIES

*The Full BRT Allgraners ts consistens with the plans and policies of the SCAG Regional 946

Comprehensive and Guide, such as its policies 1o link mass transit with higher-intensity tand uses.
Why does the EIR not mention that the Oxaard alignment is 4 higher-intonsity land use than

—— Nesth Hollywood-Valley Village Comamunity Plan
“*..ensure that the proposed trensit line on Chandler Bowievard tn North Follywood doss not cract
a division within a well established residendial community.” The Full BRT has been destgned to
adkdresy this provision of the Pia with the following...

2. Twwe mid-block crassings would be installed (one in front of Shaarey Zedek Synagoge
where rone currenily exists), and

3. Ferces installed to prevemt pedestrian crossings fexcept in intersections) would be C9-47
approximately 4-foot-high iron picket fances that wonld not block views across the medion, ”
On 2 wrip to Kores, the suthor had occasion to visit the 38th Pasallel, where  park is maintained to
allow South Koreans to gather to gaze scroes the valley at their North Korean relstives. [ heneby
unenwermmchndht'neﬂﬂnm‘s«mdy.nuymm&Mdth
o *division’ is akin to ding that a wall is not & barrier if' it contains & window and a door. The
Comumunity Plan does not specify an ‘i ble® division ~ it prohibils any division. A 4-foot-kigH
houpc&ufcu,mﬂ'ndoumﬂockmuﬂu P d by & walkway, inly qualifies.

EVALUATE THE S| F

In addition, Laurel Canyon Boulevard between Magnolia Street and
Burbank Boulevard (inclusive of Chandler Boulevard) is shown as a
“Community Center” in the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework.
The intersection of Laurel Canyon Boulevard and Oxnard Street is not
shown as a center in the Framework.

Comment C9-37

Please refer to Table 4-9 in the Final EIS/EIR for the complete list of public
facilities and services. Additional services or facilities that may have been
omitted on the original list have been added, to the extent that they were
identifiable in the field.

Comment C9-38

Please see the response to Comment C9-37. The Chabad at Ethel Avenue
will not need to be acquired. See the revisions made in Section 4-2, Table
4-2, of the Fina! EIS/EIR.

Comment C9-39
Fire Station No. 102 is listed on page 4-93.

Comment C9-40

The regional model used to calculate ridership for the BRT variations in
2020 does account for population growth in the corridor. The estimates of
population growth are compiled by the Southern California Association of
Governments and based on planned land use in the various cities in the
region. In this case, population growth in the corridor is derived from the
growth anticipated to occur within the planned land uses shown in the
Community Plans. In addition the regional model accounts for station
locations and park-and-ride facilities proposed at stations.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
" xxy) EIS/EIR

page 7-149



Group C — Community Organizations

This bears repeating from our Conument #1:

THIS SECTION IN NO WAY ADDRESSES OUR MAJOR CONCERN:

THE BRT ALIGNMENT ALONG CHANDLER BOULEVARD WOULD BREAK APART

AN ESTABLISHED 50-YEAR OLD WALKING COMMUNITY THAT 1S UNIQUELY
INTEGRATED ON BOTH SIDES OF THE ALIGNMENT. 8-48
THE DEIS/DEIR DOES NOT EVALUATE THE SPECIFIC FACTORS AND ntd
CONSEQUENCES OF CHANDLER'S UNIQUE MAKE-UP (Le. frequency of pedestrisn
erossings; speed of pedestrian cronsings; placement and safety of sandisg pedestrisns within

the right-cf-way; capacity of these standing places; crossing time allocations; these tre just o

few of the very many liswes not 2t all adirersed by the DYIS/DEIR)

FAILURE TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE THE SPECIFIC, UNIQUE AND MYRIAD
IMPACTS OF THE BRT; THE INABILITY TO FROVIDE SUFFICIENT MITIGATION
THEREOF AS WELL AS THE FAILURE TO SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
NORTH HOLLYWQOD-VALLEY VILLACE COMMUNITY PLAN RENDERS THE
DEISDEIR INCOMPLETE AND INVALID. SHOULD APPROVAL HE GRANTZD

DESPITE THIS FAILING, THE MTA BOARD WILL BE IN PERELICTION OF THEIR
OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES.

42338 & b Acquisit i Disgl
The Chandler Full BRT routs would require the termination of 20 more MTA leases tha the Oxnard
slignment. Eleven of these ars the backyards, patios and even the pool of single-Aumiy homes. The
DEIS/DEIR siates: “...che terminasion of thane leases would wot requirs the displacement of any
residances.” But, with & bus zipping by s fow feet away every 2.8 minutes, there will certsinly be a
drastic diminution in the value of these homes aad the residents will certainly displace themsed
while secking major compensation. So will the some 56 businesses whose leases will be termminated.
Likewise, muny of those not dispoasessed, but whose backyards and busivesses are slso affected, wil]
also seek compensation. Thers is no indication anywhers in the DEIS/DEIR of what the mameoth
costs, even just the litigarion costs, might be. Cenainly this figure must be calculated and Bictored in
before any reasonable decisions can be made on how and whether 1o proceed. L9-4¢

When it comes Lo property acquisitions, the Oxnard alignment saves the cost of 34 jobs, 2 office
complexes, a body shop, & single family home, 5§ multi-family residential units and it spares & vibrant
religious institution from being 1om down. A2 for the sake of tying up traffic and risking fives os
Chandler. What will be the actusl costs? Examination of Table 6-1 reveals that the amount allocsted
for this purpose i1 §7,522,000. THIS AMOUNT IS IN EXCESS OF FOUR TIMES GREATER
ST PRQPER

SITAIE PROEESSIONALS
FAMILIAR WITH THE AREA ARE WILLING TO PROVIDE! SUCH AN ALLOCATION IS
HIGHLY SUSPECT IN THE EXTREME AND RIFE WITH THE POTENTIAL FOR

MISAPPROFRIATION, CORRUFTION AND ABUSE.

Comment C9-41

The two policies listed, which are both quoted from the City of Los Angeles
General Plan Transportation Element, are not separate objectives. In some
planning documents, including the Gereral Plan Transportation Element,
the MTA ROW is commonly referred to as the “Burbank/Chandler
corridor,” or sometimes as the “SP ROW.” However, this phrase does not
refer solely to the 2.5-mile segment of the right-of-way between
Lankershim Boulevard and Woodman Avenue. The “Burbank/Chandlier
corridor” actually encompasses the entire MTA ROW, which extends from
North Hollywood to Warner Center. In this EIS/EIR, the term “MTA
ROW?” is used to describe the former railroad right-of-way in order to
eliminate the confusion that surrounds the phrase “Burbank/Chandler
corridor.”

Comment C9-42

The North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan states that transit
improvements in the MTA ROW should not divide the Orthodox Jewish
community. The Full BRT variation of the BRT Alternative has been
designed to address that policy and the concerns of the community. The
design objectives to address this policy were to retain all existing legal
crossings, add new crossings, and minimize the profile of the BRT to
maintain views. Below are the specific design elements that address this
policy:

e No existing vehicular or pedestrian crossings of Chandler Boulevard at
intersections will be closed by the BRT.

o Two new, signalized mid-block pedestrian crossings will be added
along Chandler Boulevard, one at Agnes Avenue and one at Goodland
Avenue.

¢  New pedestrian paths will be added within the median between Bellaire
Avenue and Goodland Avenue and between Ethel Avenue and
Coldwater Canyon Avenue, in areas where no sidewalks currently
exist.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
"Txxy EIS/EIR
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4:2.43 Mitigation. Bua Ragid Transiz (BRT) Alternative
Quoting the Unifoem Relocation Ius.umcemd Real Propema Acqmsmon Policies Act of 1970, the

DEIS/DEIR contends that “The current rep is 4 maxi of $22,500.7
Mmhswqthﬁmmummﬁu&uhuh\ﬁqkﬂmupﬁu&dumu
the MTA must purchase the properties st their current market value plus provide esch homeowner
with up to an additianol $22,500 toward the purchase of theit new home. And because, as it states
Tater in the section, “..te Act seeks 1o (1) emsurs the consisient and feir weatment of owners of real
property, (2) and expedite acq byagr ro avoid litigation and relieve
Wm:nﬁcmnadﬂ)mw&mmwchdmm”wﬁhm
MTA typically begin their negotistion process by offering mors than market vatue. With cwners like
lhos:tobefoundhue.mmumwhmhndmmmehdmdbrmﬂymhmmbm
are likely to be numerous. Thus, by our rough estimate, the Chandler route would add & total of
Sl110w0m|ddmondmmmmwlbcmwmdorwm0mdsﬁm-

of ltgation, The MTA, in Table 6.1, wmnyugaum-boggmmnmmmtamm -
mmhuu%yueﬂmﬁwmdwlymuldhﬂ

WE CONTEND THAT FAILURE TO ADDRESS THESE DEFICTENCIES OF THE
DEIS/DEIR RENDERS IT EINCOMPLETE AND INVALID, SROULD APPROVAL BE
GRANTED DESPITE THIS PAILING, THE MTA SOARD WILL BE {N DERELICTION
QETHEIR OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES.

" _
As this section scts &y & recap, 3o shall we:

eeemmmeermrrerreeee ML BRT (Chandler)  Oxnard DIFFERENCE
Qutdoor Ad Leases
Temminated 27 12 is
Commer./Indus. Leases fs-s1
Terminated 6869 82 7
Backyard Leases
Terminated 1t [4 1
Business Displacements 23 -28 2 2-7

e Pedestrian signals at all crossings of the BRT along Chandler
Boulevard will operate on a timer on the Jewish Sabbath and holidays,
so that pedestrians will not need to press a button to activate the “walk”
signal.

e There will be no soundwalls required along Chandler Boulevard.

e The approximately 4- to 5-foot wire mesh fence described along the
median of Chandler Boulevard will not block views across the right-of-
way.

e  The existing trees planted by MTA will be retained where feasible, and
new trees and landscaping will be added. Groundcover will not block
views across the median.

e  Along Chandler Boulevard, buses will operate at the posted speed limit,
35 miles per hour.

Comment C9-43

As described in Section 4-1 (Land Use and Development), the BRT, as a
transportation use, would not be incompatible with either single- or
multifamily neighborhoods. Furthermore, the planned land use and zoning
of the neighborhoods in North Hollywood-Valley Village is set by the City
of Los Angeles and would not change because of the introduction of the
busway.

Comment C9-44

Table 4-1 lists potential sensitive land uses adjacent to the MTA ROW and
along Lankershim Boulevard and Oxnard Street. This table is used in the
analysis of land use impacts conducted for each variation of the BRT
Alternative. However, actual land use impacts are described in Section 4-
1.3. Proximity impacts such as noise (Section 4-9) and Visual and
Aesthetics (Section 4-6) are each analyzed in their own section. As
described in Section 4-1.3, no land use compatibility impacts would occur
along either Chandler Boulevard or Oxnard Street/Lankershim Boulevard.
In addition, the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include additional
facilities pointed out by the comment.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
"xx¥) EIS/EIR
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Families Displacements 6 0 3
Job Displacements [ 5] 49 FLid

4 Tabla 413 incrasnsn this diffarenilal ia 40.

4-1,1 d Enviropmental Justice

“Federal Action to Address Ervirormental Jusiics in Minorily Populations adlwlneauo

FPopulations (Exrvirormental Justice) requires...where there is substantial
hwmmmmpmmmdm_—-mmm

health risks borne by the populations...wust ensure activities do not discriminate ageinst persons or

groups of persons on the basts
of race, national origin, or income,

Baudupwﬂnt#mopw Wected and d in Tobls 4-8, thers does not
appear o be a terget pag (ubgantial p of low-in or minortly residents, dased on
pvpomau'lq)robt’ "on, » Ex Order 12898,

Fisatly, we will de that, as p d in the EIR, ethaicity and religion per se are oot & siated

mmrmmmumm:«qmmm“-
minority in New York State, such is not yet the case ia Califomia. However, the Executive Order
does specify ‘national origin’ a3 a criteria, and the osigin of today’s Jews is the ancient natios of
Tarael. Mthl’rknﬂwhuh«emywlbemmry

Ca-51
eon'd

Co-52

Tabie 4:0 Emi [ Justics Varisbh
Notwithstasding the above, Table 4-8 s {n itself 2 faseinating subject of study. While nol the
Intended objective of the Table, coe winst compare the data for ‘Lanrel Canyon’ (by whick
they meas Lawrel/Chandler) sgainst ‘Hwy {70/Oznard’ (by which they mean Lanrel/ Qunard)
The Resulting Analysis, ss per the MTA’s swn Figures:

Popatation dreps frem 74% white ou Chasdier to 9% white on Onanl. equal te the sverage
for the entire East Valley,

Per Caplta Income plummets from $20,938 for Chandler to below the LA Clty avernge,
SIS.EM mom*r.wmrnnem ht«h llcl:m

ThemlyupeelotToble(Janumbcu&tomknmfﬂMhth:hmwhﬁm
total — 18,931 vs 8,628 for Oxnard. Undouttedly, this is the source of the MTA's contention that
Chandter represents 1300 mare daily riders. Howeves, reducing the total by the nearly 4,000 Oves 64

A

Comment C9-45

The facts surrounding the use of the MTA ROW as a transportation corridor
are not in dispute.

Comment C9-46

The EIS/EIR does state in Section 4-1.3.2d that the Lankershim/Oxnard
On-Street alignment would provide access to one additional “activity
center” compared to the Full BRT alignment. This additional regional
center is the Laurel Plaza regional mall. Both alignments would also
provide access to a number of other “higher-intensity” land uses, including
North Hollywood, Valley College, the Van Nuys Civic Center, the
Sepulveda commercial area, the Reseda commercial and multifamily
residential area, Pierce College, and Warner Center. Both alignments
would be consistent with the plans and policies of the SCAG Regional
Comprehensive Plan and Guide.

Comment C9-47

The approximately 4- to 5-foot wire mesh fence would prevent anyone from
mistakenly wandering onto the busway. However, the fence would not
block existing vehicular or pedestrian crossings of the right-of-way nor
would it obscure views across Chandler Boulevard. The fence would be
erected in locations where it is currently illegal and unsafe to cross.

Comment C9-48

Please see the responses to Comments C9-29 and C9-42. In addition, as
described in the response to Comment C9-42, sidewalks are currently
missing along substantial portions of both North and South Chandler
Boulevards between Ethel Avenue and Laurel Canyon Boulevard. To
enhance the walking environment of the neighborhood, sidewalks will be
added as a part of the BRT project from Goodland Avenue to Bellaire
Avenue and at the Chabad property along the north side of Chandler
Boulevard from Ethel Avenue eastward to connect with existing sidewalks.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
EIS/EIR
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Age Group (Table 4-7), old-ag¢ home residems and refirees who 876 not potential siders and who 4
have signed petitions protesting the buses, brings thess mmbers closer.

Additonally, whea one contrasts the physical make-up of the two station sites, the biggest reason for
the disparity is clear:
Lucmel/Chandler coesists of six very large elderly care facilities, two-stocy coommercis! and multi-
hmiybmu.!nrdl()mud(ﬂwy 170)mmoﬁﬁm:yﬂudngew¢hnhﬁ ‘aRide lot,
the Robinson May ters with h parking, & church, 2 school and mumercus
mﬂwdztawmethehnedomtpmmdtmuhutbewlyolwpdmmmym
certainly sctive transi-rider destinations/generators worthy of & bus ®op.

Beyond this, a stated i

ion of this Eavi [ Justice evaluation is to “...azsesy Auwan Aealth

rigks borne By the populations... ™ Where are the projections of accident rates, most assuredly a bealth)
fisk — particulaely for Chandler, which would eventually serve a3 the cast valley's ‘conduit freeway’

formdaﬂybumbemu!umbumevdudmnthhuleyudW

433 | ¢~ Neighborhood Impaci

“Stated corversely, the proposed ransit project con be viewed ax a restoration of trauporiation
use3 to the historic corridor.™ Stated ‘perversely’ is more bke it. To equsie & once-s-day freight train
lolbuevuyzsnmuummﬂnomsmnmm

the MTA a bunch of Luddites, forvaking progress in
ﬂumndwpmtdlhe‘mmcfhmcmmmﬂon?‘Hay,la'n#ﬁpnmduhomwd
buggies, why don’t we?

More insults to intelligence foliow: “...she propased busway is located .. adjocent to a major
mmmammwaymqumwmpmu

minuies... would not change the of e hborhoods... * £0 m

xleouuofopaum 1140 rminutes, DMdebyu-CsshmadayHSGmummodtix
hquakest 456 opportunities to become road kifll (Tabie 4-47 actually puts the total 1 464

dmiyhm).(AlnmﬂmReTtleH)

On Oxnard Street howevey, the introcuction of 456 buses to a daily traffic Sow of 14,000 - 28,000
vehicles (Table 3-2) will be more bike “a drop in the bucker’. And, s the EIR states: “MTA buses
currently ru along Oxnard Sireet ond Landershim Boslevard.

Up 1o 12 residences (1 single. family residence and 11 multi-family residences) would requirs sound
insulation treatment...” With the aver $40 million saved by not using Chandler, the MTA can, and

duxld,du&rmmﬂunlhu!ozmpmmOﬂwd
1] I

See the Preliminary Engineering drawings for locations of new sidewalks
and the design of pedestrian crossings.

Comment C9-49

Only eligible persons and businesses actually displaced by the proposed
project may seek compensation from government relocation assistance
programs. The current estimated real estate cost for the Full BRT is about
$21 million (2001 dollars). Individual appraisals of affected properties
cannot proceed until such time as the environmental review process is
completed and the proposed project is approved. Please also see the
response to Comment C9-6.

Comment C9-50

The comment correctly notes that the $22,500 replacement housing
allowance for homeowners is a supplement to the acquisition cost of the
displaced dwelling.

Comment C9-51

The comment correctly summarizes the property acquisition information
provided in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Comment C9-52

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” requires that each
federal agency identify and address, as appropriate, “disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations™ (emphasis added). The term “minority” has been defined, for
purposes of environmental justice analyses, to include those persons who
identify themselves as Black, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, or
of Hispanic origin.
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THIS FAILING, THE MTA BOARD WILL BE XN DERELICTION OF TIEIR.
QVERSIGHT RESPONSIRILITIES,

4:1.1.3 Baviconmental Justice impacta - Chacacter
Eqval{v no single type qm:»«ﬂmwﬂww&#ctcmllywhﬁim

Bymcind‘angunword edl:nc mubmmﬁmmm-m;mmmm whils
0ot yet & minority, Crthodox Jewry is, il nothing else, an ethnic group. The EIR itself belies the bald-
ﬁudheabovebyww«otmmmyu&mtomgwmmdwmmhm
Onhodoxlmhcumnmry [hey mads & 4

OnnnheSmFm vmqmw«m:cmumwwmuum
fich i ty pop particularly those living in close proximity to the
ewrldw mldbc fi * Troe, provided the MTA does the bonorable thing in responss to

our analysis of Table 4-3, abave, by putting the bus route on Oxanrd,

[9-55

4-4.1.2 - Schools snd Libraries

"The schools public and privats, located within 1/4 mils of ihe proposed bus alternatives and

alignments are listed in Toble 1-+4.1. The TSM, BRT, NMOSMH&M”MUL@
hools(North Hol f and Birmingham High Sch MMMUEBDMM

Hebrew Acadery, Los Angeles dey(.‘ollq'ma'hcmw

Working backwards: the MTA has miscounted the non-LAUSD schools. This may be becsuse some

are new and/or under construction. In addition to Emek, Chandler is now siso home to Valley Bais

MdnﬂgVﬂqT«nh!ﬁgt:SMnd&nKoﬂdVﬂqLumn;Cﬂu But how could they

y, half & block from Chandler, especially since it is listed 25 $3

hmnusmmrmw«.mwmmny udpuhmthusoutﬁilm;hummtwu
ﬁndTub!eHl

44,31 - Impucts on Fire & Police Protectics lm’

The term “low-income” includes persons whose household income is at or
below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty
guidelines. The reference to “national origin” in the Executive Order is a
restatement of the requirements in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
and is not intended to broaden the class of persons covered by the Executive
Order. In any case, the MTA and FTA are strongly committed to
conducting their activities related to the proposed project in a manner that
ensures that no person or population is excluded from participation in,
denied the benefits of, or subject to discrimination under, the project.

Comment C9-53

As documented throughout the EIS/EIR, neither the Full BRT nor the
Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street alignments would have disproportionately
high and adverse human health or envircnmental effects. To the extent that
public safety considerations are among the human health effects relevant to
an environmental justice analysis, those matters are described in Section 4-
13 (Safety and Security).

Comment C9-54

Please see the responses to comments C5-9 and comment C9-1.

Comment C9-55

The statement from the Draft EIS/EIR that is quoted in the comment refers
only to potential environmental justice issues raised by those population
groups covered by Executive Order 12898 (i.e., minority and low-income
populations). Please see the response to comment C9-52.

Comment C9-56

Please see the response to Comment C9-37.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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"..Flre Siation 60 and Fire Station 102, are located dotely odj: ia portions of the SP

ROW... There is very low likelihood that emergency services' mwmﬂnm&mﬂk
substaniially impaired once a busway is operaticeal. ”

Finally, a meution of these 'Sire trapa,” but without azry real warning. We contend that the potential
for a colfision between a bus and 3 racing fire truck leaving, particularty, 102 st Burbank and Fulton,
where the ROW crosses the intersection at a diagonal — s enormous. For the DEIS/DEIR to
Wdaﬁalommdmymmmwm

Co-8T
conrd

4-43.3 - Religious I .
An accurate list of institutions on Chandler can be found in our comment Ra: 4-1.1.2,

The EIR's discussion regarding the LankershinvQxnard alignment makes Gttle sense because 6220  |eo.se
Corbin Avenue, site of St John's Lutheran Church, is further west. It does not fall between .
Lu&aﬁnudWwdeduMAﬁmm&eM“Tmu

¢-4.3.4 Health Care Faciliti
“Corrvalescent hospitals such ax Chandier Comvealescent Hospital and Residential Care Facility and

the LaureMood Comvalescent Hospital would porticularly profit from ihe nearby transit focilities

since a large mumber of the persons served By these hospitals may nor be capable of driving. *

Patients checking-in certainly do not arrive by mass transit, There is no reason to believe patients Co-85
confined to such & fucility are desirous of sraveling anywhese -~ after all, they are there 10 receive care
@Mmmumwhuhnlummkmwamw-m
neighbochaod to strod trough. Why would the MTA deprive them of what they desperately need,

have become accustomed to snd have every right to expect?

Comment C9-57

Please see the response to Comment C5-6.

Comment C9-58

Please see the response to Comment C9-37.

Comment C9-59

The text in the Final EIS/EIR has been changed to read as follows:

“...would particularly profit from the nearby transit facilities. Staff
members and volunteers would have access to a convenient transportation
line to work and visitors (some of whom may not be able to drive) would
have a means to travel to the hospitals and care facilities to see friends
and/or family.”

