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Response to Letter C2 

The commenter's opposition to the Chandler alignment is noted for the 
record. 
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Response to Letter C3 

2"r The cornenter's opposition to the Chandler alignment is noted for the 
W I ~ C D * ~  SCkIWEO 

II uM& record. 

Mr. Kcvin Michael 
MTA 
I Gateway P l u q  22"' Ewr, hfS-99.22-5 
Lm Angel-, CA 90012 

Drar Sir. 

I am writing you lhia kltn on behalf of The Nuliwl ConCuart afSynagogi18 Ywth 
(NCSY). NCSY is a bewish Ybulhorganiath Ihal hut chaptm ia dl diffoccnr -of 
Califmi# n d  beyond. Onc ofourchqcm P S k y  Zcdck Spapgue which is 
kwntod on Chmdkr Blvd. in rhc Sm Prmanrb Valley. 

It Lr cone to my attmtiun hat lhc city would like lo hve a b rht TUN on C ~ B M I ~ ~ T  
Blvd. Wo Toel ih.1 this ~uprescn~ n p~auul danger to the nuny chit- who hove 
bcaam ~ c c u s l d  tocmuing ChdIsr  Blvd. 

It is in our i n l m m  lo protea the community fmnt potential lwdous. hido fmnr the 
irrrervlt lraflic f ~ M r  there h also caux for mcml wiUl repvdr to pclluficm. We find 
these dcvcbpmena ~lwc LC C I I ~  rivhn lo impoR upoa lquin communi!y inqpmp~w 
Pkuc lake into ~nl idmt iun  our opinm before mlku-q my fuul dairiau Thank you. 
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Response to Letter C5 

Mr. Kevin Michcl 
tar hayek. Cmdy M n m p l i n  Twsponrtion Authority 
( h e  (lateway P*n  22- Fbor. MS 99-22-5 
Lm Angela, CA W l 1 2  

Subjar: !$an Pcrnasdo Y a w  Earl-West Tnntk Cowllor DEISDEIR 

ARR 8 review ofthr l)f;.lS/DEtR. w? find sml krclaofmnmn A1 thc lop kwL 
the rrpxt Joa mt demlmfmte any alvmlagc lo wn.druoion of the Bus Rapid ' l ' m i l  
pmjcd, ol k m  w rhos "1' IS in rbe wcltrrn yl of the San Fnnmk, Valley. 'The mpbr 
ldwtagcy d~d. with rape* h, t k  ' T w ~ , n a w n  Sysem M a n y ~ n t e ~  ITjM)to 
impom chc cxiwing hrx xysicln are: 
I. bpad deerraud numbrz o f  wl~icle lripl 
Z Pmjectcd incrcasnl tw boudhgr 
3. Rujcctd t k ~ m d  cuto vehiuk mikl otlrawl ( V m  a d  vehkk h w n o f l m r t  

(VItn on a ddly avrrrgf h i r  
4. Pmljmd k m w d  dsily a \ v e  vcliick ~pecd 
5. Pmjedtd &cased t~flsl hrl cuwmpion 
6. Pnjedal J r r d  rnfisskjunr or& irpolluImls 
7. KcplsEfmc~ of tk uunatvilctivc o x i d i  righld-way finm rkW Oak to Wi11h1ka 

with tadraping and a biic path. 

aalyais the prcwnted dai& bwwer. ClULy m( .UPPOI1 pny of the mbow 
claims. A8 hull in the tabk bebw. aU ofthc s a u d  sdvont~m u, m l l  nslu kc 
tolally h i g n i f i .  I)ilTocnees in ~ h c  0. I W nutlp? gaim clabml f i r  lnmc Lbw end in 
thc 0.03% range tor air plhrtbn mkl m t  ke sutntically d ~ ( n i f m  ifthcy wnqyrrd 
twn mistiq rhcmtivr* To claim r d'iinctwn bttmrn &cmrtives of lM vllrll a 
map~itudc b i i d  on 20-yrar Rmnd pmjslmn, ir ludivow Iht tl&IS(DEIR r*rdr (o 

k mid to mn: ruyrutcly mlch t k  alvaMlge c h i  W Ihc &a 

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. 
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Comment C5-2 

It h u l d  k mted thn irnpovemcnb lo thr:appmccofllrright-of-wry. 
SpecUicaliy an himrgratrd ton lvsnr l  bikway, arc no1 p a  ofthe BRT T. 
fntcgwwn uf tho bikmmy uriufd mwPnlly hk.c p l a r o l  anr lururr time, uuler aomc 

c5-2 
otbcr adhuriry. uw'w rWiinml wmmtiun impeftr d Jiauplmn ofwluucva 
lmbcnpingwaq irnpkmcnd ufmnaftkBRT pmjea. 