Comment C9-60

Please see the response to Comment C9-29.

Comment C9-61

Typographical errors in Section 4-5.3.1 and Table 4-13 have been corrected.
The employment figures now correspond with those presented in Tables 4-2
and 4-3. The difference in potential employment loss between the Full BRT
and the MOS Alternative would be 14 jobs and between the Full BRT and
the BM Alternative would be 38 jobs. These differences are not considered
to be statistically significant difference in the context of all jobs in the area.

Comment C9-62

Typographical errors in Section 4-5.3.1(c), Table 4-15, and Table 4-16 have
been corrected.

Comment C9-63

The comment is noted for the record.
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“Under all the aliernatives and alignments pedestrion safery wowld be maininined of intersections

and/or corridor crassings by installing fencing, proper signalisation, pedestrian getes and signoge.”

None of which will stop a kid from darting aut, or belp quickens an elderly person or 8 mom 9-80
struggling with her stroller. What proof is the MTA prepared to cita to prove that the mitigation nt'g
mmﬂwmmmw

The date.in this Table i inconsitent withthatprovided ia Tabies 4-2, -3, Those revedlaa
mqemcuullouofMpb:fulbeChndlamme(ﬁﬂlBRT),wlﬂaﬂnhbleMum C9-61
mmdlwofﬂpb-ﬁm”CM«becbommOmrd(On-Slm)

4-3.3.1- ¢, Tax Revenue Loss
Again, the DEIS/DEIR ¢ informational i
annual tax revenues fos the full BRT of $19,400. Table 4-1$ shows it to be 323,070 with an .62
incremental loss, when compared to the Oxnard route, of $3580. in tax reverue per year, Table 4-16
rmt-mmmwmonwhuwmummmnm

( » 3

cies. The write-up speaks of the Joss in

4:5.4 Mitigatioo
LM e foes
Canﬂdaab!yknwﬂ'uuymdw

4:6.12 Visual Assessment ¢, Chandier, Laurd Canvon tp Ethd -

"Kay views of 1he Santa Monica and Sania Sasana Mourtoins con be ssen from Whitsed and
Coldwater Cartyon but existing development dlocks these views Jrom the right-of way. These views
are of high quality and, where visible, can 8¢ sten by pedestrians and motorists traveling on these
streets for up (o five miles. "

How can the EIR contend that ‘existing development blocks these views from the right of-way. ' The 1C9-84
right-of-way is an open 60- 1o 100-foot siretch in the middle on Chandler. If snyihing, the “Aigh
quality’ views are best in the right-of-way and the MTA will deprive us of that. The chart: Visual
Assessment Unit C is comrect. With the exception of some trees planted within the past few months,
there are no Visual Resources because Southern Pacific snd the MTA have neglected the median for
years, intentionally maintaining it as an eys-sore. Why does the EIR misrepresent the facts?

Comment C9-64

The EIR states that views of the Santa Monica and Santa Susana Mountains
are visible from north-south streets such as Laurel Canyon Boulevard and
Coldwater Canyon Avenue. Because the MTA ROW and Chandler
Boulevard are east-west streets, views of these mountains would be blocked
by existing development to the north and south. As described in the
response to comment C9-42, the Full BRT variation has been designed to
minimize new vertical elements in the right-of-way, so existing views from
Chandler and the MTA ROW would be preserved. The only new vertical
elements that would be constructed along Chandler Boulevard would be an
approximately 4- to 5-foot-high wire mesh fence, new landscaping along
within the right-of-way, and the proposed Laurel Canyon station.

Comment C9-65

As outlined in Section 4-9.3 of the Final EIS/EIR, implementation of the
Full BRT with the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment would result in
372 moderate noise impacts and 96 severe noise impacts. Compared to the
Full BRT Alternative, this represents the same number of moderate impacts
(although the moderate impacts with the On-street Alignment would include
a higher number of multi-family buildings in addition to two schools and
one day-care facility) and a net decrease of 31 severe impacts.

Comment C9-66

A busway project operating in Miami, Florida is similar to the proposed San
Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor BRT and is offered as an
example of safety performance. The Miami Project has been in operation
since February 1997. The busway, which traverses 8 miles, has 19
intersections, and runs parallel to US-1, is operated by Miami-Dade Transit.
The Miami Project has intersections with coordinated signal control (such
as would be the case with the BRT) and intersections without coordinated
signal control. The accident rate at the intersections with coordinated signal
control was approximately @ accident per every 20 million entering
vehicles.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
¥y EIS/EIR
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C g the inft

d: while the Oxnard aignment does rellect an increass of 11 sites
thuwmbemdwelynﬂ‘uaedomumam«me.nﬂwrmhlmisrcwcwulhaﬂ
suffer severe impacts.

i .
“It should also be noted that the accidens experience Is based on buses rurvsing in mixed flow traffic.
The BRT Alternative would place buses within a dedicoted corridor, separated from mixed-flow
traffic except af intersections, which would redsce the potential for conflict between normal strest
affic and bus operations.”
Pisstly, what ‘sccident experience."? None ia cited. Secondly, if the MTA wants accident data 1o
consider they need look no further than their own Blue Line, with the worst accideat recond in the
State. mmASunmdMuroBhsmnMM&Modwmmhnﬂm-
3/00) issued May 19, 2000 shows an sccident average of
year,_Forty-nine percent (49%) of the sccidemts, 252 ia all, occurred during left hand turns,
Accidenta not directly involving 8 train were sot reported.

The following differences should bcmlni

- Chandler is much wider at 5 ing the
the problematic area, tesulting in more collisions.

« Bach Chandler intersection would requize 6 separate traffic light sequencea
to keep the bus guideway clear at alt times. With buses peeempting Rght control, there will be
irregular light-changing sequences which will take drivers by surprise. This increases the chances for
collisions,

« There will be a8 many as 464 buses 3 day (Table 4-47) rather 1han 134 daily Blue Line trains.
More buses increases the gtatistical probability of crashes.

« Under one alternative being coasidered, buses on Chandler would weave in and out of the
uwdi“u:wlmlhqmchlbumwatwmmmdwﬁtmumlrmmmdmh
wos

potential for cars gelting caught in

“The Z gate 15 comprised of two-2 1/2-foot high metal barriers offset from one another, creating an
obstacie that the pedestrion would have 10 weave through dcfore reaching ihe corridar. A low,

Co-65

C9-66

C9-67

The proposed BRT is designed to operate at-grade with all intersections
signaled in a manner similar to the coordinated signal control intersections
in the Miami Project. The BRT busway and parallel street traffic will have
the same signal phasing at intersections. Cross traffic will be phased to pass
through both intersections as if they were one.

Additional safety measures have been incorporated into the BRT project
design that are not present in the Miami project. Although the busway and
parallel traffic witl have the same signal phasing, they will each have their
own signage, active signs, street painting, and signals to warn cross traffic
and right-turn lanes that they are not to enter either intersection. Pre-signals
will be installed to keep all cross traffic from entering the busway/parallel
traffic intersection. Should a motorist enter into the intersection on a yellow
signal, the vehicle will be able to pass through the full intersection before
the busway/parallel traffic is phased to green. Right turn lanes will have
active “No Right Turn” signs and should motorists ignore that warning they
will be stopped by a signal situated on the opposite side of the busway.

Comment C9-67

Current engineering designs for the BRT project have eliminated the Z-gate
or any other such apparatus from the queuing areas. Please also see the
response to Comment C9-29.

Comment C9-68

Drivers operating in mixed-flow lanes of traffic (non-busway lanes) will be
warned by signs that they are approaching a busway intersection and a pre-
signal will be in place to regulate traffic before crossing over the busway.
This signaling and signage will be applied in various compositions to fit the
safety needs and different traffic complexities of each intersection along the
busway.

Comment C9-69

This statement in the EIS/EIR merely reaffirms that the design process will
provide adequate safety features in accordance with design standards.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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WM!MMHWWMWMWQMEWWWW

mwumm
Rather than p %, both these sok seem 10 present problems. As the EIR says, they are 8-67

*obstacles’ Mmmumnmmmmmmwm ni'c
whi!ealnbang‘muey-uque phﬁhwﬂuwﬂbcmumcﬁlm
), ATA

“Specific safety features have also Bean designed 10 protct g the corricor.
Bafore reaching vw intersection, drivers would be warned by rhs!:mls Mﬂuym
approaching an intersection that crasses the corridar. * 9.68

Since the dawn of the motor ags, virtually every accident that ever happened at any intersection
oceurred despite the presence of *signals’, whether *pre,’ stuck on & "post” of Gilerwise, Why would
tMMIAbdieveothu‘nn‘l

“Traffic lighting will be modified 10 innare adeguate stopping dissances for cross raffic kes 1
mainiain occeptable levels of service af intersections. *

Where are the calcutations of the delays these ‘odifications 15 opping distances’ wil, by definidon |C5-6%
nﬂmmty.auu(orwthlmthmﬂic?

"Buz drivers will have direct control over their vehicles and will be able io drake quickly or move
out of the way 1o avoid incidents.”

Since the dawn of the motor age, vistually every accident that ever happened d whille drivers
ware controlling, braking and moving out of the way. In most cases, they weren't trying to convrol 8 Cco-70
9.5-foot-wide bus withia & 13-foot lane with the choice of veering into either another on-coming bus
or taking out & four-foot iron fence and the pedestrians beyond. In the intersections, of course, they
<an also choose to take out huddled groups of ped: trapped there on tiny islands, waiting to

The assumptions and calculations for additional clearance delay at BRT
crossing intersections are provided in the detailed technical appendices
(available on file at MTA). The potential additional delay to north-south
traffic has been quantified in the EIS/EIR and mitigation measures are
offered to provide acceptable levels of service at study intersections.

Please also see the response to Comment C9-68.

Comment C9-70

Bus operation in an exclusive busway (as stipulated by the BRT
Alternative) is inherently safer than buses operating in mixed-flow traffic.
The BRT exclusive busway will employ “pre-signals” and appropriate
stopping distances as safety measures at intersections, which are the only
locations at which buses come into contact with automobiles in the street
system. These provisions will be sufficient to assure the public of adequate
protection.

Comment C9-71

Please see the response to Comment C9-66.

Comment C9-72

Please see the response to Comment C5-6.

Subsequent to issuing the Draft EIS/EIR, discussions with LAPD and
LAFD emergency service providers have concluded that there would be no
need for emergency vehicles to use the busway as an additional route to
emergency locations. Responses to emergencies via existing surface streets
will remain efficient and effective.

Comment C9-73

Please see the responses to Comments C9-29 and C9-67.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
METRDO EISIEIR
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“'As a result of the dedicated corridor and the integrated safety features (for drivers, bikes and
padastrians), the project would have, at most, a minor impact under NEPA {not significant impact
MCEWMM#

] ALLY)

“The dediceted corridor within the alternative or alignments wosld not block o interrupt
mergeEnGy acoess or ¢ rowfes... Thix ol would have @ not advwrse impact snder
NEPA (ot significant wnder CEQA)."

We specifically challenge this zssertion and demand that the MTA prove it definitively — particulnly

:&Wdlhwmmyofrnsmsouﬂ 102 and the corridor's positioning relative to these
“However, should a major accidemt occur within the dedicated corridor... emergency vehicles could,
with perntission of the MTA, xse the corridor as an emergency access rovte.”
Would the MTA have EMS risk fives, wasting time searching for an official to provide permission,
m:umqwm«mmmm;umm

Al ARCH

4-13.4.) - Mitigation Measurea - Fult BRT
Gmmmdcm:mfvnﬁngdmm “Z" (or similar) gates, and rood

NgIP w“‘ may de vided ™
Wllwnllrudy d the inad ie of these for children, mothers with stroflers and
the elderly. Nowwdimlhu(!wyoﬂym‘l’bemndd

Rwdmﬁwsﬂ GumsmselmghmAmmfnrMihMmom,

12641 Chandler Boulevard, North Hollywood Post Office, 11304 Chandlee Boulevard, “The
construction of a paved and m»«ummmmmw
NEPA (significant Indirect affacts under CEQA), such as changes in the visual chy or nolse
kwhﬂmﬂmmﬁaﬁﬂhlﬁwkwoﬂkﬂgﬂ%myadﬂ:uﬂwuﬁpb&'
Gleazon Residence:Masciowa Residence/North Hollywood Post Office.
Wewﬁaﬂychﬂugedumwmwmwmkmudeﬂmﬁvdy puumhdym
light of 454 buses per day, the d ofl with the various properties
-wmmmammmhumammm Red color wouid be
glaringly objectionsble within the context of the greenbek: & i h the resulting red

ping. P

g G971

ca-12

[C8-73

Co-74

Comment C9-74

The residence for S.B Gleason, the residence for Mike Masciotra, and the
North Hollywood Post Office were found to be individually eligible for the
National and California Registers under Criteria C and 3, respectively, for
their quality of architectural design. These three historic properties are afl
separated from the MTA ROW by Chandler Boulevard, and their
relationship to the MTA ROW had no bearing on their National Register
eligibility.

Further investigation of the three historic properties was undertaken to
evaluate their associated landscaping, in order to clarify what landscaping is
consistent with these historic properties.

The existing landscaping at the North Hollywood Post Office consists of
young street trees in sidewalk planter wells. There is no landscaping on the
property or in the parkway that dates to the period of historic significance.
The section of the right-of-way adjacent to the North Hollywood Post
Office is occupied by the Lankershim Depot, where no landscaping
presently exists.

The existing landscaping at the S.B. Gleason residence consists of mature
palms and an aging broadleaf. The existing landscaping in the sidewalks
consists of a Southern Magnolia tree. The existing trees in the section of
the MTA ROW across Chandler Boulevard from the Gleason residence
consist predominantly of small evenly spaced and recently planted
sycamore and pine trees, a few mature palm trees, a walnut tree, and a small
bush.

The existing landscaping on the Masciotra residence property is dominated
by large mature pine trees that appear to date from the time of construction.
The existing trees in the section of the MTA ROW across Chandler
Boulevard from the Masciotra residence consist predominantly of small,
evenly spaced sycamore and pine trees that were planted within the last few
years, one mature palm tree, and a young eucalyptus.

The existing mature landscaping is the only landscaping known to be
consistent with the three historic properties.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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n, with its averriding Christmas

) is an offensive provocation in this
Fedomﬂdﬂmhwdbwheod.

SP/Los Angsics River Brid
"Showld MTA proposs to replace the piers ar construct a new bridge at tis location In the futre,
evaluation of the resource within this contexs would be wndey section 106, with the Army
Corps of Engineers as the iead agency, [f the bridge is found eligible for the Nationod Register,
either individually or as part of a district, ﬁmqﬂcmmhmwhmmwm
part of that section 106 compliance process.

mmmmmmﬁummmm&amnmnwumum We
challenge the proposed treatment of the Los Angeles River Bridge on numerous fronts. Firstly, the
Wpudwﬂimucmmndmﬁmamoﬂhmmmmm
in the Valley, to i further Secondly, the notion that this beidge ia

dequate to serve the busway, without signiicant modification for widening, the butallation of safaty
pasapets and the instaltation of additional support, is Gightening. There would be an unprotected
drop frora the bridge roadway to the river bed. The bridgs, at 7-feet wide with five-foot open metal
grate extensions on esch side, is even narrower than the barely adequste 26-foot busway width. And,
with proposed traffic of 464 buses per day, thera i not adequats support strength in the slender,
elliptical 60 year-ld piers.

Hypothetically, let's consider the use of this bridge operationally, By being only wids enough to
sccommodata & singie bus at most, the bridgs becomes by nocessity, & bottlenock. How long of a
detay will added to the overall Isip-time? What consequences will the bottleneck back-up have to the

Cg-74
cont'd

C8-75

immediate enviconment?_

4:15.4.1 ¢ Impacts on Section 4(f) Properties
At the west exad of ihe Sepulveda Dam Recreational Area, the busway would pass within 50 feet of @ ca78

Littie League ball field complex. The dusway woulid be on an elevated berm, ot least 30 fest above
the level of the playing fields. Passing buses could occasionally distroct thoss using ihe fields, just
as vehicies pasying by om Oxnard Stres! ...do now. Mmﬂddﬂmﬁuxmﬂnﬂ
substantially diminish the utittty or quality of the resource. ™

The landscaping to be introduced as part of the BRT would be in the MTA
ROW in the median of Chandler Boulevard, separated from the three
historic properties by the width of the street and sidewalk. As indicated in
Section 4-6.3.2b of the EIS/EIR, “along the median right-of-way, existing
trees would be maintained to the extent possible and landscaping along the
median would be improved.” There are no plans to remove any of the
mature landscape elements that are on the historic properties, in the adjacent
sidewalk wells, or in the MTA ROW across Chandler Boulevard from the
historic properties. The mature landscaping on and near the historic
properties covers a broad range of species and is not uniform. In addition,
there already exist a large number of young specimens on and near these
properties that were introduced after the historic period of significance.
Because the mature landscape elements would remain, because new
landscaping has previously been introduced, and because the MTA ROW is
separated from the historic properties by Chandler Boulevard, the proposed
landscaping would not affect the characteristics that qualify the historic
properties for the National or California Registers.

Historically, the MTA ROW was used as a transportation corridor, with
railroad locomotives and railroad cars traveling by these three historic
properties. The proposed transportation corridor would utilize buses instead
of railroad locomotives and cars. The transportation corridor would remain
in the same relative location to the historic properties that it always did.
The buses would still be buffered from these historic properties by Chandler
Boulevard. The views to the historic properties from motorists on Chandler
Boulevard would remain unobscured regardless of the number of buses per
day or their color.

Comment C9-75

Based on the State Historic Preservation Officer’s (SHPO’s) concurrence on
August 23, 2001, that the bridge is ineligible for the National Register,
MT A made a decision that the existing bridge will be replaced for structural
reasons. The replacement bridge structure is shown in the Preliminary
Engineering drawings. At the time the Draft EIS/EIR was written, the
disposition of the bridge was unclear, because SHPO comment had not yet
been received.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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A bus running by, 30 feet overbead, every 2.5 minutes, is not an ional distraction, it is the
conscious destruction of this facility. JO feet must be & typo, « tlw’ullrumbwldm;.whch
mﬂmmmwmmmvm:mmdwdw&wmmmm
determination and powers of concentration to ignore the distraction should beinstantly ited into
the Dodger’s farm club. Thspmblunmnhaddmud

Inexplicably, the EIR \
'm;»mmﬂwmojlhtballﬂddmplnmldmvﬂﬁwthﬁﬂlkTaﬂm
We coulda't agree moee in plain English 1 Federal-speak, however, we disagree.

The paragraph then goes further into la-la-land..

*The LarkershiovOxnard On-Street Alignment and the MOS do not pass by this location and wouid
have no effects on this location. ™

Oh, how we wish this were 30, Unfi ly, this prok ing valid under ofl alignments. It isa
pmbl:mtheuﬂmaddrmundeulmmm

4-13.3 Avoidance Aliematives

“No avoidance alfernatives are needed.. . beceruse there would be no uses of thess protected section

4Wnsoms. Notm mtbcw.
DN

4-15.3 Section S(6X(3} Considerat
The Section of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF) reads:

“SEC. 6()(3} - No property acquired or developed with assisiance wnder this sectton shall,
withous the approval of the Secretary, be comverted to other than public ouidoor recreational vxe.
mwmwuwmmﬂmaﬂyﬂhmumutnmdwdm‘xmmu’m

door recreation plon ard only upon swch conditions ay he deems

muswlam:ubmmlfm gfahwmﬂonmm”ofdbaﬂcqmlﬁwmht valus and
of and K

The DEIS/DEIR then reveals:

“A review of the LWCF graniy database indicoles that a $244,98 3 grans was provided in 1968 for
the Sepubveds Dom Recreation Area. Consuliation with the National Park Service has been initlated
10 determing the location and size of the funded property.”
Wembmlhudutlmﬂ«mﬁnwuldukuwﬂsﬂmhmmmmﬂpropmy With
the State’s newly aliocated Parks funds, ach to this requi should be no peoblem.

'Thrpmpondpmpdismlnkdyeom Mmcuﬁ'ecunbtdla*muﬂdam
h density, distribusion and growth wovid not be expected to change from

Immnmfmwfs

Ce-76
cont'd

C8-77

cg-78

Co-79

The concrete piers of the SP Los Angeles River Bridge follow standard
railroad plans and are utilitarian in design, with minimal architectural
character or distinction, and are therefore not unique to the Late Moderne
period. A qualified architectural historian did an evaluation of the bridge
and found that “The bridge does not appear to be individually eligible for
the National Register under any criteria.” In a telephone message dated
August 23, 2001, and in a letter dated August 23, 2001, the SHPO stated
that they “...concur with FTA’s determination that the Los Angles River
Crossing structure is individually ineligible for inclusion in the National
Register under any of the criteria established by 36 CFR 60.4. The structure
has no strong associations with significant historical events or persons and
is not an example of outstanding engineering design or function. On the
basis of these comments, we can now concur with FTA’s determination that
any proposed project involving the alteration or replacement of the structure
will have no effect on historic properties.”

As stated above, the existing bridge over the Los Angeles River would need
to be replaced for structural reasons. The replacement bridge would meet
all current applicable safety standards.

Comment C9-76

Please see the response to comment B1-24.

Comment C9-77

Please see the response to comment B1-24.

Comment C9-78

Information provided by the National Park Service indicates that no
property acquired or developed with assistance under Section 6(f) would be
converted from its existing recreational use as result of the proposed
project. Consequently, no substitute recreational property such as the
Chandler Boulevard median will be needed.

Comment C9-79

Please see the responses to Comment C5-9 and Comment C9-1.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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WecmﬂdnldiugeemSamrcomnmn. 4-| l‘.le,neVﬂkyV&geSpeuﬁcHan,u
well a8 virtually this entire & Our growth is already on hold. It is our
bwwleduuﬂoopmnwaymmd rwﬁumwum‘ﬁmwwmumd
institutions, our population will erode and evestually disappear, much s the Biue Line caused
sbandonment along much of Washington St

Mul:buacmivabﬂityuumchmgun ities. Tt happenad to LA
Today’s enligh .d'y. dership, incloding the MTA, is
irmedlanmd iseh lhblypeof in their pl But evea with a0 other factors a1

Play - mwwmmydumﬂmmhuﬁmmuonmnmmdﬁm
sight through our heart. And it will begin with the first inevitable pedestrian sccident. Planning for the
wﬂuwmﬁwﬂhﬂw&.uwﬁnhﬂA&Whh R is inberent in

federal Livabls Community standards, in Eavi J Justico reg and fn the MTA’s very
own charter. knforﬂmnummmm:eqmmw:ﬁhﬂmmw&dmmm
sbove, But the are hiess if they are dugpli d by politics. Then they

are aothing but & dereliction of duty. Toumpﬂshyuxp«nmmndm,muwwumh 4
£.1.2 b and know we firnly befieve the Oxstard/ Lankershio wlignment will foster the synergetic
growth of that area, while simultaneously allowing the Chandler area to continue its growth
unfettered.

116181 ¢ ity Fxcilitiex and Sexvi
“Increased trantit aceess 1o public facilitiss would represent @ banaficial indirect effect of the
proposed project.” By the MTA’s own 25 mle-from-the-stop-standacd, on Oxnard said beoeficial
hepmwmﬂde&almdluﬂmfdimwmwhﬂqhmmumrﬁpm
institutions. ButonChmdler tbeuﬂylsodylpownmwuﬂllmm

*. lting & in the b climate.... ™ When the people g2, the businesses wil first
ﬂunu lheubbwlwly Kow:ﬁmfwbumdwﬂﬂ

ng and arpwork el

4:16.1.7 Visual and Aesthetic Conditins
“...except to the extent that wrban design, land

along the corridor

Co.79
cont'd

C9-80

CO-81

wuucmrbmwampfmwmmmh which g reside, visit or condwes business.” We |C9-82

could have all this if the MTA would cede the median ta the City for  park. We won't have it if the
MTA condemns us 10 8 purgatory, albeit an altractive one, that's skin 1o living inside a real life
“‘Frogger" video game.

Comment C9-80

The comment is noted.

Comment C9-81

The comment is noted for the record.

Comment C9-82

The commenter’s preference for use of the corridor as a park is noted.
However, the right-of-way was purchased for potential transportation
improvements, not a park.

Comment C9-83

The air quality analysis in the EIS/EIR addresses the air quality impacts
associated with vehicular exhaust due to the change in traffic circulation
and increase in traffic congestion. As indicated in Section 4-7.1 of the
EIS/EIR, carbon monoxide concentrations are typically used as an indicator
of conformity with the California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS)
and the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) because: (1)
Carbon Monoxide (CO) levels are directly related to vehicular traffic
volumes, the main source of air pollutants, and (2) localized CO
concentrations and characteristics can be modeled using United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) methods. The air quality analysis in
Section 4-7.3 provides a worst-case simulation of CQO concentrations
adjacent to street intersections that may be affected by the proposed project.
CO concentrations were calculated using the USEPA CAL3QHC micro-
scale dispersion model. CAL3QHC is an USEPA-approved computer
model used to estimate localized pollutant concentrations, using carbon
monoxide as an indicator compound and a Gaussian plume distribution
methodology.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

l

=N FIS/EIR

page 7-162



. |

Group C — Community Organizations

4-16 L8 Air Ouality
*...would not have an indirect adverse gffect wader NEPA (indirect significans ¢ffect wnder CEDA)

A total of 51 intersections were analyzed in the project area. When
projecting future “build” and “no build” traffic volumes, the analysis took
into account the future growth in traffic at each intersection with and
without project implementation, as well as the potential impact street
closures would have on nearby roadways. Based on the projected traffic
volumes and the capacity of each intersection, the analysis determined the

kv dnbaaprissopeslopesilper- S camaa benefit o cir qualiy. ey g 53 level of service (LOS) for each intersection. Capacity is defined to
memmwdm“:n ascertain what the affects of ‘civilian* velicular extaust would represent the maximum total hourly movement volume that has a
or hm HIS ISS reasonable expectation of passing through an intersection under prevailing
roadway and traffic conditions. LOS is a qualitative description of
operating conditions ranging from LOS A, which represents free-flow
conditions with little or no vehicular delay, to LOS F, which represents
o jammed conditions with excessive vehicular delays.
4-16.1.)2 Biological Resources
.. the proposed rwerse . tigation, the . . .
,,,,_'5”,-0 bt mm,mmm;ﬂdmmm Generally, CO concentrations increase as vehicular speeds decrease. Thus,
T e o v e e (Figure .57} Cabalkero Croek: Los CO concentrations are higher at intersections with long vehicular delays,
Angeles River; Bull Creek; Tujungs Wash; ad Central Branch Tujungs Wash. The typa of impact i.e., intersections that operate at LOS D, E, or F. Out of the 51 intersections
Tm“lmh,:mmmﬂuw,“wfm;”, T o 1o evioate brpacis (G724 analyzed, 21 stuiy intersections were selected for the CO analysis. It is
! Angeles River. (And in that | b i questionsble — sce our anticipated that these 21 intersections would have an LOS of D, E, or F
der 4-14.3, Lo River). For definidive proof that they will be working on a1l five crossin . AR iy o . !
‘f'..;.m.;sm“.f‘f&‘z; &Jm&zﬂmm:%ﬁzﬁﬁ under either *no build” or “build” conditions. As indicated in Section 4-
with the U.S. Army C: and the Lot County Department i . . . . .
mwmqump;udm ﬁw%,ﬂ,,m“ Uhrs being o adwrse 7.3.2, CO concentrations at the study intersections are not anticipated to
:;zmmm.m; (wp&iﬁmw%#”ww mf:é‘ywﬂwﬂ exceed the CAAQS. The CAAQS were established by the State
poui:lymm atemend? — 800 ). F: 3 W . . N
e government to protect public health. Since CO concentrations at the study
intersections would not violate the CAAQS, it is not likely that increases in
traffic volumes would result in CO concentrations that would have a
significant adverse impact on public health.
Comment C9-84
416.3 Unscidable Adyersa ] A Mg |
Wiy a o effect would b ek m’m':;?&"wm‘: "?’f?‘,...,,fft.‘:;“‘,.,.”“.;’;:%‘;,":;?" ey 0 There are a total of five drainage crossings on the proposed BRT. There are
have an impact on people’s sleep, on students” leaming? two riparian habitats in the vicinity of the project site, one 20 yards

downstream of Bull Creek and ancther 100 yards downstream on the Los
Angeles River. No sensitive species were found in either of these habitats.
The Los Angeles River, is the only site where construction will occur
directly in the channel. The footings of the current bridge will be replaced
and the potential for indirect pollution impacts would therefore require
more care. The other three drainages have no vegetation nearby.
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EProgductivity
“..the BRT Aliernctive wonld in and enhance the prock and quality of life in the Som  §-, 0a
menqadmwwmwmq/vumm-

We taks exception 10 the claim a3 stated in the following:
“uuuwuquuw;»...mmwmwmwmm,.-

Provide & trasportation project that minimizes impocts on the commrity,
mmmmthmmam-ﬁmmamummm»m
Chandl andOmnd specificaBly.

4:16.7 Enviconmentally Supedor Alternative
“This section is required by CEQA and NEPA "
Wapsmdutﬁhnofthebﬁlybmwmdndwo(mmuﬂhmw

in this section relative 1o the Chandles and Oxnard slignments specifically. Such weighted Co-87

mwmmmuhvcbdpduﬂmdmm‘swm-whdpdudyidmi&m
best alignment alternative. We fear that the MTA failed 10 include such compsrison because the
results are not 1o their liking. See atiached “Oxnard Advantages At-A-Glance” (Appendix B) and
'UundlaDmdvman-AGhmc(AppmduC}

Table $-4/5-6 Daity © fon Ermiss
Without going into detail, thess charts highlight significant emission reductions of as much 53 25%
achieved by the implementation the Oxnard On-Sireet Alignment rathes than the Full BRT. C6-88

“Commdouaflbc BRT-mHmdmlxlnmmplmwfﬂnbenqlm aj&cﬂm 1203 [Co-89
and 41.48 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code and a1y variances
1w the Code isswed by the City.”

All necessary permits for all 5 water crossings will be obtained and water
quality standards will be observed. Additionally, potential construction
impacts due to flooding in these drainages will be reviewed with the Army
Corps and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Because
construction in each channel will be limited in both scope and duration, it is
expected that no significant impact will occur.

Comment C9-85

Section 4-9.4 of the Final EIS/EIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce
potential noise impacts. With the installation of approximately 5.6 miles of
sound walls for the Full BRT Alternative and approximately 4.2 miles of
soundwalls for the BRT with the Lankershim/Oxnard On-street’ Alignment
together with a 3-dBA reduction in vehicle noise, all noise impacts would
be eliminated. If the reduction in vehicle noise is not feasible, some of the
moderate impacts would remain, including approximately 65 sensitive
receptors for the Full BRT Alternative and 155 sensitive receptors for the
BRT with the On-street Alignment. In most instances, the residual impacts
would only represent a slight increase over the existing ambient conditions.
The majority of the residual impacts associated with the Full BRT are
located in the East Valley either along the diagonal section of the MTA
ROW between Oxnard Street and Chandler Boulevard (represented as Road
Segment G in Table 4-50 of the Final EIS/EIR) or along Chandler
Boulevard (represented as Road Segments H and I). A few of the residual
impacts would be located along Oxnard Street between Sepulveda
Boulevard and Woodman Avenue (Road Segments F).

Predicting individual response to community noise is not feasible. First,
people react different to the same noise level. Secondly, the predicted
outdoor noise exposure levels are used to identify potential noise impacts.
However, the actual disruption to residents depends on the noise levels
inside the building and the outdoor to indoor noise attenuation rates vary
according to the physical characteristics of the structure. Efforts will be
made during the final design of the project to minimize any residual
impacts.

o FIS/EIR ;
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Good news, the MTA will comply with the lew — and any
‘When contrasting Table 5-9: Typical Equipment with Table 5-10: Construction Noise Impact
Threshclds, one sees that the equipment Leq (dB.A) exceeds all but one of the Daytime $-hour Leq
{4BA) Threaholds and fir exceed all the Nighttime thresholds. Wel, there are old age bomes, schools|
and residences all slong the Clwndler alignment. At all imes noise will be a problem.

Transisted into Impact Distances, in Table S-11, we see alignment sactions where you'll hear the
noise atmest hatf-s-mils awsy. As the EIR says; *...che disiances show that impact from construction
activities will be difficult o avoid if there it 1o be cny nighttime construction. Impacts from
corstruction noise (s Ukely whenever a constrwction siie would be located within abowt 300 feet of
rasidences, sehools or places of worship. ”

How many such locations are there? They never say. And they never say clearly whether they will
saek variances and try to work at night. Thea,

5-9.1.4 reveals to 8 carefil reader that they will employ the following mitigation measure: “Limiring
the nolsy construction activities, particularly during nighttime howrs. ” Evidently they do intend to
bewwhugumyn.

But the Note (1) at the bostom of Table 5-10 is worth noting:
“The study arsa for the on-strees alignment (1.e. Oxnard) would not be subject to consirwction
octivity and is therefore not shown in this loble.”

1022, Impacts Hazardous Matecials
The DEIS/DEIR fails to reveal any analysis conducted for and 3y consideration given to
contaminants resident in the rilroad track, ties and aggregats base material 1o be found along the

lheyun:oac_lununheCi!y«“

Cag
cont'd

C8-90

aliymuu Sunlywdlmgumdmldhwhamﬁuud.

3:12.2.3, Wter Resource Impacs, Floodpising

It statea: “Caoperation with the U.5. Arzry Corps of Engineers and the Los Angeles County
Department of Pudlic Works during planning of the construcdion phase of the five bridges will resull
in there being no adverse impaci under NEPA {significoant impoct under CEQA) due 1o flooding of
the channels. * Hnwml&lheypowblylnﬁeu Mdeﬁnuvcm?

Ce-81

Comment C9-86

Any of the three BRT Alternative alignments (i.e., Full BRT,
Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street, and MOS) would have essentially the same
relationship between short-term uses of the environment and maintenance
of long-term productivity.

Comment C9-87

The discussion of the environmentally superior alternative assesses the
relative overall environmental effects of the three project alternatives (i.e.,
No Build, TSM, and BRT). The Full BRT alignment along Chandler
Boulevard and the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment are two of the
three variations of the BRT Alternative that are considered to be
environmentally superior. Specific information about the types and degrees
of potential environmental effects associated with each of the three BRT
alignments can be found in each respective section of Chapter 4.

Comment C9-88

Daily air pollutant emissions associated with the construction of the three
build alternatives were based on the expected construction scenario for the
proposed project. Construction of the proposed project requires converting
the existing MTA-owned railroad right-of-way into an at-grade busway.
Construction of the Full BRT would convert the entire railroad right-of-way
(between Lankershim Boulevard and Warner Center) into an at-grade
busway. However, construction of the On-Street Alignment would convert
a smaller portion of the railroad right-of-way (between Woodman Avenue
and the Warner Center) into an at-grade busway. Buses traveling on the
On-Street Alignment would use existing streets between the North
Hollywood Metro Red Line station and Woodman Avenue (along
Lankershim Boulevard and Oxnard Street). Thus, construction along the
existing streets on which the buses for the On-Street Alignment would
travel would involve less activity than construction at the rail right-of-way.
Since less construction activities are involved for the On-Street Alignment,
it is likely that construction emissions for the On-Street Alignment would
be less than the Full BRT.
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5:13.1 Safety & Secusity Mitigation M
'Schwlgﬁmbwﬂkmfndinm&rnmmhmafﬁcdu&uwﬂmmd

access for vahicles and schood buses; 9.0
HownodofﬂumAwbemmthhmﬂmuum;mMMﬂuyhumu
31 addressed these issues for when the BRT & in actual operation. Wae also pose the following
question: How can ‘consultation with school afficials’ asmare control of the off-campus problems the
mAmummgmmdewmdemMMMT

NI ]

$-14.23 a Cultural Resoutos Impacts, Full BRT

“Construction of the BRT would not directly gffect any of the historical resources within the

proposed, ‘sAPE" C9-93
In 4-3.3.1 ¢ the DEIS/DEIR states: "..the propased transit project oan be viewed as a restoration of |
transportation wses 50 the historic corvidor. *

The ETR author believes the commidor is “historic” and we sgree. We hereby put forth the sssertion that

the Southern Pacific ROW, stemming from 1911 is, in and of itself, & valuable historcal, cultural
mmofﬂufewmlqumanduVﬂky,mdnl:hanhdﬁmyd.

"Nn lmhrslqumardOanuMﬁwvwmﬂm o/ﬂu BRTMHWMHQM the
the

Valiey in a manner similar as woukd the Full BRT Alig Howsver, b

olignment would operate on-strees, mlﬂ-awanldhhucr mmmﬂhl&w

improved and less traffic midhkclyh lmmvpmi

We contest the last To on Table $-4 and numerous otbers places: JC9-54

Six sep turn per 7 mm-mmummh
Oxnard. As & result, Mulkmtemmdmpmmmleu

The final phesss “less traffic would likely be rpied” opens the i ing notion that i is the
MTA's intent, in pursuing the Chandler Altermative, 1o screw-up trafic in the Valey so badly that
people have no cholce but 1o take the train. While that would in fict provide a semid-reascaable
motive for this foolhardy plan, it replaces it with an even more foothardy one. We would contend that
the Red Line, with its finice capacity and frequency, lack of parking facilities, and destination
limitations, is inadequate 10 handls the deluge of commuters that would result. Consequently, the
MTA would sccomplish nothing so much ss driving more commusers onto the froeways and bringing
ﬂ:Vﬂqwlumwwawmhugum&mmmwmbﬂummm
buses will still have to do wh ap o cross.

P

Comment C9-89

The equipment and total workday Leg values represented in Table 5-9 of the
Final EIS/EIR are based on noise levels measured at 50 feet from the noise
source. In contrast, the thresholds identified in Table 5-10 do not take into
consideration the distance between the source and the receiver. Rather,
these thresholds are based on the noise level measured at the sensitive
receptor regardless of whether it is more or less than 50 feet from the
construction activity. Therefore, a comparison between the two is not
relevant to the analysis.

The potential impact distances associated with noise levels generated during
project construction are presented in Table 5-11 for both the daytime and
nighttime hours. However, the number of sensitive receptors that may be
potentially affected by noise from construction activities is not quantified
for several reasons. First, for an individual receptor, these impacts will be
temporary, as they would be limited to the duration of the construction
period along a small portion of the alignment. In addition, the impact
distances are approximate and will vary considerably depending upon the
specific construction activities at a given location.

The assessment of potential construction noise impacts represents a
potential worst-case scenario. First, as indicated in Section 5-9.1, impact
distances of up to 2,500 feet (as listed in the table) are not likely to occur
due to the potential acoustical shielding provided by intervening buildings.
Secondly, the actual noise exposure is generally 5 dBA lower than
projections. Lastly, daytime impact criteria for residential areas are lower
than that recommended by the FTA Guidance Manual, while the nighttime
criteria are consistent with the manual.

In terms of nighttime construction, implementation of mitigation measure
N&V-Cl, which may including limiting the noisy construction activities,
particularly during nighttime hours, does not preclude nighttime
construction. Rather, it would minimize the loudest construction activities
between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. It may be necessary for some
portion of the construction process to be conducted at night, in which case
the project will seek a variance for nighttime construction. The actual
construction procedures will be developed by the contractor in compliance
with the Final EIS/EIR and city ordinances.
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“In addition, uup'w-mr mvddmamwwﬁdﬂlyﬂﬂna

T4-mile grearmcy, would enhasce the s 995
Whese did the term ‘slt-modal’ mwnm-mmmmmac&m
& Higiway Coda 2701 that the *greeowny' be converted to rail within [0 years of completion? (SEE

6-1.1.6 4 Cont Effectt . Lankershim/Osnacd
“Capital cozts would Se lower than the Full BRT, ut aywwial operating costs would be slightly

Since this section ostensibly compares cost-effectivencss, why not do the math: The $100,000 annusl
increase in operating costs for Ornard could be sbaorbed for 400 years befora is would be less cost-  |C9-96
effective than the $40 million capital cost of the Chandler routs.

“Tht LankershinyOxrand would not maxinize wss of the MTA ROW.”

The Al 14 mile ROW cost $159 milkon. Thes, 2 2.5 mile séction cost $28.4 million. Deducted from
mmnﬂwmdeounm“mmluuwww!bonﬂllGmlh--

enough to cover the higher operating costs for 116 years. Why were thess caiculstions not clearly end

mm-dmmmmmnmwuumhm

wumﬁmummmmummmam

that the ficts presented at the end would belis thosa p: d eisewhere in the d And, s0t |07

mmmm-abumwwmmruummmmm

black (and red) ink that the actusl Grand Total cost differential between the Full BRT and the
Mmudwmuns,lm.mhhmo(md.mthpmiymdms

miltion. Thas, certain of our calcul ~-the & 1 benefits of Oxaard should be

nearty twice as grest as stated.

Table 6-5: Ridership lce.sa

Comment C9-90

The potential for hazardous materials to be contained in the area currently
occupied by the railroad track and ties is clearly understood. The reader is
referred to Section 4-10.1.4.d, Hazardous Materials, and Table 4-54 for a
description of known contamination.  Section 5-10.2.2, Hazardous
Materials, identifies the potential for encountering hazardous materials
within the corridor and Section 5-10.3.2, Hazardous Materials, identifies
proposed mitigation measure GEO-C1 to deal with that situation.

Comment C9-91

Please see the response to comment C9-84.

Comment C9-92

Construction activities occurring near schools and school crossings would
require an additional level of safety protection and surveillance as outlined
in the EIS/EIR. When the BRT is operating, students will walk or ride to
school via the same routes they currently use. For a detailed discussion of
pedestrian crossings, which also applies to crossings near schools, see the
response to Comment C9-29.

Comment C9-93

Section 5-14.2.3a, (Cultural Resources) Impacts - Full BRT, states that
“Construction of the BRT would not directly affect any of the historical
resources within the proposed project’s APE.” The APE includes not only
the MTA ROW, but all parcels adjacent to the right-of-way, some of which
have been determined to be eligible for the National Register. The fact that
some of the parcels in the APE have been determined eligible for the
National Register does not imply that the MTA ROW is eligible.

The quoted sentence is in Section 4-3.3.1 {(Demographics and
Neighborhoods analysis). Section 4-14 (Cultural Resources) states that the
SP railroad right-of-way was analyzed and found not to be eligible for the
National Register in a report by a qualified railroad historian.

San Fernando Valley
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Sew cur corament regarding Table 4-8. 1(:9-99
ok

Table 66 2000 Travel Tims © .

See our commenty regarding Tadle 5-4. C6-100

The potentiaBly erroneous calculation here leads to potential insccuracies in Table 6-7 - Vaiue of

Travet Time Savings; Table 6-9 - Cost-Effectiveness Over No-Build; Table 6-10 - Cont-Effectivencss
m«mmrﬂ-mtmwmnmnaymm

3,62 Qverall Resposo
“Appr Iy h{(oj axprested support or ware newiral abowt the project, ond haif
axpressed

F«dcl(ﬂtomumﬂmpmmmmmuﬂummwm
L, criteria 16 s esnpish and, on the other hand, fotully
duewnupeoph Mmmmmmmmmﬁmmmm

Ce-10n

6-1.7 Significant Trade-Offs
“Generally, the Orihadox
lﬂumcmwinhnh&“mwmﬁﬂ" - iy

mmmwmmwnmm

arisen against the Lankershim/Omnard varioti r‘ 0 the oo ’-"—-‘ 9102
hmmh&madwﬂhﬂnmkq{mﬁrad@ﬂmﬂnbﬂfmmm
the scoping process being rowghly equat.”

The very existence of this paragraph is bistantly bigoted and stupcfyingly insulting. Firstly, we are not
opposed to 3 subway withia the SP ROW in thy Chandler median We are willing, at this poiat, to
wmmmmuquumuwm schomes because they would
ot result in an ireparsble spit of the ity wor comprosrise safety.

Secondly, ‘Community-st-large’ indeed. The MTA may not Tike the fct that on Chandler ks largest
mwmnmddmwlmwmuwmwumhmdw
“community’. They may not Ee that we sre vocal and have (he wherewithal 10 spring to the defense
ofouniml 2t's something the MTA is not used to in a City that has historically allowsd them to
function with profligue inefficiency.

However, the sentence cited in Section 4-3.3.1 (which does not provide a
cultural resources analysis) is confusing in that it could be construed to
imply that the corridor is historic. This sentence has been stricken from the
Final EIS/EIR.

Comment C9-94

The CCTC comments that the higher number of “turn segments” per
intersection along Chandler Boulevard will create a slower busway than
along Oxnard Street. Although there will be several phases required for all
movements at intersections along Chandler, the necessity for these
movements was incorporated into the transportation analysis in Chapter 3.
Particularly during peak hours, the advantage of an uncongested busway
will allow buses to operate at a consistent speed, while traffic on Oxnard
Street would operate subject to normally occurring congestion. In addition,
east-west travel along Chandler Boulevard can be synchronized so that
buses and auto traffic are likely to both get a green light as they approach
the next intersection. Signal timing and phases are being developed in
consultation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation.

The phrase “less traffic would likely be intercepted” has been deleted from
the Final EIS/EIR.

Due to higher traffic volumes and turn movements, overall intersection
delay along the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment is higher than
along the Chandler alignment. As seen in the Appendix I tables titled
“Comparison of Overall Intersection Delay,” intersections of the same
north/south street with Oxnard and Chandler, such as Coldwater Canyon,
Whitsett and Laurel Canyon, and Colfax have higher volumes and overall
higher delay at the Oxnard crossing compared to the Chandler crossing. In
addition, the Oxnard alignment travels along Lankershim Boulevard to
access the eastern terminus at the Red Line station and will experience
additional congested intersections and travel time delays than the Chandler
alignment, which will have an exclusive right-of-way and will benefit from
good signal progression along Chandler.
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East-West Transit Corridor

[ s EIS/EIR

page 7-168



Group C - Community Organizations

mmAmmmpwewmolmﬁmmmmmmbdka
hmznd,IOOl,ﬂwDﬁlmeeondudedunB-inpoﬂmduquuuom"ledywﬁndl.hehu
mem&omﬂuﬂmhfbﬂywoodwbmytonCmuﬁdr;'uNomm thnﬂfemm‘w“;yu
about the entire concept, not a particular alignment. The : NO's were in 3
—— -.‘ 2 i hodox Jews. We had nothing whatsoever to

jortidden

The article sccompanying the poll begins with the banner front page headline:

“p y in Jeop ‘,"Thepo‘"‘ "_m:“onhmxlmmumidenurau_nulng

busy strect on foot.” Tho article, by Troy Anderson, Staff Writer, begins: “Organized neighborhood
opposition along both proposed routes for the cast-west San Femnando Valley busway theeatens to

jeopardize the lang-sought project to speed commuters from Nodth Hollywood to Warner Center.

Resident along Oxnard Street in North Hollywood and Valley Glen have started organizing to fight
efforts to put & new cross-Valley busway through their neighborhood.

Almawmmmmrmmmhm,mwmmm-
west busway should be built slong the former Southern Pacific railroad right-of-way slong Burbank
and Chandler boulevards.

But Orthodox Jewish residents who scuttled plans for 8 subway along the Burbank Chandler
alignment on religious grounds now object to the disruptive effects on the community from the
busway and are calling for an alt route along Laakershim Boulevard and Oxnard Street.

mlmkuﬂﬁmOmudmmuﬁwwaddmmiﬁﬂbnmummuwwu.dmﬂu-gu
hour and take 34.3 dwtuwmnmvm,mm-WMtQanats miflion
and buses would average 29 mph and take 28.8 mirmates to get across.” The article goes on.

On June Sth the Daily News published a lettes 8 letier from Kevin J. Miche), Project
Mansger, San Femando Valley Esst/West Transit Corridor, Metzopolitan Transpartation
Authority. Its heading is “Bus Rapid Transit® snd it reads:

“We appreciste the Daily News' conﬁnﬁnsmofﬂeplmﬁuwomf?rdnSm
Fernanda Valley Esst/West Transit (BRT) project, however the May 15 lloqmeclly
concludes that the MTA is only Jooking st as alternative on Chandler Boulevard in the
draft envi | impact report on the eastern end of the project, and
specifically states that we are not considering an alternative on Oxnard."

Where did “specifically states that we are not considering an alternative on Oxnard™ come
from? The article could not have been clearer on there being two routes.

IMr. Michel were to simply clarify that EIRs never make recomimendations, tha would
make sense, If he were to comect the doflar and mile-per-hour figures as being inconsistent
with the EIR, that would be & drive for accurscy. 1f he were to declare that Orthodox .
Jewish residents did not in fact scuttle plans for a subway but rather fostered the Robbin
Bill, a law that assures that mass transit on Chandler may be nothing other than & subwar,

Comment C9-95

The term “multi-modal” refers to the concept for the BRT Alternative that
more than one mode of transportation would utilize the MTA ROW. Three
modes of transportation would typically occupy the right-of-way: (1) Bus
Rapid Transit, (2) Bicycle, and (3) Pedestrian. Along Chandler Boulevard,
the bicycle facility would be constructed as Class II bike lanes along the
street. This EIS/EIR does not address rail within the MTA ROW. To
convert the proposed BRT Alternative to rail, another environmental
document would be necessary.

Comment C9-96

The capital cost, operating cost, and cost-effectiveness calculations for all of
the alternatives and their variations are presented in Chapter 6. In addition,
for transit agencies, the funds for capital costs and operations costs come
from different sources and are not interchangeable. Therefore, any money
that might theoretically be saved from capital investments could not be used
to fund increases in operating costs.

Comment C9-97

Please see the response to comment C9-8.

Comment C9-98

Please see the response to comment C9-53.

Comment C9-99

Please see response to comment C9-8. The comparison measures described
which incorporate the capital cost estimate (Cost-Effectiveness over No
Build, Cost-Effectiveness over TSM, Annualized Cost per New Daily
Transit Trip) are all used to evaluate new transit investments. The funds
expended to purchase the MTA ROW were spent in 1991 and were
provided by a state bond issue, and would not be considered when
comparing new transit investment alternatives.
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Comment C9-100
A revised summary of comments is now presented in Chapter 7.
- that would have been tobls. I he sould have sude clear that be takes exception to the
ick’ ion about Orthodox Jewish residers “calfing for an alternate route along .
arti ‘m:udndﬂ d Strece™ that would ave been bervic. Comment C9 101
Unfortunately, Mr. Michels comments do sot reslly help clarify the facts. He uvgf“mf:- The EIS/EIR has been revised to state that ‘“the Orthodox Jewish
“W““Mmiwufm:ﬂ&umfﬁxm community along Chandler Boulevard has been opposed to at-grade transit
confused poputace. The consequences? Pechaps it will help ferment divisiveness betwoen investments within the MTA ROW in the Chandler median.”
the two factions.

denNmWﬂmmMMuﬂulhuﬁde'lww
mhmmmdﬂdkﬂmmw“w
Put what shouldn’t be lost in all this is the fact that, what the EIR calls hws-
hng’phomd—hbduwaaylhnﬂqummﬂuNotdmumm
fact that the Chandler plan is fundumentally mi ived. Nor that the bulk of our
&Ww&wmha@dﬁmdh?ﬁqhmmd@
race, every age, every religion from the plany’ distatrous consequences. And that’s our
last word.
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Comment Letter C10

THY ATTENTIVE oLl

i

June 29, 2001

Mr. Ervin Poka Mr, Kevin Michel
Federal Transit Administraden MTA

Metropolitan Office One Gateway Plaza

201 No, Figueroa Street, Suite 1460 22nd Floor, M5-99-22-§
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Los Angeles, CA 50012
DEUVERED BY HAND

Dear Concerned Officiat,

Enclosed please find copies of letters from Mate-wide Organizations voicing their
protest o various aspects of the MTA’s San Fernando Valley East/West Transit
Carridor, These letters were {nldally requesied by Governor Davis” office and, as
such, were addressed direcdy to him, You may have received coples from other
sources, but they are being delivered herewhh o guarantee thelr inclusion in the
DEIS/DEIR public response record.

Likewise, the eniclosed response from The Antentive Group on behalf of the
Concerned Citizens Transit Coalition may have previously been detivered under

. Councitmember, City
Board Member Frarsk C. Roberts, Mayot City of Lancaater, 44933 N. Fermn Avenus,

c10-1

C10-2

of Dusna, 1600 Huntington Drive, Dusrte, CA 81010-2534
Lancaster, CA 53534-2461

Board Mamber Bastrice Proo, Counciimambies City of Pico Rivera, 8515 Passons Bivd., Pica Rivara, CA

90660-)688

Board Membar Pam C"Connge, Councilmambar, City of Sanis Monice, 908 Sth St 42, Santa Monies, CA

D0403-2854

Mot Leclirata tean o I T -

Response to Letter C10
Comment C10-1

The following is a list of letters included with the Attentive Group’s cover
letter. A number of the letters were also submitted separately and are
therefore answered individually. Under “Letter ID” the corresponding
identification numbers are indicated. For the remainder of the list, the
comments are included along with letter C10.

Date: Letter ID Organization: Sigued By:
07-Jun-01 C1 Shaarey Zedek Congregation Rabbi Aaron B.
Tendler
t1-Jun-01 Ei Adat Ari El Rabbi Moshe J.
Rothblum
[1-Jun-01 C2 Congregation Kol Ami Rabbi Demse L. Eger
i1-Jun-01 E8 Emek Hebrew Academy Mrs. Bernice
Zachariash
11-Jun-01 C3 NCSY Rabbi Steven Berg
11-Jun-01 C4 Orthodox Union - Rabbi Alan Kalinsky
West Coast Region
11-Jun-01 E8 Valley Torah High School Rabbi Avrohom
Stulberger
11-Jun-01 Ce Yad Avraham Rabbi David Adatto
11-Jun-01 E9 Yeshiva Rav Isacsohn Rabbi Berish
Goldenberg
12-Jun-01 C7 Chabad Synagogues of Rabbi Joshua B. Gordon
the Valley
12-Jun-01 C8 Etta Israel Center Michael B. Held, PhD.
13-June-01 A4 Jim Hahn Jim Hahn
E4 Kollel Rabbi Yehoshua Kohl
08-Feb-01 L.A. County Board of Michael D. Antonovich
Supervisors
05-Mar-0t Congress of the U.S. Henry A. Waxman
11-Jun-01 Bruce Gregory, Ph.D.
11-Jun-01 David and Goldy Jannol
11-Jun-01 Issac and Selma
Friedman
11-Jun-01 Rabbi Aryeh Striks
{1-Jun-01 Rabbi Sholom Raskin
11-Jun-01 Kollel Rabbi Avrohom Miller
13-Jun-01 Valley Beth Israel Rabbi Len Muroff
27-Nov-00 Congress of the US Howard L. Berman
Comment C10-2

The transmittal of comments under separate cover, from CCTC, as part of
the Attentive Group’s comments, is acknowledged. Please see the
responses to comment letter C9.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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Tovy Devis
Qoviear of Caltfanie
Dear Ms. Divle,

15233 Hortamh. Dhvg

Jene 14, 2000

Ara 4 wrabemi 2 shent b

Chandicr i the valley. lbd‘lﬂhmud'

st
have s

f e propesnd eln e near

0 e piychotogical ratas of chiidecs.
Togx you snt e suppon the Wraln Tine in this sen.

Jeaslfirer e

David and Goldy fannol
13342 Killion Street
Sherman Oaks, CA 91401
$15-994-5256/ Fax 818-780-3196

June 11, 2001

Governor Gsay Davis
300 South Spring Street
State Office Building
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re:  MTA E/W Busway
Dear Governor Davis:

We are residents of the area in which the MTA is planning a busway to travel east a0d
west through the San Fernanda Valley, We also own 1 residential income unit at 13524 Gilmore
Street, Van Nuys, Cafifornia. This home is north of Oxoard Street in the San Fernando Valley in
what is known as the "Valley Glen® ares, The area along Oxnard Street itself consists
precdominantly of apartments and has a vibrant and growing Lating community.

Unfortunately, this area does uot get its fair sbare of transit dollass. There are no
convenient and rapid transit options for those who want 1o Jink to the Red Line station in North
Hollywood, Th:unhghndmhlp-ruthnmdudueamdexpressbmlomenudm
Station. Currently, the MTA is deciding b pensive busway on Chandler
Boulevard, which is a single family area with low bus ndeuhlp (' in fact, buses do aot currently run
on Chendler west of Whitseit), versus introducing rapid buses on Oxnard, where there are already
MTA buses on scheduled soutes. The Oxnard alteroative is cheaper and makes more sense since
the MTA’s policy is 1o increass ridership. The beat place to put 2 new bus line is where itis
needed the most.

As taxpayers with interests in the area of Oxnard Street who are concerned that transi
dollars not be wasted, we endorse the Oxnard al tve for the new rapid busway, s that
alternative is addressed in the MTA’s draft Eavironmental Impact Report. Please contact re if
you have any questions and thank you for your consideration on this matter,

Very truly yours,

Dl fpunondl

David Janno!

e

2 ODMAMIIODA ALADOCS 423883,0

»

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
W€y EISIEIR
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Group C — Community Organizations

Comment Lotr C11 §
L 8 300

Ctunm-mov’mmm\ssocmm IN RMC

10951 WEST PICO BOULEVARD
THIRD FLOOR AL CEATTEN-SROWN
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNLA 90064 SOREENCOURT.C80

TELEFHONE:(310) 474-T91
FACTIMRLE: (310) 4743504

Tuly 3,200

Mr. Kevin Michel

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Los Angeles County MTA

One Gutewny Plaza, 22™ Fleor

MS 99-22-5

Los Angeles, CA. 50012

M. Ervin Poka

Federal Transit Administration
Metropolitan Office

201 No. Figueroa Street

Suite 1460

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Comment on Draft EIR/EIS for San Fernando Vailey East/West Transit
Corridor Project

Honorable Board Members:

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/ Environmeatal rnpact Statement (“DEIR/EIS”) on the San Fernando Valley
East/West Transit Corridor Project. :

Our firm was retained by the Concerned Citizens Transit Coalition (“CCTC™) late
during the week of June 25%. We requested a fifieen day extension to have an adequate
opportunity 10 comment upon the draft, but that extension was denied. CCTC has
previously submitted detailed comments on the Draft. Moreover, Tom Rubin, 3 widely
recognized expert in transit efficiency, is submitting comments addressing safety,
efficiency and cost of the proposed system. Therefore, our are limited and will
focus primarily upon the legal reasons why the DEIR/ELS is s0 insdoquate that it shouid
be revised and released in draft for further comment.

L Introduction.

CCTC represents the interests of the predominantly Orthodox Jews in the

10114

Response to Letter C11

Comment C11-]

The commenter’s support for the TSM Alternative is noted for the record.

Comment C11-l1A

Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines states: “An EIR is an informational
document which will ... describe reasonable alternatives to the proposed
project.” Section 15126.6(a) of the Guidelines states: “An EIR shall
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project ... which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project ...” While it is
generally true that CEQA-only documents oftentimes identify one project
and then describe alternatives to be considered, it is also often the case that
a clear project choice is not available until after completion of the
environmental process. In such cases, the CEQA environmental document
has the duty to disclose the alternatives under consideration and also make
it clear that the preferred alternative will be selected at the completion of the
environmental process. As the commenter has noted, NEPA requires an
equal consideration of alternatives in its environmental process, with the
selection of a preferred alternative being made only after completion of the
environmental disclosure and consideration of public commentary. When a
combined NEPA-CEQA document is prepared, the evaluation of
alternatives is left open and equivalent, thereby responding to both NEPA
and CEQA.

Comment C11-lIA.1

Please see the response the previous comment.

METRO EllelRi

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

page 7-176
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Group C - Community Organizations

MTA and FTA
July 3,2001
Page 3

II. The DEIR/EIS Is So Inadequate That It Must be Revised and Recirculated
for Public Commeni.

A.  The Process Belag Followed for Development and Use of the DEIR/ELS
is Flawed.

The DELR/EIS states that based upea this document the MTA Board will selectn C11-lA
preferred aliemative that will be documenteﬁ ina Lacaﬂy Preferred Aliernative Repors,
after which the MTA will plete the gineering activities and prepare a
Final EIS/EIR. (DEIR/ELS, §-1.} While itis very ctea: from the administrative process
that has occurred thus far that the DEIR/EIS was drafted in order to favor the Fult BRT
alternative,' the adopted process is deeply flawed as described for two reasons. First,

unlike NEPA, CEQA argusbly requires the draft EIR to include an explici of
the preferred al ve prop ‘bymﬂ' S d. even if it does not, the action of the
decisi ker in sclecting the pr d a ive without the benefit of sering the

comments and response ;o comments on the DEIR/EIS, as sppears 1o be contompiated by
the description of the procedure contained in the DETR/ELS, would improperly pre-
commit the Board to the groject without the benefit of a complete EIR. Third, the
preparation of preliminary engineering activities prior lo completion and consideration of
2 Final EIR may pre-commit the Board 10 a specific project b of the expense of
such engineering activities. Engineering activities should only be underiaken with regard
10 o particular route to the extent needed to assure that the envitonmental analysis is

complete.
1. The Prefesred Alternative Should Be Ideatified by Staff As Part
of the CEQA Pracess,
The for identification of a pteferred al dated CAt-lIALE
throughout tbc California Environmental Qnahry Act (*C] EQA") and the CEQA
Guidelines. For example, pursuant to CEQA, an EIR must inad of

rall significant effects on the environment of the proposed project.” PRC § 20100(bX (),
emphasis added. The EIR must include alternatives “io the proposed project.” PRC §
21100(b)(4). The CEQA Guidelines also provide a project description shall include “The
precise location and boundaries of rhe proposed project. .. .” CEQA Guideline Section
15124(a), emphasis added. Examples abound of the p ption by CEQA and the
CEQA Guidtlines that there must be a single proposed project which is the subject of the L
env | analysis. S should be interpreted according to their plain and b

! For example, it is quite clear ghat the Los Angeles Times would not have endorsed the -
Full BRT altemative without some labbying from MTA stfF,

San Fernando Valley page 7-178

East-West Transit Corridor
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Group C — Community Organizations

MTA and FTA
July 3, 2001
Page 4

unambiguous wording. Sutton v. Industrial Acc. Com. (1956) 46 Cal.2d 791, 797. CEQA
plainly requires identification and analysis of a single proposed project. The importance  JC11-11A.1
of a single. defined project description also has been discussed repeatedly by the courts: Contd

{Aln accurste, stable and finite project description is the sine gua noz of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR. The defined project and not some
different profect must be the EIR’s bona fide subject. [Citation].

MM. H 3 v. San B
emphasis added.

tura Cty. etc. {1985} 165 Cal.App.3d 357, 365,

2. Whilethe Preferred Alteraative Must be Identified for Purposes
of Analysis, Pre-commitment to a Single Project or Alternative is
Prohibited.

Although & preferred project must be identified for purposes of clarity of analysis,
actions which pre-commit a public agency to that altemative must be avoided until after IC11-” A2
environmental review is conducied. (CEQA Guideline, § 15004 (b)X2) [*. . . public :
agencies shall not undertake actions that would . . . limit the cheice of alternatives or
mitigation before pletion of CEQA pliance™.) At this carly simge,
environmental review should be an integral part of the decision-making process. The
DEIR/EIS should not analyze impacts in & way that it becomes the sort of ¥ ‘post koc
raticnalization{] to support action already taken,' which the S Court disapproved
in Loure! Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of Californla {1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 394. Alsosee Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. Albany (£997) 56 Cal.
App.4th 1199,

We are concemed that the selection of the preferred alternative by the Board, as
opposed to the staff, apparently 1o be made without the benefit of secing comments and
response 10 comments, would pre-commit the agency. This i isn particular concem
because the DEIR/EIS states that after the preferred al ve is selected
mgmeenng studies will be couduc:cd even though thete is no indication tlsat the
ing studics arc required to complete the eav | anaiysis,

&

We are already d that the o p of the nght of way may have so pre-
commitied the MTA that the ;llﬂ' is not giving fair consid 10 all i Indeed,
the of the d of slternatives, snd the bias in analysis of the
TSM altemative versus the BRT alternative in terms of speed and effectiveness, suggests
there alceady is 2 leve! of pre-commitment to the BRT, atthe very teast on the past of the
staff. This should not be aggravated by having the Board (as opposed to a staff
recommendation of a preferred altémative for purpose of analysis) select a preferred v

Comment C11-1i1A.2

The MTA must certify a final EIR before approving the San Fernando
Valley East-West Transit Corridor Project. In this context “approval”
means the decision by the MTA Board which commits the MTA to a
definite course of action in regard to the project. The MTA Board action of
July 26, 2001 which identifies a Locally Preferred Althernative (“LPA™)
does not constitute project approval. The Board approved moving forward
with Preliminary Engineering on the Full BRT Alternative, but with the
added requirements that MTA staff: (1) “continue to study the
Oxnard/Lankershim alternative during the PE and Final EIS/EIR phase as a
possible operating alternative on Saturdays and Sundays should the Board
choose not to operate the BRT on Chandler Boulevard on Saturdays and
Sundays” and (2) “continue to work with adjacent communities during the
PE and Final EIS/EIR phase to refine project design features where
appropriate to address concerns.” A final decision to adopt a project will be
made after consideration of the final environmental document, a substantial
portion of which will be public comments and responses to those
comments. By authorizing Preliminary Engineering of the BRT, the MTA
did not act in a manner that would have a significant adverse effect or limit
the choice of alternatives or mitigation measures. Rather than foreclosing
project options, the MTA Board action of July 26, 2001, requested the
evaluation of another variation, namely the Lankershim/Oxnard weekend
service option.
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alternative prior to completion of & Final EIR/EIS, and have preliminary engineering
studies conducted.

B.  The DEIREIS Fails to Consider a Reasonsble Range of Alternatives.,
1. Alternatives Analysls is the Core of an EIR,
Discussion of project af and mitigation messures has been described by C11-IB.A
the California Supeeme Court as the "core™ of an EIR. Citizens for Goleta Vailey v. .

Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564, An EIR munt describe s reasonable
ruageafalnmdmwdtepmpct.uwellu mitigation messures that would minimize

the irmpacts of the project ax it is proposed. In fact, "[o)ne of i its [an ElR's] major
functions...is mummthntall be alternatives io p d
thoroughly d by responsible officials.” Wildlife Aﬂve v C?uckcring (1976) 18

Cal.3d 190, 197, emphasis added. The EIR must "producs information sufficient to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far a3 environmenta) aspects are concerned.”
San Bernadino Valiey Audubon Society, Inc, v. County of San Bernadino (1984) 155
Cal.App.3d 738, 750-75).

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a):

.. -An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable altermatives to the project, or 1o the
Jocation of the project, which would feasibly atain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant affects,
and evaluste the comparative merits of the alternstives. An EIR need not consider
every conceivable altemnative to u project. Rather it must consider & reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking
and public participation. . .

2.  The DEIR/EIS Fails to Consider a Reasonable Range of
Alternatives.

The DEIR/EIS sets forth only two resl slteratives to 8 BRT: the no project C11-118.2
slternative and & minimally developed TSM. The Oxnard route is not an alternative to the
BRT, but only 2 re-vouting and briel dep from an exclusive bus lane, included
because of community opposition to the Chandler/Burbank portion of the BRT. Thus, the
DEIR/EIS fails w0 provide a reasonsble range of altomatives.

The DEIR/EIS gives shost shrift to its vemon ofa TSM lit:mtlve, devoting less
than one page of text to describe the TSM all ive d to many pages of o
description for the Full BRT. CampanE«IR§121!!2—l7l02-l9w#k§2-23ll2-20!o

Comment C11-1IB.1

The range of alternatives considered in the EIS/EIR includes the following:
(1) a No Build (or No Action) Alternative, which would not implement any
further improvements within the corridor other than those which are already
planned; (2) a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative,
which would use a low-capital intensity approach to improving transit
service within the corridor; (3) a Full BRT Alternative, which would use the
Burbank Chandler right-of-way as an exclusive busway; and (4) the
Lankershim/Oxnard alignment, which would consider an alternative route
in one portion of the corridor that has been the subject of concern on the
part of nearby residents. In addition, a Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)
is also considered, which would respond to a financial constraint not
permitting implementation of a full project. Taken together, these
alternatives represent a range that includes doing nothing, providing a full
service project, and various options in between. This range of alternatives
is reasonable since it offers a full range of choices and fully bounds the
range of potential impacts that are expected. This most recent range of
alternatives being considered is a direct a result of a multi-year process that
included successive evaluation of even a broader range of alternatives, such
evaluation being documented in the 1996 and 2000 Major Investment Study
(MIS) documentation.

Comment C11-11B.2

Please see the response to the above comment with regard to evaluation of
the TSM. MTA respectfully submits that it has fairly evaluated and
described this alternative. See the response to Comment F-16.
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255, Ttis also not an impartisl comparison, for the reasons set forth in the letter P

submitied by Thomas A. Rubin and Richard K. Stone {“Rubin letter™). The bizsed namre |G 11-11B.2
of the comparison between & TSM system and the BRT violates CEQA. “The lead
agency must independently pasticipate, review, snalyze and discuss the

sltemnatives in good faith.” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford {1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692, 736, citing Foundation for San Francisco’s Archi ai Heritage v.
City and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d $93, 908- 919.)

For the reasons set forth in Rubin's lettet, an improved TSM system and rate
ductions provide bie al ives to the BRT that should be coasidered in the
DEIR/EIS. Further, for the reasons set forth in Tom Rubin's letter, a reasonobie range of
alternatives should include greater use of freeway express bus service and timed transfer
centers. A revised draft DEIR/EIS should be prepared and circulated for comments
including these alternatives.

C.  The BRT Would Result in Numerous Adverse Impacts Which Were
Not Fully Analyzed.

The requirernent for an EIR under CEQA serves the dual purpose of enabling 2
reviewing agency to make an informed decision and making the decisionmaker's
reasoning sccessible to the public, thereby p ing informed sclf-go t. Kings
County Farm Bureaw v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App.3d 692, 670. Preparation of
an DEIR/EIS on 2 transit system may facilitate better decision-making and properly
involve the public only if the DEIR/EIS provides & meaningful analysis of impacts,
alternatives, and mitigation measures at an carly stage in the planning process. It is
incumbent on MTA and FTA to make sure that this DEIR/EIS is sufficiently informative
5o that the affected public may become involved in the placning process now, rather than
Iater when it may be harder to modify the proposed project,

L The DETR/EIS Fails to Adequately Describe the Proposed
Praject by Omittiag Mention of the Possibility of Conversion to
Rail and tbe Necessity for Bridge Construction.

‘The DEIR/EIS states the concept is for a 26-foot wide, at-grade busway typically
located in the center of the Sauthem Pacific Right of Way (SP ROW). (DEIREIS, p, 2- [C11-#C-1a)
28.} The SP ROW is typically 60-feet wide east of Whitsert Avenue, (DEIR/ELS, p. 2-
28.3 During pesk hours, buses will be traveling once every 1.25 minutes because there
will be 24 in each direction svery hour at peak cperations but operation schedules are ot
set forth. (DEERVEIS. p. 3-26.) Such a limited project description violates the mandate of
CEQA that:

Comment C11-1IC.1(a)

Operating schedules are not needed to understand the frequency with which
buses would be operating along the corridor. A computer modeling
exercise was performed and the headways (time between buses) were
reported in order to provide information regarding the number and
frequency of buses operating along the corridor. The headways are directly
related to expected patronage and boardings. It is only necessary that the
number of bus movements in a specified time frame be provided in order to
specify the potential impacts with a reasonable degree of certainty. Also,
the number of buses needed to permit the corridor to function as it is
intended is known, which translates into cost estimates. Therefore, the
manner in which the corridor would operate, the cost of its operation, and
the impacts associated with its operation, are available to the decision
maker. Knowing the bus schedules would merely translate the number of
buses in one hour to specific times during the hour that buses would be
expected to stop at a given station. This does not add information that
contributes substantially to understanding the project and its associated
impacts.
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Please see the response to Comment C9-2.
MTA and FTA

Comment C11-lIC.1(c)
July 3, 2001

Page? The five bridges and their operational effects are identified in Section 4-

"5 d 10 this division be arganized and written in sucha. | 12.3.3. The construction impacts associated with these new bridges are

m:;ef that they will be meaningful and useful to decision-makers and fo the CH-IC. 18 described in Section 5-12.2.
public.” contd

(Pub. Resources Code § 21003 (b).)

The project description also fails to disclose what may be 2 legal mandate for
establishment of & light rail service along the exclusive busway route. We were informed
by MTA legal counsel that some funding for the purchase of the Southern Pazific ROW
came from the Passenger Rail and Clean Air Bond Act of 1990 (Proposition 103). The
relevant portion of the California Streets and Highways Code which codifics Propasition
108 states “The money in the [Passenger Rail Bond] fund . . . shall be availoble . . . for
sequisition of right-of-way . . . which directly support rail transportation, including IC11-C.1(D
exclusive buswayy which are converted within 10 years afier completion of eonstruction
into rail lines. .. * (St. & Hwy. Code § 2701.06, emphasis added.) Thus, if this section
applies, as it appears it does, then clearly conversion of the project into & light rail system
within 10 years is reasonably foreseeable and must be disclosed and analyzed. The
DEIR/ELS must consider “All phases of project planning, impt ion and operation.™
(CEQA Guidelines § 15063 (a}(1).) The analysis must include Riture development that
will foreseeably occur if the agency approves the project. (City of Antioch v. City Council
{1986) 187 Cal.App.3d 1325, 1333-1336.) T MTA has no plan or intention to canvert
this exclusive busway 1o a rail system, the funds from Proposition 108 should be returned
to the Passenger Rail Bond Fund,

The project description alse fails 1o disclose that new hridges are required
components of the project. “The project would cross five flood control channels:
Caballero Creek, the Log Angeles River, Bull Creek, and two branches of the Tujunga
Wash. New bridges would be required across some, and perhaps sll, of these channels for
the BRT alternative . . .. (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-261.} These five new bridges are not set forth
in the project description, but should be b they are by fe bl
components of the preject. The DEIR/EIS states “The bridge across the Los Angeles CH-IC. e
River would require five to six piers. . . (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-261.) The effects of this
construction must be analyzed, but was sot. Additionally, the Army Corps of Engineers
wroie that it had reviewed the project and “determined that the project will affect
Sepulveda Dam’s flood control capacity.” (Army Corps Oct. 27, 2004 tetter, Appendix
H, Agency Comments.) The DEIR/EIS should fully expliain the project’s fill requirement
snd its effect on the dam’s flood control capacity.
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Comment C11-11C.2(a)

Please also see the responses to Comments C5-6, C5-7, C9-29, C9-66, and
C9-68. The commenter has estimated the number of additional accidents

MTA and FTA based on MTA’s bus operations on mixed-flow streets. The BRT, however,

Tuly 3, 2001 is within a dedicated corridor, and the number of accidents would be

Paged expected to be lower. (See Volume 1, Section 4-13.) Further, BRT
2 ;'chll‘f_;‘ill:;lz ‘Wil Be Stguificantly Increased Under ridership is primarily from commuters who would otherwise be travelling in

veey adve. cars or buses on mixed-flow streets. Hence, the number of total accidents in
Pubtic safety would be significantly theatened by any version of the BRT. At the San Fernando Valley should decrease.

peak hour, at any given point, buses will be traveling in one divection or the other every

1,25 minutes because 48 trips will occur every hour. (DEIR/EIS, p. 3-26.) By the

MTA's ows historical statistics, “onc accident per spproximately 80,000 vehicle miles™ Comment C11-1C.2(b)

can be expected. The No Build alternazive would have no adverse impacts under NEPA

or CEQA, since it would maintain existing traasit service. The TSM ahternative could be _ " .

expectad 1o result in 40 e accidents 8 yeor (based unon the sdditonal 3,200,000 o 114G 200} Please see the responses to Comments C11-I§C.2(a), C9-66, and C9-68.

sdditional bus miles.) (DEIR/ELS, p, 4-265.) The BRT Altemativé and its variations

would result in more than 60 new accidents per year involving collisions with vehicles or Comment C11-lIC _2(c)

people (based upon the edditional 5,000,000 additional bus miles per year) {DEIR/EIS,
p. 4-265.) Although the DEIR/EIS does nat sct forth any standaeds of significance
ageinst which to measure this impact, though it should, the impact is presumptively Please see the responses to Comment C9-72.
significant under CEQA. CEQA creates a presumption of significant impacts when a
praject will cause substantia) adverse effects on human beings, eicher directfy or
indirectly, Guidelines § 15065(d). The DEIR/EIS should state this fect. Instead, the

DEIR/EIS selies upon the “dedicated corridor and integrated aafety fe " to elimi
public safety threats, though it still admits the project “would have, at most, & minor
adverse impact.”

Streets with grade crossings by the exclusive busway will be & signifi bl

There will be many bus-vs.-auto, bus-vs.-truck, bus-vs.-pedestrian incidents, just hke
there has been on the Bluc Line in Long Beach. As discussed in the Rubin letter, the
MTA can expect 3 greater rate of fatalitics than even the Bluc Line has caused becauss of C1-HC 2¢b}
the higher ryesds of operation proposed for the BRT, the relatively shoner lead ttmc
before g at-grade i ions, and Iack of standard raileoad

such as gates. (Rubm Letter, p. 20.} Prsently. the Blue Line is known as the most
dangerous Jight rail line in the United States. However, by comparison, the proposed
BRT Altematives, as the Rubin letter concludes, could be “far more dangerous” than the
Blue Line.

The Community Facilities and Services section’s di jon also & that
public safety will be increasingly threatened by the BRT and even the MOS because they
impair access to emergency services. A significant impact would oceur if “the use of
facilitics would be substantially impaired as & result of . . . impaiced access.” (DEIR/EIS, {C1HIC.2(0)
p- 4-102.) The DEIR/EIS states “The LAFD considers intersections that operale at level
of service (LOS) Eor F...as limiting factors on fire protection and emergency
services.” (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-102.) Further, the DEIR/EIS states the No Build or TSM
ltemative would mean 13 of 53 intersections operate a1 LOS E orbefow. As the Rubin
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lester points out, the traffic impact of exclusive use of i ions by buses would
severely impact the capacity of these intersections {0 a greater degree than is

acknowledged by the DEIR/EIS. (Rubin Letter, pp. 18-19.) The DEIR/DEIS requires
“recalibration of signal timing™ (DEIR/ES, p. 3-44), but does not state how this would
affect exclusive busway use. Even assuming the DEIR/ELS nnalysis is correct, the BRT
aliemnative would impact 17 and the first phase of the BRT, the Minimal Operable

C1-C.2(e)

Segment {“MOS™) would impect 14, (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-102.) Thus, cither the Full BRT or [contd

the MOS would adversely impact sceess to fire service when compared with the No Build
Al ive or 8 TSM altemative b mate intersections would op at levels of
service the Los Angeles Fire Department considers to be “limiting factors” on emergency
services. This impact is not acknowledged when the DEIR/EIS concludes “Existing and
planned service levels of fire protection . ., are expected to be adequate with or without
the proposed project.”

3. The BRT Alternative Would be a Significant Threat to Public
Safety and Convenl Especlaily Along Chandler Boulevard.

L

While any BRT alternative poses a threat to public safety, the Fuil BRT alternative

poses significant threats to the safety of members of the Chandler neighborhood
ity, which is predominantly Jewish Orthodox. (See DEIR/EIS, p. 4-75.} The

Orthodox Jewish Sabbatls encompasses a significant port of two days each and every
week ~ the Jatter part of Friday and the greater part of Santrday: 104 days o year, plus
Biblical festivals that bring the total to nearly {25 days per ycar during which thousands
of members of the Chandler/ Valley Village community ~ estimated &t more than 5,000
people - these restrieti The DEIR/EIS lists three synagogues on Chandler,
Emek Hebrew Academy, and Nonth Hollywood High School, but fails to list Valley
Torah High School and Yad Avraham Sephardic Synagogue. (DEIR! EIS, Tablc 4-1 at 4-
41.) Fult information should be set forth and the impact to this unique community must
be reconsidered.

Pedestrisn raffic is heavy in this neighborhood for sever] reasons: (1) there are

15 schools near the route, with th ds of students p g through twice daily; (2} for
many Orthodox Jewish residents there are approximately 123 days per annum on which
driving is prohibited for at lcast part of the day; {3) many elderly aeighborhood retirernent
facility residents ety on walks slong Chandler as daily physical therapy; and (4) most

2 duct multiple session prayers every morning and cveaing to which youths
lnd many elderly, who generally walk very stowly, attend. The 100-foot wide right of
way would take a long time to cross and expose pedestrians to traffic hazards for great

lengths of dime.

C#1-IC.3

The DEIRELS claims pedesirian ibility so religious institutions “would not

Comment C11-lIC.3

Valley Torah High School was constructed during preparation of the Draft
EIS/EIR. Yad Avraham Sephardic Synagogue is under construction at the
time of this writing. Please see the responses to Comments C11-IIC.2(a),

C5-6, C5-7, C9-29, and C9-68.

TR
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be reduced aloag Chandier Boulevard, due to new mid-block crossings” and that
*“pedestrian safety would be maintained st intersections and/or comidar crossings by
installing fencing, proper signalization, pedesirian gates, and signage.” (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-
108.) However, this optimistic f is disputed by residents of the nearby commmunity
whe know from experi that such impede their access,

4, Growth-Iinducing Tmpacts Should be Reanslyzed.

The DEIR/EIS fails to acknowledge the growth inducing impact of routing the
BRT threugh residential neighborhoods, including the Chandler Burbank ncighborhood,
rather than distributing enhanced bussing throughout the Valley, or, with the BRT,
ting a portion through the sfready ial and muiti-family neighborhood aloog
Oxnard.

In Friends of “B* Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal. App.3d 988, the court
opiped that the growth-inducing impacts from construction of a single street would be
extensive:

The project would result in the loss of the residential community
characteristic of the area, and a decrease in residential property values. The
idential desirability of adj tes would be adversely affected

by the increased noise and exp to traffic, reduced setbacks of the
structures from the street, and the loss of on-strect parking. The conversion
of single-fomily dwellings 1o commercial or multi-femily ute would be
accelerated.

Friends of “B" Sereet, st 1003, ecmphasis added. Just as construction of a street could be
expected 1o accelerate the conversion of single-family dwellings, the siting of an
exclusive busway would have the same effect.

5. Commurity Division Will be a Sigaificant Impact.

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines recormmends that public agencies query
whether a proposed project will “Physically divide an established community.” (CEQA
Guidelines, App. G, IX subd. (8}.) Courts have d that the p ption of
significance in the predecessor of this section, former Appendix G subdivision (i), “was
intended to apply to projects, such as highway construction, that would constitute
physical barriers dividing a community.” (Carkay Mortuary, Inc. v. San Francisco
Planning Comm ‘n (1989) 207 Cal. App. 34 275, 280.)

Tettica

cont'd

C11-IC.4

C11-HC.5

“The DEIR/EIS statcs an advenc impact could occur “if the presence of the project <

Comment C11-lIC.4

The Friends of “B” Street opinion is clearly distinguishable from the
proposed BRT project in that the quoted language refers only to conditions
specific to that particular case. Clearly, the court was not suggesting that
any and all street construction projects have exactly the same environmental
effects. The MTA rejects the simplistic notion that, because a street project
that formed the basis of a well-known CEQA case was found to have
certain environmental effects, all other street projects must, therefore, be
found to have the same exact effects. MTA believes that Section 4-16.6
correctly describes the growth-inducing impacts of the BRT.

Comment C11-lIC.5

Please see the responses to Comment C5-9 and Comment C9-1. Using year
2000 traffic counts, averages across the Chandler Boulevard reach between
9,000 and 15,000 vehicles per day travel on Chandler Boulevard. Please
also see the responses to Comments C9-1 and C9-14.
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could potentially change the character of the neighborhood by introducing an
incompatible use to the arca.” (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-35). And and impact could occur if “the
project alignment. . . could substantially impair access to, from, or within & neighborhood
or create a division within a ncighbochood that was not previously present” (DEIR/ELS, p.
4-85)

‘The community’s character along Chandler will be changed because of the
significant increase in bus trffic this road will experience. The DEIR/EIS admits ©, . .
the proposed bus schedute differs greatly from the infrequent freight train trips that
characterized the right-of-way in past years. . .” That statement highlights the difference
between historic usage and planned usage. There has been no bus traffic on Chandler
west of Whitsett for over ten years because there is no ridership on Chandler to support
such bus tnaffic. The DEIR/EIS claims the sdded buses “would not substantislly increase
the number of vehicles traveling along the transit corridor™ but this is wrong because 48
trips will occur every hour (DEIR/EIS, p. 3-26 [reporting 24 trips per hour in each
direction]), thus resulting in 1152 new bus mrips every day. This increase would
significantly increase traffic on a roadway where p 1y oaly “hundreds of cars™ travel.
(DEIR/EIS, p. 4-88,) The DEIR/EIS fails to provide accurate data regarding the usage of
Chandler Street. In Tabie 3-2, Existing Characteristices of East-West Arterials, Oxnard
Street is noted as a Secondary arterial with 14,000.28,000 vehicle trips, but no similar
information is given for Chondler. Charncteristics of Chandler should be included before
any Tusion can be r bly made that its characteristics would not substantinily
change with the addition of 1152 new bus trips per day.

6. Community Disruption Will Be Caused by Rest Estate
Acquisition sad Displacement.

There are aress of commercial and industrial lease termination under both the Full
BRT and the Oxnard variation, but with the Chandier align there is a i
area of residential leases” that will have be terminated {DEIR/EIS, p. 4-58). These

idential dismptions include “fences, landscaping, patios, and even a poal. . ..

(DEIR/EIS, p. 4-60.) The mitigation for displ of p and busi is
compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970. {DEIR/EIS, p. 4-67.) However, no specific standard of
significance is stated. Instead, it is assumed mitigation would reduce this impact to
insignificance. The CEQA Guidelines specifically use constraction of & road or freeway
which divides 8 community as the type of physical change for which “... the social effect
on the community would be the basis for determining that the effect would be
significant.” Guidelines § 15131 subd. (b). The DEIR/EIS must state the basis it uses for
determining ihe effect is not significant,

CH-IC.5
cont'd

Cit-lIC.8

Comment C11-lIC.6

The effects of property acquisitions and displacements may be significant
with respect to either individual property owners or to an entire community.
Property acquisitions are significant to individual owners when their
property is taken and they must relocate. The significance of property
acquisitions for a community can be significant if they are so numerous as
to divide or otherwise disrupt the fabric of an established community.

In the first instance, eligible displaced persons and businesses will be made
whole through financial compensation and relocation assistance, with no
significant effect remaining. In the second case, the number of acquisitions
associated with the proposed BRT project is such a small proportion of all
residences and businesses in both the immediate community and the
transportation corridor as a whole that there is no likelihood of substantial
disruption to the community. See the responses to Comments C5-8, C5-9,
and C9-1.
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7.  The Alr Quality Falls to Analyze Impacts Cansed by the Project.

Transportation routes have profound short- and loag-term air quality impacts.
Association Concerned About Tomorrow, Inc. v. Dole, 610 F.Supp. 1104,1110 (N.D. Tex.
1985), “Transportation routes affect human and physical settlement patterns throughout &
region, which in turn have 8 major impact on air qualizy, plant and animat habitats, and
noise.” Debita v. County of Nepa (1995) 9 Cal4th 761, 819, emphasis added.

The DEIR/ELS predicts that regional air quality will be improved (DEIR/ESS, p. 4-

182) because of a cleaner vehicle fleet means Year 2020 air poliution concentrations
would be approximately half their current levels (DEIR/ETS, p. 4-187). By assuming &
situation based upon the vehicle fleet twenty years in the future, the DETR/EIS completefy
fails to analyze the situation that would occur immediawly following project approval, as
numerous bus ips are added to city streets. For example, as shown above, 1152 new bus
trips per day would be added to Chandler Boulevm'd, which currently has no bus traffic
west of Whitgett. This represents an enormous | in emissi g traffic
which the DEIR/EIS [uls to account for. The DEIR/ELS stafes mmu; co

concentrations at certain in jons exceed stats d ﬂs(DElRfELS p. 4-178), then
presents 8 situation in Year 2020 where no standard is g that vehicl
flect improvements wilk reduce emissions up to 80%. There is nn m:counnng for growth
in trafTic or the possibility that standards may be ded during the interveing years.
Thus, the air quality analysis needs to be subscantially revised.

8.  BRT Alternstives Cenanot be Selected Based Upon the Existing
Record B of 1 an Section 4{f) Protecied Resources.

The DEIR/ELS demounstrates that the Full BRT and the Oxnard variation
potentially affects public wildlife and waterfowl refuges, historic sites, and bikeways,
while the TSM and No Build Alternatives would not. {DEIR/EIS, pp. 4-294 t0 4-295.)
As # federal partner in this project, FTA is constrained by Section 4(0 of the Deplr:ment
of Transportation Act. This is one of the most st federal en fand
historic preservation ever d by Congr The siatute explicitly prohibits
the Secratary of Transportation from approving any project that requires the “use™ of
historic sites or parkland, unless (1) there is no “prudent and feasible™ altemative to the
use of the sites, and (2) “all possible planning™ has been taken to minimize harm to the
sites. 28 US.C. § 138;49 U.S.C. § 303(¢).

The avoid date of S 4(f) applics whenever & transportation project
will require the “use” of a resource protected under the statute, even if that “use™ fall
short of actual taking of land. The determination of whether a1 “use” has occurred,
includes constructive use by "nmse air pollution and general unsightliness” (D.C.

C11-IIC.7

C11-1IC.8

Comment C11-lIC.7

The EIS/EIR analyzed air quality impacts associated with implementation
of the proposed project for the year 2020 in order to reflect full operation of
the proposed project at a time when project-related traffic would be
stabilized. Section 4-7.3.1 provides the estimated change in criteria
pollutant emissions for the three build alternatives (Full BRT, On-Street
Alignment, and MOS). The regional emissions estimates for the three build
alternatives accounts for the increase in bus vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
due to the proposed project. The emissions estimates also include the
change in passenger vehicle VMT and commuter rail VMT as a result of the
increase in bus trips from the proposed project.

In addition to the impacts the proposed project would have on regional
emissions, Section 4-7.3.4 discusses the localized impacts that would result
from the increase in bus activity. Since CO concentrations are higher when
vehicles idle or travel at low speeds, CO concentrations at bus stations were
analyzed. Additionally, CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and
temporal distribution of vehicular traffic. Although the proposed project
would increase the number of daily bus trips, it is unlikely that all buses
operating under the proposed project would be traveling in the area at the
same time. The CO analysis in Section 4-7.3.4 calculates CO
concentrations emitted by buses at the bus stations during peak hour, when
most of the buses would be traveling along the busway. It is estimated that,
during peak hour of operation, buses for the Full BRT and On-Street
Alignment would contribute to approximately 0.3 ppm and 0.2 ppm of the
one- and eight-hour CO concentration in the area, respectively. Buses for
the MOS would contribute to approximately 0.2 ppm and 0.1 ppm of the
one- and eight-hour CO concentration in the area, respectively. CO
concentrations contributed by buses were added onto year 2020 one- and
eight-hour ambient CO concentrations of 5.1 ppm and 3.6 ppm,
respectively. Thus, one- and eight-hour CO concentrations at bus stations
area estimated to be approximately 5.4 ppm and 3.8 ppm, respectively, for
the Full BRT and On-Street Alignment. One- and eight-hour CO
concentrations at bus stations for the MOS is anticipated to be
approximately 5.4 ppm and 3.8 ppm, respectively. Since CO dissipates as
the distance from the source increases, contributions of CO by buses at
study intersections would be significantly less than at the bus stations. As
shown in Section 4-7.3.2, none of the study intersections are anticipated to
exceed the State one- and eight-hour CO standards. Contributions of CO by

San Fernando Valley
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buses at nearby study intersections would not result in violations of the
State CO standards.

The assumptions in the EIS/EIR are based on the emissions inventory
compiled by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The EMFAC7G
emissions model and the MEVI7G emissions inventory model were used in
the EIS/EIR when estimating poliutant emissions, pollutant concentrations,
and year 2020 ambient CO concentrations. The EMFAC7G emissions
model is a set of CARB-approved emissions factors for motor vehicles.
The emissions factors generated from the EMFACTG emissions model
indicate that pollutant emissions in future years are anticipated to be less
than existing conditions. The MVEI7G emissions inventory model consists
of predicted vehicle emissions based on future VMT. The predicted vehicle
emissions and estimated VMT from the MVEI7G emissions inventory
model were projected by the CARB. Based on the MVEI7G emissions
inventory model, year 2020 VMT would be greater than existing conditions
and pollutant emissions from individual vehicles in year 2020 would be less
than existing conditions. This increase in cleaner-running vehicles offsets
the increase in VMT as a result of stringent state and federal mandates, as
well as the removal of older vehicles over the 20-year period.

The EIS/EIR indicates that the existing one- and eight-hour CO
concentrations are anticipated to be approximately 10.4 ppm and 7.3 ppm,
respectively. Year 2020 one- and eight-hour ambient CO concentrations are
calculated to be approximately 5.1 parts per million (ppm) and 3.6 ppm,
respectively. Year 2020 ambient CO concentrations are calculated to be
lower than the existing ambient CO concentrations. Year 2020 ambient CO
concentrations are derived by using the federal protocol for calculating
future ambient CO concentrations (see 40 CFR Part 51). Based on the
federal protocol, year 2020 ambient CO calculations are calculated by
applying a factor to the existing ambient CO concentrations. The factor is
derived by multiplying the ratio of future to current emissions factors to the
ratio of future to current traffic. The existing and future emissions factors
are derived from the EMFAC7G emissions model; and the existing and
future traffic volumes are derived from the MEVI7G emissions inventory
model.  The resulting year 2020 ambient CO concentrations, which are
added onto project-related CO contributions from traffic, park-and-ride
facilities, and bus stations, are lower than the existing ambient
concentrations since the factor is calculated to be a number that is less than
one.

San Fernando Valley
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MTA and FTA
July 3, 2001
Page 13

Federation of Civic Ass'ns v. Volpe, 459 F.2d 1231, 1239 (D.C. Cir. 1971), cert. denied,
405 US 1038 (1972) } The courts, including the Ninth Circuit, have been virtually
in g the Y term “usc” very broadly, to include not only the

physical taking or incorporation of land from historic sites and parks, but also the indirect
adverse effects of transponiation projects, such as noisc, air poliution, vibration, and
visual impacts, which may threaten harm to protected sites acarby. These indirect effocts
may amount to & “constructive use” of the site, thus triggering the full protection of
Section 4(f), if they would “substantixlly impair™ the protected values of the property.
(See Adler v. Lawis, 675 F.2d 1085, 1092 {9th Cir. i982) {“Even off-site activitics are
govemed by § 4(f) if they could creatc sufficiently serious impacts that would
substantially impair the value of the site in terms of its prior significance and
enjoyment™); Stop H-3 Ass 'n v. Coleman, 533 F.2d 434, 445, 452-53 (9th Cir.}, cert.
denicd, 429 U.S. 999 (1976) (6-lane highway passing within 100-200 foet of a historic
petroglyph rock would result in constructive use); Citizen ddvocates for Responsible
Expansion, Inc. (I-CARE) v. Dole, 770 F.2d 423, 441 (Sth Cir. 198%) (widening of
elcun:d highway from 4 to 9 lanes, coming within 40200 feet of several downtown

ic buildings was ive use); Coalition Againgt & Raised Expressway (CARE)
v. Dole, 835 F. Zd 803, 810 (1 1th Cir. 1988} {clevated watetfront highway within 40-100
fect of urban historic buildings was constructive use); see alse 23 CF.R. § 771.135(p))

The DEIR/EIS fails to avoid or minimize harm lo public recreational and historic
properties that would suffer “coastructive use,” and fails to acknowiedge the potential for
any constructive use impacts at all. In fact, the most telling evidence of this particular
4(f) violation is that not g single instance of constructive use is scknowledged for the
entire Project. On the contrary, the DEIR/EIS states “No constructive use of the wildlife
reserve would occur.™ (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-302.) The DEIR/EIS concludes “use™ of Section
(f) resources is limited exclusively to those with physical impacts. The DEIR/EIS
essentially substitutes a “physical take™ standard for the tive use doctri an
approach that nmply cannot be iled with well-established standards for ¢ g
“constructive use” under Section 4(1), The who!e poml of the constructive usc doctnnc is
to evaluate, and avoid or minimi impacts thet are “more subtle”
than a physical wking of land, (D.C. Federation of Civic Ass'ns v. Volpe, 459 F 2d at
1239.)

The DEIR/EIS should analyze the noise impacts on the Sepulveda Basin Wildlife
Reserve, with its associnted parks and playing ficlds, eather than assume it “wiil be lost
within the traffic noise currently generated slong Victory Boulevard.” {DEIR/EIS, p. 4-
301.) The EIR cannot assume the addition of impacts 10 an already bad situations will not
be significant because the project’s cumulative impact of the poor noise environment
must be considered. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Honford (1990) 221

Cal.App3d 692, 718.) Tn Los Angéles Unified School Dist. v. City of Los Angeles f

cH1-liC8

Comment C11-lIC.8

The comment is incorrect in stating that there is no analysis of potential
constructive use of Section 4(f) resources in the EIS/EIR. In fact, Section
4-14.4.1.c describes all potential uses (i.e., direct, temporary, and
constructive) that could potentially result from the BRT Alternative. The
comment apparently misunderstands the terminology that has been utilized
to designate the Sepulveda Basin area. The entire basin area is referred to
as the Sepulveda Dam Recreation Area. Seven smaller subunits comprise
the recreation area, including the Sepulveda Basin Wildlife Reserve to
which the commenter refers. The discussion of this smaller subunit in
Section 4-15.4.2 of the EIS/EIR should not, and does not, constitute the
only discussion of potential use of Section 4(f) resources in the entire
Sepulveda Basin area.

Please see the responses to Comments B1-26 to B1-32 regarding noise and
visual effects in the Sepulveda Basin area.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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(“LAUSD") (1998} 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, the court of appeal rejected the contention that a4

project’s contribution to s regional condition aeed not be extensively examined if it is
individually smatl. In LAUSD, the City of Los Angeles® conclusion that increases in
noise levels around schools caused by the project were insignificant because levels
already were beyond the maximum level permitted under Department of Health
guidelines was held to have failed to properly analyzes the cumulative effect of the project.
(. at 1025.) For the same reason that the environmental reviews were set aside in Kings
County and LAUSD, the analysis must be redane here.

Since there are two parks within S0 feet, and five others are J00 feet or less from
the alternative alignments {(DEIR/ELS, p. 4-294), the constructive use of these areas must
be analyzed. The Army Corps of Engineers wrote that it had reviewed the project and
“determined that the project will affect Sepulveda Dam's flood control capacity,” (Ammy
Corps Oct. 27, 2000 letter, Appendix H, Agency Comments.) Therefore, it is clear that

proposed fill would “use” of a section ¥(f) Additionally, the BRT
Fall allgumem poicnuully affects historic sites, (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-295) Therefore, all
i g to minimize harm to these sites must be undertoken.

¥

H.  Nolse tmpacts Wil Be Significast.

The DEIR/EIS concludes that noise impacts will be less than significant because it
il mitigati will be impt d and effective. “Without mitigation,

454 noise impacts arc projected for the Full BRT Allemative, including 310 with
moderate impact and 144 with severe impact.” (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-221.) No impacts are
expected with the TSM or No Build altematives. {DEIR/EIS, p. 4-222.) The mitigation
proposed for these severe impacts are quieter vehicles, sound barriers “on the order oF {2
feet” and sourd insulation. (DEIR/EILS, p, 4-223.) To fully mitigne noise impacts, 4.4
miles of {2-ft high sound wall would be required. (DEIR/EIS, p. 4-224.) Such u long
high wall would create impacts of its own in terms of aesthetics and possibie vi of
Los Angeles Municipal Code height icti Additionally, a dwal] that red
bus noise and visual impact for thase outside the wall also will muffle or conceal
emergency-vehicle n!ann sounds and visibility outside the soundwall from MTA bus
drivers, Where mitigati bave of thtir own, those impacts must be
analyzed. (Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986, 995-996; CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a}{(1}¥D).}

IIl. The DEIR/EIS Fails to Require Feasible Mitigation Measuares.

CEQA requires that every EER must ina ] of potential
mitigation measures available to uvold or reduce adverse environmental effects. Pub.
Res. Code Scction 21000(b)(3); Guidelines Scetion 15 126(c). This is because onc of the

C11-IC.8
cant'd

C11-H

lCﬁ-III

Comment C11-H

As discussed in Section 4-9.4 of the EIS/EIR, the project includes up to
approximately 29,000 feet of sound walls. Some of these sound walls
would be located near the intersection of the busway and local streets,
However, the walls would be set back (approximately 45 feet) from the
intersection in accordance with MTA requirements. The sound walls will
also conform to any other applicable City of Los Angeles standards and
regulations. The purpose of the setback is to provide adequate visibility for
both the buses and vehicle traffic, including emergency vehicles.

Even with the sound walls, emergency vehicles will generally be audible
within the busway. Furthermore, due to the setback requirements discussed
above, noise from the sirens will be audible well beyond the intersections.
As a result, adverse safety impacts under NEPA (significant safety impacts
under CEQA) from the proposed sound walls are not anticipated.

Soundwalls will be designed to be aesthetically integrated with the BRT
corridor and sufficiently separated from residences such that adverse
secondary impacts will not result.

Comment C11-Ill

The intersection of Laurel Canyon and Chandler was the only significantly
affected intersection among those studied along Chandler Boulevard.
However, regardless of lack of significant impacts at other study
intersections, as part of the BRT design process, left turn lanes and
protected exclusive left turn phases will be provided at all street crossings
along Chandler Boulevard including those stated in this comment. These
improvements would not be required as “mitigation measures”; rather they
are standard design features of the BRT project. The Chandler/Corteen,
Bellair and Varna intersections were not identified by LADOT as necessary
study intersections, due to their relatively minor nature. However, the BRT
preliminary design has considered all necessary geometric modifications to
implement a BRT project in accordance with design standards at these
intersections. The purchase of “clean fuel” buses (such as compressed
natural gas) is an MTA Board policy. Buses purchased for the BRT would
also be clean fuel buses.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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Comment C11-lV
The commenter’s support for the Lankershim/Oxnard alignment is noted for
the record.

MTA and FTA

July 3, 2001

Pagsls

basic purposes of an EIR is to identify significant effects on the environment and 4

“indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” cHi-l

(Pub. Res. Code Section 21002.1(a).) A mitigation monitoring plan with fully cont'd

enforceable conditions is required. (Pub.Res.Code Section 21081.6(b).) A public agency

must d ine that all proposed mitigation and/or project alternatives capable

of substantially reducing envi | impacts have sctually been incorporated into the

project or that the propesed mitigation orsl ives are infeasible for specific

economic, social, or other reasons, (Pub. Res. Code Section 21081{a); Sierra Clieb v.
Gllray City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30.)

The mitigation measure of protected Jeft turn lanes is proposed for the i
of Laurel Canyon and Chandler (DEIR/EIS, p. $-22), but similar impacts are not
mitigated at Chandler and Colfax, Corteen, Whitseit, Bellair, Cotdwater Canyon, Ethel,
and Vama. It appears Chandler’s § jon with Costeen, Bellaire, and Varna are not
analyzed a1 8ll. {Sce DEIR/EIS, Appendix 1)

Further, the DEIR/EIS states that the BRT would use Compressed Nawral Gas
("CNG") rather than diesel but the DEIR/EIS does not commit to that mitigation
measures.

IV. 1f the MTA Proceeds With a BRT Alternatlve, The Oxaard Street Route
Should be Selected Because it Would Serve a Greater Number of Poteniial
Riders, Would be Less Costly, and Would be Leas Disruptive to the Adjacent
Neighborhood.

The CCTC does not support the BRT because thers are safer, less expensive, and C11-lv
more effective ways to increase mobility in the San Fernando Valley. However, ifthe =
MTA insizts upon going forward with the BRT, then the CCTC {eels the DEIR/EIS data
shows the Oxnard Sireet Route is superior because it would have the following benefits
when compared with the Chandler route: (1} it will transport the same nataber of people
between Lankershim and Warner Center in only a lintle more time; (2) it provides direct
transportation to Vailey College; (3) it serves the rental community along Oxnard Street,
which is more likely to use public transit; (4) it would belp businesses at Valley Plaza and
in the strip malls along Laurel Canyon from Oxnard Street northward; and (5) it avoids
virtually al} the impacts on the large portion of the Chandler community which is
pedestrian dependent b of religious restrictions, the public safety hazards
associated with a wide busway in the middle of 2 wide strest, which has to be crossed on
foot by members of the community on the Sabbath, and histocical rescurce impacis

d with an alig along Chandler.

Apparently, the MTA s1aff thvors the Full BRT over the Oxnard Variation because 3

San Fernando Valley page 7-191
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Comment Letter C12 Response to Letter C12

The commenter’s suppert for the Chandler Boulevard alignment (and
opposition to the Lankershim/Oxnard alignment) is noted for the record, as

Laurel Plaza Neighborhood Association are the 1,484 such opinions conveyed by means of petition.
6013 Carpentes Avenue, North Hollywood, CA 91606
818.754-1220

Tune 26. 2001

Kevin Michel

Los Angeles County Transporation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

22 Floor, MS 99-22-3

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Petition Against Oxnard Alternative
Dear Mr. Michei,

Attached is a petition signed by £,484 concerned citizens who oppose the Oxnard Alternative.
The petition is signed by the following; residents of homes and apaniments along Oxnard;
peaple whe work on or near Oxnard, citizens of the Orthodox community aleng Oxnand,
members of Emmanuel Lusheran Charch; members of Laurel Plazs Neighborhood Assaciation;
residents of Valley Glen and North Hollywood; pasents of children who attend Grant High
School, Erwin Street Elementary, Monlux Elementary, Victory Elementary and Eagrel Hall
School. Some employres ac the sbove listed schools and some emplayees at the Robi May
have also signed the petition. I is felt that of the four choices presented by the MTA the
Chandler route is the most viable alternative.

Sincerety, Q.m—Q

Diann Corral
President

Enclosure

Ce:  Mayor James Hahn
Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky
Senator Richard Afarcon
Councilman Joel Wachs
Asscmblymember Robert M. Hertzberg

The patitions and 44 tetters, 211 stating similar conger h
g otitiiy 9 Rrns, hava been received and
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Group C — Community Organizations

VALLEY VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIA
P.O. Box 4916, Valley Village, CA 91617 « (318) 504-5158 SCANNED %
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June 29, 2001

Mr, Kevin Michet

1.0 Angcles Coumty Melropolitan
Yransportation Authority

One Gatoeway Plura, 22 Noor
MR 99.22-5

Loz Angeles, Cal. 90012

Dear Mr. Michel,

The Valley Village Homeowners Association has the ﬂolkwang comments en 1be draft
DEIS/IDEIR:

1. Page2-32, 10p of the page.  The drafl notes that Option 2 “Jocates buses on Chandler

Boulevand in mixcd emffic and the existing medion would be unchanged from today™,
However, nowlsere cise in the DEIS/TIEIR s there any analysis of this variation for a
Chandler Boulevard busway rowie. All of the analysis is fot 8 busway in the Chandles | C14-1
median, not v the existing roadways of Chandier Boulevard. Our Association
requiests 1hat cither an analysis of Option 2 be added to the DEIS/DEIR of that n
supplenent to the DEIS/DEIR be prepored for Option 2. In addition, this analysis
should state whether the Chandler Boulevard wiedian will be still be Jandscaped
and the railroad tracks removed under Oplion 2.

2, Pagedd, Iowerporlionol’page Table 3-2 & ly states that Burbank Boulevard is
slassificd as a Second hwray when it (s Ity shown a5 & Major highway on C14-2
the Van Nuys-North Shcrman Oaks District Man and on the Highways and Preeways
map of the Transporration Element of the 108 Angeles Generad Flan. The classifics-
tion for Burbank Boulevard should be changed 10 Muajor highway,

3. Pages 4-6%, hatton: portion & 4-89, top portion. The di of rejocati i for
outdoor adventiing feases tha ure terminated notes that 27 outdoor advertising leases

would have to be torminated for the Full BRT and 12 leases would be terminated for 014'3

the Lankershinm/Oxnartd On-Strect Alignment with the difference of 15 leases
presumably being due o billbosnils in the Chandler Boulevard median at Whitsett

v

Response to Letter C14
Comment C14-1

Although the MTA Board did not direct staff to evaluate the option of
operating buses in mixed traffic along Chandler Boulevard within the
EIS/EIR, it was considered during the development of the report, and
included as “Option 2” in the Draft EIS/EIR. However, the environmental
considerations of operating in mixed traffic, particularly the potentially
significant noise impacts of operating near homes and community facilities,
caused it to be eliminated from consideration. The Final EIS/EIR text has
been modified to reflect this decision.

Comment C14-2

This comment has been noted and the correction has been made in the Final
EIS/EIR.

Comment C14-3

The analysis of potential real property acquisitions, including outdoor
advertising signs, is essentially a “snapshot” of conditions as they were at
the time the draft environmental document was prepared. It is likely that a
number of conditions may have changed in the intervening period, such as
the removal of some outdoor advertising signs. A current inventory of all
properties subject to acquisition will be compiled subsequent to project
approval. In the event that removal of some advertising signs is necessary,
negotiations with sign owners may or may not result in compensation or
other relocation assistance.

Comment C14-4

Please see the response to Comment C14-3.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
xa® EIS/EIR
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Group C - Community Organizations

Avenue and at Laveel Canyon Boulevard. However, there are 9o longer any A

billboards in the Chandler median a1 Whitsctt and st Lavrel Canyon, . Our Associa-
tion, with the assi of State S R thal and Alarcon, was able to oblain
the remova] of the biliboards from the median, The billboard companies completed
the removal of 16 bilihaards from the median in August and September, 2000
without compensation and without relocati i Thezéfore, the aumber of
Jeases that would be terminated for the Full BRT should be about the same as the
number of lcases to be terminated for the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment,
around 12 lcases.

Page 4-128, middie of the page. Since the billboards were removed from the Chandler
Boulevard median in August and Scplember, 2000 the “Billbourds are
located in she median at Eauret Canyon Boulevard and Whitsent Avenue.” is no
[onger correct (sce ne. 3 above) and should be deleted,

Page 4-144, middle of the page. The Valley Village Senior Apartments are three mther
than four stoties in height.  Since the biliboands were removed from the Chandier
Boulevard median in August and September, 2000 the sentence " There aro biltboards
in the right-of-way, which are stated for removat by the billboard company.” should

be changad (o *There were billboand in the right-of-way that were removed by the
bitiboard comparsies in August st Septimber, 2000,"

Page 4-261, bottom of the page. A sentence states thal new bridges would be roquired for
vp te three of the channels (Bull Creek and two branches of the Tujunga Wach} for
the MOS alternative. Where Is the second branch of the Tujusgs Wash? in
checking s map, the Tujungs Wash has only one branch.

Page 6-17, 1op of the page. Table 6-6 lists n tmnsfer time of three mimtes as part of the
total nuntime from Warner Center to downtown. Bascd on cur experience in riding
the Red Line subway, this is not realistic. Besides the wait for the Metro Rail trein
fo arrive at the North Hollywood siation, there is the additiona! wait of six to seven
mirantes whilo \he wain sits in the North Hollywood station before departing,
apparenily to change drivers or for the driver (o take a break, The wansfer time
should be half of the time between the departure of a Meiro Rail train and the
departure of the next irain, to average out the differing amvival times of passengers,
phus walking fime from the bus 1o the siation platform. The resulting transfer time {2
probably st heast ten minutes.

The DEIS/DEIR appears to be silent on whetxr any of the north/south local streets that
are pot major streets will be closed as pant of this project. Examples of such [ocal soreets
are Vesper Avenue, Ethel Avenue, Belinite Avenue and Corteen Place. Please indicate
in your responses 1o the comments whether any of these north/souths stroets will closed
where they cross the right-of-way for this project.

C14-3
cont'd

C14-4

C14-5

C14-6

C14-7

C14-8

Comment C14-5
The corrections noted in the comment have been made in the Final EIS/EIR.

Comment C14-6

There is in fact only one branch of the Tujunga Wash that passes through
the project area. The text in Section 4-12.1.1 has been revised in the Final
EIS/EIR.

Comment C14-7

The transfer time of 3 minutes used in Table 6-6 accounts for a Red Line
headway of approximately 6 minutes at North Hollywood, which is the
headway which was used in the modeling of 2020 Red Line operations.
Because trains would leave North Hollywood every 6 minutes, the average
wait for someone at the platform would be half that time, or 3 minutes.
This methodology is the same methodology used by the commenter. It is
also important to take into account the walking time required between the
BRT terminus and the Red Line platform. Although the potential exists to
construct a portal directly from the BRT terminus on the west side of
Lankershim Boulevard to the Red Line station, the BRT Alternative as
described in the EIS/EIR would require patrons to cross Lankershim at the
signal at South Chandler Boulevard and access the Red Line via the existing
portal on the east side of Lankershim Boulevard. This walking time would
vary depending on the passenger but would be approximately 3 additional
minutes for a typical passenger. However, this time should also be taken
account when considering total travel time from Warner Center to
downtown Los Angeles. Therefore, Table 6-6a (the revised version of
Table 6-6) has been revised to include the walking time between the BRT
and the Red Line.

Comment C14-8

In general, most minor north/south streets will remain open. Specifically,
all streets mentioned in the comment (Vesper Avenue, Ethel Avenue,
Bellaire Avenue and Corteen Place) would remain open. These minor street
crossings and their geometric treatments are indicated in detail in the
Preliminary Engineering plans.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

'RREXXS EIS/EIR
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Comment C14-9
The MTA Board has selected the Full BRT variation, which would operate
S, the DEISMEIR also docs et discuss whether the Chandler Boulevard median will still ithi i levard as the Locally Preferr
be landscaped if the Oxnard Street atternative fot the busway i sclected, Please indicate { C14-9 within ‘he median of Char}dler Bou s y . ed
ins your responses i e comments whether of ot the landscaping of the Clinndler Alternative (LPA) for the corridor. The Board also directed staff to include
Boulevard medinn will be done even if the median is not used for tesy and the H i 1 i
Onrtnd Street altermative i selecnd inssond as an option operating service along La‘nkcrshlm Boulevard and Oxnard
o Street on weekends. However, in either case, the BRT would be
Sincerely. constructed in the median of Chandler Boulevard. With construction of the
l : BRT Alternative, existing trees would be retained where possible, new trees
# /(/W" Fikeive /wiemi'l—/b‘:’y would be planted, and groundcover would be installed.
Losi Dinkin, Presidem Mare Woersclsing, Consultant
Vailey Village Homeowners Assockaion Valley Village Homeowners Assos,
P.O.Box 4916 P.0. Box 4471
Valley Village, Cat, 91617 Valley Village, Cal, 91617

7-199
San Fernando Valley page

East-West Transit Corridor
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Group C — Community Organizations

CAMERON
WOODS
ASSOCIATION

Meropoiian Oce
201 No. Figueroa S3oet. Sule 1460
Los Angiwes, CA 50012

R Dealt Ervvi Impect po

Cameran Woods is neightiorhood of sstattished homes sioce the lste $840s. It kas jusl sonh of the
proposed Sepulvecia Transi Center. Ammmmmwmmuaﬂmumw
tarpayers, saveral miltion doliars when the MTA was in nagoviations with 8 purponed deveicpment an the
mdwmmthnhthtwcm The Cameron
mmwmcmmmmmmmmw
03w the purchase prics of the S drive-in by a teindec age
Wppoting the bogus Since the devel had o
mammmmm

uimmmﬂy the Drof haa fated 10 protecs he Cameron Woods neighbarhood and residents in the near
vicinwty by

. mmwmmmimmnmmmwsmw
»  Faiiog o fully or specly maig and for Smpact on ihe neighborhocd,
landscaping
. Hdwumhmmwmmdwsmvmhhmmmhlmm
Heighoomond rom (e 1200 park and ride cars daity taking shortcuts spasding to thea bussos
theough tha pristine. quiel. chid Biled neighborhood.

Mwuwmsw mmmmmwwmmw
of ) 10 Braire it neighbortoods suppart of this project.

We B foliowang written Levitted For e record
Tha Kliowang CXTITICRS refer 10 Spacific figures Or sections in the Drad,

Figurs 2-18 This figure shows the Sepulveds Transd Centar Design Concept. OF concem hare is an sccess
mmmmmnmmdhwmmmmyuum

congasted
Walfic woukd TWUEG Wio The NBIgHbormntd Craaing raccing
rghbCMROs, Mwﬂmﬂmmummbmmu ooty from Sepciepda

Sachon 452, The Dral notes that the . of B pr Soruiveda Transt Carder {park and noe)
wmummmnmmam“ This weukd constium
advorst impact under NEPA (siordficand arpact under CEGA at this staton).  The drolt states, “Howewer,
sppropriate buffanng and compatibie isnd yse conditions would need 0 be iduted with proposed

Comment Letter C15

C15-1

C15-2

Dirien Avenue Homeowners Asawintion  Ine +  A3H Orion Averie Van Nuvs {7A 91414 v

Response to Letter C15
Comment C15-1

After reviewing the traffic characteristics of the Sepulveda park-and-ride, in
light of the 2020 projected traffic volumes forecast in the Draft EIS/EIR, it
has been concluded that providing only two access points to the Sepulveda
park-and ride lot would cause unacceptable traffic delay at the Haskell
Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection. Therefore, all three access points
to the park-and-ride lot will remain as currently proposed. However, in
order to respond to community concerns, Erwin Street will be restriped to
provide a left-turn lane for eastbound motorists turning left onto northbound
Sepulveda Boulevard. In addition, a left-turn lane will be provided for
westbound motorists turning into the park-and-ride.

On-street parking will be prohibited on Erwin Street between Peach Avenue
and Sepulveda Boulevard to allow for the left-turn lanes. In order to
discourage motorists from using the Cameron Woods/Blucher court
neighborhoods as a short cut to the park-and-ride, left turns out of the park-
and-ride on Erwin Street will be prohibited. Motorists exiting the park-and-
ride lot will only be permitted to turn right (eastbound) onto Erwin Street.
In addition, eastbound traffic approaching the park-and-ride lot entrance
from the west on Erwin Street will not be permitted to turn right into the
park-and-ride lot.

Comment C15-2

In response to community concerns, the MTA has modified the project to
incorporate a soundwall at this location. Examples of buffering that could
be made part of later development projects could include generous setbacks,
lighting restrictions, and landscaping.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

*IRX¥I EIS/EIR
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® Page 2 July 3, 2001
development projects in this s’ As this is . wo woukd ke darifica
Some spaciic sxamplas of what would constitute "app Drffering art lend use conditions.”

Saction 4163 paragraph £ This discusses the station at Sepulveds Boeverd The section noles, "A 20-oot
ianxiscaped bulier and possitie soundwall alon the norh adge of the parking Jot woudd creats an over 50 Soot

mnmumwm This metigution: bul wouks ike to be
assured thers will be 8 saurdwal. in adkiition thave 18 no discussion of the height of this scurdwall o any berm
in the hulerad iandecape arsa. W woukd sugomst (e seme mitigation: 83 3pacified slong the route of the tus
larws. memuwmamm-wm(mmza The tandscaping s not
spaciSed e we woukd request & dense well maintsinad landecapng. &.g., i Ywes.  As mitigetion againat
gralfi we would ke some form of lnndacepe covenng for the soundwall, e g, by.

- “The acoess road 3o ¥ north side of the station would be
aintainec.” This is somewhat confusing and we are Unclear the roec (o which ihis relars. We would ke some:
cigrificelion 2 o the locution of thia scosss road and any proposidt Sgress o ingress sceosnt 1 Erwin Sireet.

The comments following are not covered by the Dralt
Yraffic Infusion: Mesaurss:  Plsase refer 1o the included figure staggensd openings ko the

Propoing
osigh Boulen mmanmm»umm

\haaysulmdmtnmumdbmdmm This would discouraps ™ wmm
neighbormond

Also inchuded 18 8 suggesied slevation view of the Victory Boulevard snirance incluging & perimeter wall This
wal 33 & vigual cLe would further mitigate the use of the <wighborhood as 8 throughwey 1 e Tramet Cenber.

Sigrag: W would ke [0 588 the location of prepcsed informationst signage That would direct treffic &5 e
Sepuiveda Transit Conier. At the vary least we would B 1o sse such signage st the Nathbourd Vickory
Bonsavard exit of the 405 drecting trafSc Yo the access road 1o the leA (desctly cpposile of Heskalf). This woukt
dieeourage traffic from "short curting” frough the neighborhood. Plause 58e Dravwang C-117.

We app e cpp Y %0 n the procest and ook lorwand io Gur issuss being widressed by
e MTA

Sincansly,

Sievan P. Davis

Prasident

Orion Avenue Homeowners Association., Inc. - 6301 Orion Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91411

15-2
- 1A::::ont'd

C15-3

Ci54

C15-56

|c15-6

C15-7

Comment C15-3

In response to community concerns, the MTA has modified the project to
incorporate a soundwall at this location.

Comment Ci15-4

The access road would provide access from Haskell Avenue, pass under the
I-405 freeway and run paralle] to the busway into the Sepulveda Boulevard
station park-and-ride.

Comment C15-5

See response to comment C15-1.

Comment C15-6

Please see the response to comment C15-1.

Comment C15-7

As a part of the BRT project, MTA, subject to the City of Los Angeles and
Caltrans approval, will install signage at key intersections, including the
northbound Victory Boulevard offramp of the I-405 freeway directing
traffic to the Haskell Avenue access road and away from the Cameron
Woods neighborhood.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
1Y) EIS/EIR
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Comment C16-3
2 The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.

Comment C16-4

The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.
53 Comment C16-5
e e oo i 1 o, We e sl o gt e | C16-3 ’s opinion i
m;my:“ ﬁ:;‘:lmﬁ ﬂ:fh ﬁﬁm qu"; i m pacimgs o - The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.
sat Comment C16-6
Wasted spece
g2 The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.
More wasted space

813,834, 515, 8-36

More obfinscation

5-4 EINEIR ALTERNATIVES

541

No Build alemative is sbout a3 good as it gets since there is no where in any of the proposals C16-4
for increasing the north/south grid so that the existing serics of bus and mil routos are

connected into 8 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM,
$42

“Phe TSM ahtemative does nat address the northsouth problem and maintains just & scries of c16-5
soutes, 1t does not address the neod for 2 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM,

$43
The Bus Rapid Transit Alternstive (BRT) still does not address the: lack of northisouth ' C16-6

connectivity for the route ko work. [t alwo fails becaste it does riot address the lack of a
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

San Fernando Valley page 7-205
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$§411 FULL BRT
This short synopsis handly ells us the renl problems with this scenario. One has 1o read 2imost

every page o this EIR/EDS 1o really fathom the problems that this project really produces. This

whole EHVERS is an shomination thet seems 1o be cleverly disguised s and EIR/EIS but is
meant 1o confiise, requine snd abnormal amowt of tine @ find the information and is so
segmended that it defies comprehension.

Why isn't everything releted 1o each praject contained in that seciion?

1. There are no grade scparations al the rorhvsouth iona with the sireets.
& How do you propose not o impede north/south taffic with your design?

b. How do you improve surface traffic imes for all uailic.

¢. How do you landscape and not block vi £ both huses and stroet iraific?
. Why is so litile money being spent 0 make this effective in moving off waflic?
€. Why have the past commients and conoems thet sked lor s subway being totally

1]
f. Why can’t this project be done right the first tisne?

2. Yourtables show bk of documentation.
Table 1-2 page 1-3 merely says from 1998 MTA Travel Model, We wani o see the aw
dota that went indo tis and how U niodel was complied. Tha numbers defy the reslities
of whit Dx: vatious streets e froeways can cany.
Table [-3 show averags daily numbers of vehicles yot sy they sre of capacity
1€ they are at capacity then how can freeways with the sume number of lants have
diffesemt capacities? Yous give nizmbers without any docimentation fo substontiste any
validity.
Table 1-4 page §-9 and Tabie 3.2 page 3-3 give ADT Volames bat the volumes for each
street spe different from table |4 10 Table 3-2, They are from: the same source. How can
they be diffcrond? This mekes alf of your duts compietely suspect snd undif you can give
the caw data and how it was complied to the public to evaluate you have violsted both
NEPA und CEQA thet requirces validness of all information,

1-1.2.3 Public Transportation

It sty that there is an existing transis aetwork. However this network does not becomne 3
TRANSPORTATHON SYSTEM.

Haw do you propose 1o meke A TRANSPORATATION SYSTEM out of this oe wny of
the ether projects? Imn’{ the ubject to get 1o sny other pat of the groster Los Angeles arca

v

C16-7

c16-8

Cc16-9

Comment C16-7

North/south traffic will experience additional delays with the
implementation of the BRT. However, through proper design of the overall
system, the impacts on the north/south traffic should be minimized.
Identified -significant negative impacts will be mitigated through the
recommended mitigation measures. Diversion of some commuters from
personal auto to the BRT system will help reduce automobile trips. The
analysis has shown that grade separations at north-south arterial crossings
will not be necessary to mitigate negative impacts of the BRT project.
Landscaping will be constructed to city standards regarding site distances
A subway configuration was considered in previous phases in conjunction
with rail options and was rejected due to various environmental and
economic reasons.

Comment C16-8

Table 1-2: “Raw” data from the MTA model will need to be requested
directly from MTA. Specific questions about how the MTA model was
compiled should be addressed to the MTA’s modeling section.

MTA is currently preparing a methodology report regarding the
Transportation Demand Model for its Eastside light rail project. It is
anticipated this report will be completed in the near future and available for
public perusal. This is the same travel model used for the analysis of the
San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Bus Rapid Transit project,
and it is believed this general methodology report would serve to provide
answers to questions the commenter outlined in this letter. The table
reflecting traffic volumes contains information secured from 1997 traffic
counts provided by Caltrans. Finally, the average daily traffic counts were
secured from the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation’s
database, and MTA does not have access to their raw data.

Table 1-3: Volume ranges for freeways are provided for illustrative not
analytical purposes. The indicated figures are daily traffic flows and not
capacities as the comment contends. Freeways are at or near capacity when
the volumes are at the upper limits of the indicated ranges. Although not
relevant to this table and issue, freeways with the same number of lanes can
technically have different operational capacities due to differences in other
geometric features such as lane widths, lateral obstructions, horizontal and
vertical curvatures, percentage of heavy vehicles and other factors.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
4N FIS/EIR
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by being uvailable in short travel times thet will rival or excoed the single occupancy car
vehicke?

2. Fibe object s to reficve congestion on the surface strocts ther: C16-8
;mmmmwmmmmmm»ummu cont'd

wwy?

B, ‘Why are the parking fots designed te inhibit traffic slong the surface strects?
THIS IS AS YAR AS WE CAN GO IN THIS SUBMITTLE. However since you have
223 you will nccept alf that we are 10 subsit, we beveby give wotice that we will ghve
ferthier written testisnouy by Mondsy July 9, 2001 24 per phoae converastisa with Mr.
Kevia Michel,

Respectiully:

Gordon Murley
President

Tables 1-4 and 3-2: Comment noted. Volume ranges in Table 3-2 are the
latest and most up-to-date figures. Data in Table 1-4 have been updated to
match to Table 3-2. Volume ranges in these tables are provided for
illustrative, not analytical, purposes. Please also see the response to
Comment F16-7.

Comment C16-9

The BRT is anticipated to be a vital part of the transportation system in the
San Fernando Valley area by 2020. The travel time for BRT across the
Valley by 2020 will rival and exceed that of the private vehicle along the
same general corridor. With increased transit service (higher frequencies)
on the north-south feeder bus routes connecting to the BRT, introduction of
the Metro Rapid Bus on Ventura Boulevard, the connection to the Red Line
at North Hollywood, and the park and ride facilities, the BRT and its related
network elements will provide a viable transportation system connecting to
other parts of the greater Los Angeles area.

The park-and-ride lots are oniy one element of the overall system. The
BRT will be strongly supported by improved north-south bus service
provided by feeder lines as described in the EIS/EIR.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
"y EIS/EIR

page 7-207



Group C — Community Organizations

Comment Letter C17

Proweeting The Tniegaty Of Gur Communily

ok WHHO

- WOODLAND HILLS HOMEOWNE RS ORGANIZATION
PO. Box 5368, Worniiand Hille, CA #5363

July 9, 2001
Mr. Kevin Michel
Las Angeles Connty Transpoctation Authority
e Gateway Plaza
22 Floor, MS 99-22-5
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mr. Michel:

We are adding this sddendum 1o the response daad Jaly 3, 2001,

The ottachied pages of this addendum begin as page 5 and end us pape 8

We rmust say that the obluscation of this document really viotsics the intewt of both NEPA and
CEQA. The usz of adding 8 percentape rather thos: shany the mumsbors that shoukd have been
collectedt is a great disserviee and decciving of the public,

Mark Ferin, cvon though he never saw this docusnent, stated the absundity of this document
when he said there are “lies, damn lies and stotistics”,

We are therek g o get by asking questions sbout this d even

wnadnmcuhmfndhcmmmxds!oybnehqumﬂﬂmllmmwwuh
amp‘mluanumtuuimmwcquucmmndntb.mmwmrqmsﬁm We fully
expevt an answer that can be understoud by the genera) public and not in bureaucratic jargon.

Respectfully:
,/7/ toe TR i "
Gmlm Muﬂc\r
A Culiforms Noaprofis Corporation
4128 Mosra Prive, Woodland Hilks, Cufifomia 91362
{S17) 3465843 c-mil g murley/@workinet wit et
San Fernando Valley page 7-208
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ADDENDUM TO JULYZ, 2001 RESPONSE TO: SAN FERNANDO VALLEY
EAST/WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR
DRAFT EISEIR
STATE CLEARMNG HOUSE NUMBER 1995101050 PagesSto8

32 FUTURE CONDITIONS AND AREAWIE MOBILITY IMPACTS OF THE
PROJECT

“The percent of i of rid of 126is 1y small and shows that this as
pwmeddounmmﬂzmedsofﬂwpuﬁﬁcfum%yndn:mm 17-10
nordysouth fines 1o foed Venturs Bivd., proposed bus way and metrolink?

3225 Here ian gookd example of what Mark Twain said. Nood rew dats and formula used
10 even begin to fathom how these figures are derived. Why would ihe miles travelod | 17-11
be Jess”? On what assumption is this bescd?

33,01 Youdon't give and exact number of streets crossed. The si required has
mbmuluﬂuedmsbuchswwﬁwbn!ﬁc?mkﬂxdu\dmtnm&,
30 how do you increasc traffic flow both north/iouth and eastwest? MTA can use 1712
these 16 figure how much time will be lost in slower driving times, but should also -
admit that they arc the diret cause and not i in smount of vehicular traffic,
WKMWWWAM&”NMMM

3-3.1.4 Thas section shows how Tittk: is done to alleviate the corvent failure st rail cromings.

iow do o proposs 10 changs devers abieof “bening i sigoat® bt happere ll 0 | 17-13

frequently at il crossings and red lights? I you bave the sswers, then why arc they not now

inuse?

3-3.2.1 ‘This clearly shows, tha as designed, tet BRT is most detrimentat 10 overal! badlic

flow. That the parking lots will even more, gresily increase traffic delay and increase road rage

due o delays #t sipnals. How do you intend to reduce the frritation to both the potential bus

sider wnd the vehicle comoner?

There are 537 ttersections or just 53 critical fnterssetions along the proposed comidor, 1708 | 17-14

these are proposcd {o be st kevel E of worse.

Cannot find section 3-4 for mitigations. There is a section 3-3.3 Mitigation metsures under

which 3-1.3.1 and 3-3.3.2 gives some geoeralized siatenents. Just what are the mitigation

measwes? How do they mitigaie to kess than significart the tinw fictor. )f the mitigation in 1o

increase detay time, reduce traific speed, and increase road rage, then you heve mitigatod the

myﬁangﬂnmmnlohsbklbmhd’well\emm

33,22 Why are these changes classad an i 7 They increase traffic delay and
sunning rod signals for lcft tums sed endangtr orconieg trefBc for right hur. ‘ 17-15
34 PARKING

is used for park and ride. It docs not sy that park and ride as exiats now will be eliminated.

3.4 There is cumenly ar one parking lot and il is alrcady sl capucity. The other parking lot
How does one !l which of the 1 50 or 90 parking spaces can be used by whom for whet? 17-18

Response to Letter C17
Comment C17-10

The estimated 1.26 percent increase due to the BRT, which accounts for up
to 15,000 additional daily transit trips, is an increase over the total daily
transit ridership in the southern California region in 2020, which is
projected to be more than 1.2 million transit trips. This is relatively a major
improvement given the cost of the system. Furthermore, the percentage
increase would be significantly higher if only Valley transit trips were
considered.

Increased service on the north-south lines (in terms of higher frequencies) is
also proposed as part of the BRT feeder system. In addition to serving the
BRT, these north-south lines will connect to both Metrolink and the
Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus line.

Comment C17-11

The analyses conducted are outputs from the overall modeling effort.
Background and raw data supporting these figures can be made available
for review. It should be clear that due to the overall increased transit
ridership with the BRT, a reduction in vehicle miles of travel would result
as more auto trips are converted to transit trips.

Comment C17-12

Figure 3-3 shows the key crossings along the transit corridor. Plans have
also been developed and provided for the entire alignment which show all
street crossings (see Volume 3). Intersection analysis has taken into
account both delay caused by the BRT as well as that caused by the
increases in traffic. Detailed technical calculations can be found in the
separate technical appendix for this project, which is available at the MTA.

The EIS/EIR does not contend to increase traffic flow for north-south or
east-west directions. Study intersections that were shown to be significantly
affected based on delay were mitigated with specific improvement
measures. The results can be found in Table 3-20.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

EREX3 EIS/EIR
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6

The other Tuis iNumnder wiilized brings to question then why have w0 much exun capacity?
C17-16

Where docs MTA et the right to sy s;nllovau?kru(.‘nllq:kokwhm the coflege is

beginning to have with current enwoll

3-4.3.1 The word “shall™ is not a mitigstion feam. Nonc of these is friendly 1o the people who
reside in the area. The word “may™ um‘anunwimm%ydoywumeamm
CEQA when mitigation requires b g of i on the ding area and net.

mmundcummummﬁ*mhﬂntmyhemm

C17-17

ONCE AGAIN - PARKING AT STATIONS 1§ NOT ACCEPTABLE FOR EITHER BUS
OR RAIL IF THERE 1S FVER TU BE A JRAVSPORTATION SYSTEM,

4631 Urenerss Impacts
b, Existing Mature Trees

10 miaes thst up o 426 matore existing toees may be kost. I doesn’t sate how many immotwe. | C17-18
trocs will be lost. It does not stade the box or gallon size of replacement troes, What are the
sizes of replacement trees? What type of groes will be used in replacement? What care will be
taken oo to damage existing trecs?

4-16.7 Eavironmentadly Superior Alermutive

C17-19

The No Besitd Alernative und the TSM are both superior 1o the BRT.

THE BRT ALTERNATIVE
1P FQ 15,100 MORE RIDERS BY 202015 SO LOW IT IS LAUGHABLE.

1T WALL NOT BE MORE RELIABLE WITHOUT COMPLETE GRADE SEPARATIONS.
THE INCREASE 1N ACCIDENTS AND LIABILITY CLAIMS WIL). MAKE THIS THE
MOST EXPENSIVE OF ANY FROJECT TO DATE HOW WILL YOU LOWER THEM
WITHOUT GRADE SEPARATION?

THIS PROPOSAL DOES NOT GIVE A HIGHER LEVEL OF SUPPORY AND IS NOT
MORE CONSISTENT WITH LOCAL PLANS THAT ANY OF THE OTHER
ALTERNATIVES, IN FACT IT REALLY DEGRADATES THE WARNER CENTER
SPECIFIC PLAN BECAUSE IT DOEN'T INCREASE NORTH/SOUTH TRANSIT
CORRIDORS.

THE BRT WOULD ONLY INCREASE IT AT THE NORTH HOLLYWOOD STATION,
1T DOES NOTHING FOR METRO RAIL OR UNIVERSAL STATION R FOR THAY
MATTER 98 % OF THI: MTA SYSTEM.

Comment C17-13

The MTA does not purport to be able to change driver behavior at BRT
crossings, or to be able to prevent traffic violations. The BRT system will
be designed to adhere to all busway design and safety standards and criteria
to prevent accidents.

Significant additions in traffic delay caused by the project are proposed to
be mitigated. Beyond this, additional driver irritation and road rage as a
result of increased traffic delays are not elements that can be controlled or
mitigated by the MTA.

Comment C17-14

There are 53 key intersections along the study corridor which were included
in the analyses. Impacts were determined at these key locations and
mitigations developed for the significantly affected study intersections. The
mitigation measures for the affected locations are summarized in Section 3-
3.3. Thresholds of significant traffic impacts are identified in section 3-
3.2.1. The mitigations for the project are not to “increase delay time and
reduce traffic speed, etc.” as inaccurately stated by the comment.

Comment C17-15

The changes (i.e., mitigated measures) discussed in Section 3-3.3.2 are
considered improvements because they reduce the delay and therefore
reduce the adverse effects of increased delay to the level where they are
considered less than significant. The statement that the mitigations increase
delay is inaccurate.

Comment C17-16

There are currently 150 parking spaces at the Balboa Boulevard/Victory
Boulevard lot. An additional 135 spaces will be added to bring the total
number of spaces to 285. The lot is used at present and will be used in the
future mostly by transit riders.

¥

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

A £i5/FR
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EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CONSTRUCTION 18 TIME LIMITED,
NOTHING SAYS THAT THIS WILL INCREASE EMPLOYMENT IN WARNER
CENTER, CHATWORTH, SYEMAR. ARLETA, NOTHRIDGE, RESEDA, VAN NUYS
OR BEVEN NORTH HOLLY WOOI). SO AFTER CONSTRUCTION YOU HAVE 2,730
UNEMPLOYED.

BRT is no more consistent than af] the other aliematives.

BRY is no better that all the other allermatives,

All of the ahernative would tend 10 imptove access to commnity servioes and faclities.

Most of the altematives would g ph athe BRT

True it would, I the part about aestherically imobtrusive stations is pot trae 10 most who

think of them 13 lousy abstmct ant form with no mdeenting values.

o Inspitc of the stistics, it is doubtful that MTA (BRT) would cumslatively contrituite to
the reduction of daily regional enrissions, You have ftlen short on the past predictions.

o Youare playing with ingloss figures b they arc At

s You are playing with the words “if all proposed mitigasians measurcs can be spplicd”™.
Which says you migit not want to spend the muncy or that they are impossidle fo apply so
therefore none of the mitigations will be done,

& Thisone might be tnx.

« This one may have truth in it, but it could have adverse biological effects in Sepulveds
Basin.

o Ttmay have a great safety impact due do no grade separotions

o This may be trus

o e v

o Ifthe BRT altemativee docsn™t rexpiéive any use of [ 4 section 41 which
scem to undefined, ten how much of section. 4(1) resources arc used by each of the vther
altematives?

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Don’t buikd unless grade separation it all crossings.

e po park and ride or kise and ride aress duc to (raffic congestion and safety.

{1ave no drop off areas except at Warner Center and North Hollywood Statians.
Design this so keavy rail could be ased for transportation.

Subway o open cut ion for the Chundler portion

Nothing on Oxnard street In North Loliywood.

. Picycle path must stzy on noch side the complcte roue.

. Unless north/south routes ure improved this amount of moncy for 15,000 possible riders

LN A R A

mnkes 1o sense, §
9. Before spending one dime, show the public your TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM and
how it is desiynad 2t cach scgment to integrmte into nt only Citywide, Countywide, but

ertiee Southesn California Region wide system.

C17-20

C17-21

The fact that some lots are under-utilized does not mean they will have too
much capacity. Where space is available, MTA will provide additional
parking capacity beyond the identified demand to plan for the future and
prevent potential parking spillovers. Furthermore, by making transit service
near these lots more attractive, it could encourage more people to use these
lots.

MTA does not state that spillover parking is “ok™ at Pierce College.
Section 3-4.2 says that “the parking situation in neighborhoods around
stations with no parking should be monitored by LADOT and mitigation
measures implemented if it should cause inconvenience to residents.”

At the request of Pierce College, an alternative to Pierce College (Mason
Avenue) station is under consideration at Winnetka Avenue that would
provide 389 additional parking spaces. These parking spaces have the
potential for shared use with Pierce College.

Analysis conducted as part of the EIS/EIR did not indicate that spillover
parking will be a major issue, due to a relatively smaller demand for park
and ride. However, as an added precaution, the proposed mitigation
monitoring program for residential neighborhoods surrounding the transit
stations is designed to lessen and eliminate any potential negative parking
impacts, which may occur in the future. MTA, working with LADOT, is
committing to a long-term monitoring program to inventory parking in the
neighborhoods before and after the project, and to develop parking
management strategies to address spillover parking impacts, if they occur.
MTA will commit to providing assistance to affected neighborhoods in
developing permit parking districts or other effective mitigation measures.

Comment C17-17

Mitigation measures have been committed to in the final environmental
document.

Comment C17-18

Based upon the current engineering drawings, it is anticipated that
approximately 420 trees will be removed for the project. MTA standards
require a minimum replacement tree size of a 24-inch box for street trees.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
xxy) EIS/EIR
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Comment C17-19

The commenter’s support for the No Build and TSM Alternatives is noted

As proposed this project is tolally unncoeptable and must not be buit. for the record.

s e et oo ot 1 il e s b e, T IR Comment C17-20
tries 10 justify a poorly umlglﬁouklmﬂ'mcmplmuhu.h rcidwdo.umitmysiu
m;&gﬁmmmymmmmwxnmnm prove end ke a As detailed in Section 4-15.4 of the EIS/EIR, none of the alternatives (i.e.,
Forwhates " e v ffct i tht tey ae No Build, TSM, or BRT) would require or result in the use of any protected
; i inst this propossl, the curmulative ¢ .
rigj: that u‘:;“ﬁ":'o":f“.:if’..."i‘;f";& ‘Iransportation systers and injures the entire public. Section 4(f) resources.
Respectlly: Comment C17-21
The commenter’s recommendations are noted for the record and will be
Gordon Murley considered as further development of the project proceeds.

San Fernando Valley page 7-212
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Response to Letter C18

The commenter’s opposition to the BRT and support for the TSM
Alternative are noted for the record.

Salazar, Mariana
From: Michal, Kevin
Sent: :l‘?\Rw‘day. July BF, 2001 5:35 PM
blect: RE: MTA BRT Opposed - Favor TSM Alemative

Thank you for ypour comments, whizh I will Esrwazd to the team preparing the Final EIS/R,
Kevie

Kewin J. Michel, RICP, Tranapsrration Planning Manager
LA, County Metzopulizan Tranzportation Aunhority

1 Gatewsy FPlazs, Mall Stop ¥%-22-3%,

1os Angsies, CR 90012-29852

Phonz: (283 322-28%4 Fax: {(233] D22-3086

wweneDriginal Mangagerve-=

From: BRT Oppezed (wailtoikrioppeardiyanoo.com)
fents Saturday, Jone 30, 2001 123 MY

To: mirhelkdmts.nst

e breppposeddyahiod, om

Subject: MTA BRT Opposed » Favor TSM Alternative

1 oppose the proposed Bus Rapid Tranist (RBT) in the
San Fernando Vallay and Iavor the Transportatien
System Mapagement (TSHR Alternative,

Proceading with Lhe BRY, 2 Dur line parallel to major
suisting thoronghfares, would be an obviocus waste of
HYA's transportation funda {i.w., approximately $2E0
Alion plust, HUntil ws have garpersd the funds teo
neinue the Metra Red Line Zubway System intw the
alley, we should place our fenda into the T84
Alternative which would fncrease current baes line
eificirreies by the addivion of bures and
implemontation of Rapld Busex {iscluding rapid bus
technologias) aleny major Fast - West Yalley ztrocys
such as Victoey Bivd,, Vanowen Bivd., Shersan Wiy,
atz.  Current Bss Iines ob thege streets, as woll o8
throsghout the Yalley, sow tov few in numbier, make
infraquent sLopy ond ale over rongested < ALl of whirh
maka cusTent rider ship unbearable and disssurage new
rvider ship. W NEED te inmcrease and bulld up these
carrent bus lipes, snd the TSA i cheapest temporary
soluticn to the Vallep's traffle sonyesticn problem.

The pace of population growth in Les Angoies hax heen
enormcus, In ¥ant, raves of growth are Insroasing
forther, plecing overwhelming burdeas on LR ‘s
infrastructure. The waistband of L.A.'e traffic
congastion iz buekling - and action is needad HOM,
Pecivion makora have decvided thet Los Angelsa!
traffis probiess can be dealt with guicks cheap tixes
and have failed 1o consider the tull sosplexitiea of
the probium.  Loa Angelas mnjoys the reputstion tor
having the WORST traftic congesticn preblom in the
Co8:, yoer decision makers have fatled Lo safficfently
erphatlee and allocate the necessary funds Lo 3 yegien
with the greatest transportstion seeds. This is
comprebengibla?  The Yalley HEEDE the Molru Red Line
tunaton?

¥n a nutshell, we sheuld ressrve goney for the Metrn
]
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Aed Line subiay oxbensicn int¢ the Valley. Mawever,
wntif much time suificlent woney iz reserved, we
abould improve current in- © Lransperiation via the
TSM Alrersative and not proceed with the BRT,

fncerely,

Coalition fox Cormunity Responsibility
Bar Feonands Vallay Rasideont
emaili brropposedliyahss. con

Bo You Yahoo!?
Gut porsonatized exall addrosses from Yahao! Mail
hmtip:fipersonal.mall.yabos. Cond
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Response to Letter C19
Los Angeles County Metropoiitan Transp

U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration The commenter's opposition to the BRT is noted for the record.

San Femando Valley East West Transit Coridor
Bus Rapid Transi Draft Environmantal Impact Statement/Report
comnts T mereke |
Plenss use thia page 1o submit your sbaut the DRt Eavi Impsa § /R

(CEl
the Sen Fernando Valley East-West Corridor. Youmyducmmynwmﬂhwmwhchywnnms{mm
andior specific slems related 1o e DEISR.

Tiense 5S¢ attached .

muwlhu mumﬂmﬁhofﬂsm)

r-m:-mumnwmgmmm mwmrmtwwmmnwrmnmmu
compla .

Name: Gyl _@18-884-29%%
Address: i
City: lod Acrﬁ) Smr:.g..ﬁ__ Zip:ﬁ_E‘ Sb

E-mail Addressi M IYiBN.. PINE. @ yahoo - Com,

Proase rbturn by Jiy 3, 200! 4o

, e Galeway PRza, MS 99-22-5, Los Angaies. CA D0012-2952,
ﬂﬂ) §22-285¢ Fax: (212 9222060

MTA, Kevn Miche!, Project Manager,
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July 9, 2001

Submitted at the July 9. 7-fpm Community Meeting, locsted at Woodcrest
Elementazy Schiool, by the West Vallay Concerned Cltizeas Froup

T the MTA Board:

We are writing to you to convey ouf strong opposition te the proposed Bus
Rapid Transit (BAT} on the railzoad tracks directly north of the Melody Acres
agea in Tarzana (Topham and Oxptard streets).

The BRT would bring nolse, inconveniencs, crime, and upheaval into what are
now very plessant, quiet, safe neighborhoods. 7Jn addition, the residents
flanking this busway are not citizens who ctide the bus, or need to, fuor that
matter, Furthermore, the proposed riders of this BAT would hawve nowhare to
park, as we have been informed that parking lots would not bs constructed at
411 of the station stops. It seems absuzd to creste a busvay wvhich would
resuire people to be transported to and from ieself!

This land would be put to much better use in ona of the following ways:

1) A green spsce, providing much nasded park land and a bike lane, which
would be a form of Trassport for those intrepid soule whe could ride to and
from wosk or school, and/or a wonderful form of family recreation. A bike
path and pet path would be quiet, useful and aesthatically pleasing., AL of
this would contribute to property values, prasarving tha quality of chase
communities.

2} A better use of taxpayers moasy would be to puzsue the TSN alternative.
It would bes & far better idea to install Metzo Rapid lines {if not
underground Metre Rall) aleng exlsting Valley boulavards such as Victery,

O d, Chandler, and Sh Way. These strests ace commarcislily
soned, and flanked by hundreds of low incoms apartpent buildings whose
residents nead a rapid, tellable Bug Line to get to and from work both 1n the
Valley and L.A. Such repid busways could provide them with accsas to the
MatroRadl val Iine, and thos to dountown. In addition, nocrth and south
lines could bs aatablished alony axisting arterisx, furthar comnacting these
areas. These pacple need and currently use publlc tranaport, ard would make
these zoutes economically viable for the MIA.

31 Io tha future it would make sense to constzuct s subway syatam through the
valley, thus connecting the Yestern Valley swith the Red Line. This plan
would aliow for gresn space and preserve pesce, quist and ssfaty {insured by
the undergrourd line).

¥s want to preserve the pastoral quality thst we moved to ths San Cernendo
Valley to Elnd. However, we do want to ba sssved by sdequsts transpostation.
Let's place it Iintelligently, whete it would be of grestest use to the
comunity. Our city plannexs devised wondertully efficient boulevards which
cennect all puints in the Valley. MNe have only to mirgor this geid with
medern, efficient, rapld transport. We believe thers would be little
opposition to & system such as this, which would enhance commmrcisl
oppextunities along those toutens, and improve adjacent residential aress.
Sate, adagquats parking must bs provided, as well a3 a well-theught out systam
that allews you to complats the entire leg of your trip en public transport.

- mors -

July 9, 2001

Subrftted at the July 9, 7-8pm Community Mesting, located at Woodcrest
Elenentary 3chool, by ths West Valley Concerned Citizens Group

To the WTA Board

Page 2

What good 1is & system you have to drive to, just so you can take public
transport? It is difficult to escape the conclusion that the useless and
expensive BRT being pushed through by Iev Yaroslaveky is merely to justity
having bought the railroad and in the first place.

It {8 time we listened to the actual xesidents in terms of what they want and
nesd, and follow the excellent plan that has already been laid out 1a our
system of roadways,

Sincerely.
West Valley Concerned Citirens Grouvp

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
TISIETT
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IS ENEPLE Comment Letter C20

,/} f/n’ /‘;»?Fﬂ"’f £ AN? W eil A3 F22 éj‘?‘_} :‘Ax

July 21,2001

Dear M.T.A. Board of Directors:
M.T.A. says the BRT helps the greater good and C.OS.T. is
just a selfish Orthodox Jewish Community and 2 few nimbys.
C.0.S.T. says the BRT serves the privileged few and enhanced
TSMimaximal bus service with DOT's Stage 2 grid of rapid
buses) serves all of the valley and is for the greater good.
C.0.5.T. inctudes many groups along the entire 14 mile
corridor proudly including the C.C.T.C., a predominantly
Orthodox Jewish group, Valley Village homeowners, Valley
Glen Homeowners Association, Sepulveda Homeowners
Assoctation, Melody Acres and many individuals

from the entire fadric of our soclety. M.T.A. has done
tolerance a disservice by overemphasizing and
compartmenializing the Orthodox Jewlsh component of
dissent.

Let’s examine mathematically the facts. MTA stares for 20
years, until 2020, the BRT will provide rapid bus in 29
minutes versus 50 minures on the Ventura Rapid Bus, BRT
will take 29 minutes but not for § years, assuming they
prevall agalnst litigation and finish on time. Rapid Bus by
June 2001 (L.A.Dot report) takes just 43 minutes on Ventura
Bivd. A 12.3% shorter route on Victory Bivd wili take 37.6
minutes. Victory Blvd is not as congested and 5o the

trip will more likely be 35 minutes. Six minures longer and §
years earlier. MTA says every year traffic will get worse as
population in the south valley grows. But the south valiey is
999 built and we have a general plan preventing converston
of residential to aparuments. We fear the MTA plans to
lacrease popuiation by allowing increased urbanization of
the valley - adjacent to all of the stations. If the general plan
is left Intact, traffic should change much less in the next 20
years. If bus service and rapfd bus buys us 10-20 years, who
knows what superlor transportation upgrade technofogy will
develop? Perhaps In 10-20 years the MTA wilf desert its
opulent lifestyle, gets its financial house in order, and we can
have a first class deep bore subway to both the west valley as

Joba Fasand ¢ Aoy

C20-1

C20-2

C20-3

Response to Letter C20
Comment C20-1

There has been no attempt to organize or mischaracterize comments
received from any commenting party. All comments have been reported as
they have been received and are responded to individually, with the
following exception. Many written comments were received that
articulated identical (or nearly identical) statements of opinion either in
support of or in opposition to one or another of the proposed alternatives or
alignments. These comments have been grouped according to their
similarity and are presented as such in Group F.

Comment C20-2

Victory Boulevard may currently be a fair candidate for transit enhancement
similar to the Metro Rapid Bus program on Ventura Boulevard. However,
Victory Boulevard even today is highly congested during the peak hours
(with many schools in the vicinity) and its traffic congestion is expected to
get significantly worse by 2020. A proposed Metro Rapid Bus on Victory
Boulevard would operate in mixed-flow traffic and will not offer the same
long-term transit priority benefits that a BRT project along the exclusive
Chandler Boulevard right of way would provide. Please also see the
responses to Comments F16-2 and F16-6 for further detail.

Comment C20-3

The MTA does not develop population growth projections. These are
provided by the Southern California Association of Governments and are
based on current population counts and trends, as well as planned land use
and zoning information provided by the City of Los Angeles (in the case of
the San Fernando Valley). In addition, the MTA does not set land use
policy for the City of Los Angeles. Any growth which would occur
adjacent to stations would be constrained by the legally binding land use
policies of the City, contained in the General Plan, the Community Plans,
and zoning. Section 4-1.3.3, Station Area Development Potential, describes
whether increased development could occur in proposed station areas. In
some locations, such as the North Hollywood station, planned land use and
zoning would allow increased development. However, at other proposed
stations, such as the Tampa Avenue station, planned land use and zoning
limits development to single-family residential and neighborhood
commercial.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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originally promised, but especially In the northeast valley
where It is most needed.

MTA says the BRT will end congestion on the Ventura
Freeway. Mathematically, that's not true.

Maximal BRT capacity 1s a 60 passenger double articulated C20-4
bus every S minutes. June 2001 DOT study of rapid bus
brags that 13% of its riders earn more than $50,000 per
year, {MTA’'s definition of a car driving “suit”). Assume
rikdership doubles to 25%. This will decrease traffic on the
Ventura Freeway by just 3 cars per minute. It’s a statistically
Insignificant amount.

MTA says TSM Is “nothing” and besides, it Is Included in the
BRT. Not true, C.0.5.T belteves that TSM will get second
priority to buliding BRT and be delayed for 5 years unl BRT
1 built. Bus service in the valley stinks. TSM will decrease
wait time on many major streets from 60 minutes te 30
minutes on many important routes {Roscoe,Devonshire,
Tampa and Woodman) called secondary arterials. TSM will C20-5
decrease rush hour walt tine on major transit corridors to
jess than 10 minutes on major transit corridors like Sherman
Way, Vanowen, Van Nuys Bivd, Sepulveda and Reseda Blvds.
TSM will buy 38 new buses for our vatley.

Why Is TSM not In place now? Phase 2 Rapid Bus will add 4
more routes to the valiey, Sepulveda Bivd, Van Nuys Bivd, San
Fernando Blvd and Roscoe Blvd, C.0.S.T. proposes just adding
Victory Blvd Instead of BRT. Thus, immediately we could have
3 Rapid Bus routes(33-35 minutes) beglnning at Warner
Center { Ventura, Victory and Roscoe Bivds) going east

to the Red Line. We could have 3 routes beginning in San
Fernando/Pacolma {San Fernando Blvd, Van Nuys and
Sepulveda) connecting them to the Red Line (San Fernando to
Lankershim} to the city/county offices {Van Nuys) and to the
entire cities’ job opportunities. Al 3 of our Community
Colieges (Plerce, Valley and especially the most in need,
Mission College in Pacolma) would get Rapid Bus service 1o
the Red Line. The Victory line could switch to Burbank Bivd
in the East Valley for Valley College access,

MTA says the cost of the BRT will be $284 miliion. Not true. C20-6
They use 1999 dollars. Hello! This s 2001. Construction
beglas In 2002 and ends in 2006. Assume 2004 dollars as v

Comment C20-4

The MTA does not claim that the BRT will end congestion on the Ventura
Freeway. A major objective of the BRT, however, is to provide an
alternative mode of travel across the Valley, which is integrated with other
transit services in a network, connecting major activity centers, and which is
convenient, efficient and competitive with the automobile for a similar trip.

Comment C20-5

The commenter’s support for the TSM Alternative is noted for the record.
Please also see the response to Comment F16-2.

Comment C20-6

When MTA develops its financial plans, it increases estimated costs to their
year of expenditure. However, these costs must be based on available data.
All of the capital cost estimates in the Draft EIS/EIR were listed in 1999
dollars, because the unit costs on which the estimates are based were
developed in 1999. Because the capital cost estimates included in an
EIS/EIR are used for comparison between alternatives, it would be
inappropriate to escalate costs to their year of expenditure, especially as
different alternatives could be implemented over different time frames.
The capital cost estimates developed for the Draft EIS/EIR have been
retained in the Final EIS/EIR (as a record). In addition, the Final EIS/EIR
contains a refined capital cost estimate for the Locally Preferred Alternative
in 1999 and 2001 dollars.

Please see the response to Comment C9-8. The cost estimate in the
EIS/EIR contains the costs of construction and vehicle procurement, as well
as contingencies, as shown in detail in Table 6-1. The previously acquired
MTA ROW was purchased with state money from a separate bond issue not
tied to this project. Therefore, the cost of the previously acquired right-of-
way, while included in Table 6-1 for informational purposes, would not be
added into the capital cost estimate used for evaluation of the project.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
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thelr hearts and souls out before the MTA Board, Mayor
Hahn was absent attending a large

meeting of business leaders. An ironic Imagery.

His father, Kenny Hahn, would have been with the “people”,
but we have not seen his equal in many a day. Mayor Hahn
has pledged to oppose the Chandler BRT. if the Mayor
opposes the BRT with his heart and soul, the BRT will not
pass. We challenge the MTA Board to carefully consider and
hear us out In full. We believe the BRT (s another costly MTA
mistake which wilt only serve the privileged few.

‘We belleve enhanced TSM Is a frugal, correct, flrst

class step In the right direction for the common good of the
entire San Fernando Yalley.

Sincerely,

Pt Lipre #0

Burton Roseman M.D.
member, C.0.5.T,
13432 Tiara St

Valley Glen, Ca 91401
818 786-6975

prava Lrdavi . OO ST crimsermson/
/3 G§94853
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