In Milion tu hiling to ~ l W i l c  Ik ~IBinrd dwmngcs lk: I>ElS/DCIR 
d s  to d e  w m  c r l k  critrafdstt milabk inn mnm uakntanlabk ~namcr The 
~ ~ r b  t>rubbkl in SMiun 3-3.2 c a w  l r n h  i m p t  a Ley Llta.cctium Thc coMcs 
pre wnfwin~~ Dnd M a  the ml pmurc. 'lh: t d c  lrbw. developed fmm cbc Appnxlix 
an, clearly shorn chrt the BRT drartically increws the impact on trn& a 
im~m~imuabngfhcmnidorandJun nul l r~ toso lw tfr:mtT~. ilowprohkmin(he 
~n lh: ISM akmntivc dues m t  mi%= the pjocled problem but a k a u  it docs 1~ 
d c  it WOIP. 

h h  AM m d  PM imp&% prc d w m  in tlc labk m illuame t k  probkm. 
Nwbm arc rouvdd lo h e  hc m o d  etrn ttm4 mifriw n sumen fur 2 U . w  I , -- 
popnicmq, ~nllhvufa ao~wd nnnbtn nrcmnxnn. how Ru&stmw iaenva of I 
nwre thanonc ntisulc; thc l n x  mund t k  PM I1 1H v MworVrtory shows t k o n l ~  
improvcmcnl pc~jccted for cbc B R l  v h  'Ihat numba. ho*t*+m. s hhhlv m n :  b w  I 
widdingparking bl i- Md & d w ~  dchy at thrt intcrsutGnj In ;M. ~k 
m i x  shows escmially the sam tdFs  volume at Ulu intnecrx>n for !he TSM, ORT 
ad MOS opiunr. yd shmw sigoifieantly d r c d  &lays Ibr r k  only optan tb t  
supaimp*sn pvlri hgrcs'tgrrs on t h l  M i i c  flow. 

I 

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 BRTMOS 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 automobile 
users diverted to the BRT. 
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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 EISIEIR 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 andlor 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 page 7- 1 19 

M East-West Transit Corridor 
EISIEIR 



Group C - Community Organizations 

lakcit 25 yc& to &m&t& a m e  kvel ofwhcdOlt &he~ore the -&way. Thc 
e x m i e m  wilh thc Venturn l k c w u  in Emim mi Trnau h iimilu. 1 

N d g b b o r k d  C o k k o :  Dmbpmi-d ofthe BKroorridor would split in Iwothe 
mmmunitiar lhrougb uc'ih k pmsr Snm ofthose nti&borbo& panularly t k  
Chaodkr mr ue effel*FI awrpks ofthe cohcsi- possible in ncighborbda 
Onc of tho s@cn at theJun: zIapMic n m i n g  minted the mmingof o minidn 
in M m u  lpri 25  EM ago hr thc S M ~  M o t h  hcww. Rat ncinbbhood har 

&ograpbk Wc quedbn Lhc a&-y of tbc d m l i n d a r e  -4. &an 
cwr$rlc Tmbk 4-7 indietes t b  the TPmpdTopbm sation bflunre m a  hy ~hr: 
higheaprrrlaogcuibothrnLlmUovaMandnsidcatrudn I& I h c m i n m  
anl Gnl thost numhsrhud lo bcticve. CUCpinly IhcChandkram with b high ~ 5 - 1 0  jmenage o f o r t ~ ~ x  Jaw maw of wtam have funiiis, wub b e  a lugu I 

C5-9 

pcrcmragc of rcsidcnts u&r 16. 7hc pL1 ir not in$u~n in a d  ofiloll. bn. 
loeaho vith orhcr kcma Mrd. cdh inlo au%iun Uw r~lidbr nftk dru and I 

used t h r o e u t  ttL' DEISII)EIR. ' I 

In sumnwy, Ihe DElSDEIR h m e d a  Ib MofheneCas to eilhcr I r ~ i o n  
tbw or& quslicy o f l k  BRT.Tbc bum linc gain- k,i!dimg (& DRT -tlm 
TSM Lnpmvcmentr lo the exislit&! bus yid u a pmjcctd 0-04 miles pr how incms in 
thc daily avcnyc %hick s p d  in the vslky in 2020 (29.59 n 29.55 mph)anla 
dcerrasc in~upo l lu tant~ inIheOOIK~ Ttucplrpor(ed~rrrmthcexpemcal 
signirranc +sto t k  peogrlc living inltu aria oflhe conida ffvtn incrruDd 
atm&m cong&mn, pakin& spillovn. iacrnrd m h .  i n c d  sccldeid pow-& 
awl b s e d  dghbrhwd c o * i  'Ihen impact8 trc pnvly twal, whcn twd a 
r4 in the nmsmns 

Whik the show pmgmpha lakc igue whh lhe con- o f t k  DElYDEIRo\rr 1 
ovcrriding wnxm is with wlrat thc qw cbg not cuvu, i .~ . ,  cuwidmtionora now 
mwivt. w~uprrbcraiu lrmmns$'ion Tor Ihc aca W 2 mvldes B 

prsnoge of h d b n  A, hn the rra afthc hcTS/DEiR mkca m mcrdion of 
&mtariva to the BRT or mitimom to thc pmMnas it a c ~  In uldiion it dDes an I 
sddntt a dl mechoJt to shew signir&)y ~ . ( n  ~ b l i  transit pnlro&. lho 
cwwrnic and poiicieal d a b ,  which lal lo Ik xkction of tk ORT conidor u a 
solution lo the tnmpnurwn p r u h  orthe Vdky. hvc  chml(ed. Wc klieve tk 
DBIS/DWR nadt la insludc comiJwbn of n bolter soknon We kc1 the pricnq 
maccr o l l h l  mltion rbould include 

s'@fmly dCQCIP mil time on the r$cm ~carrrd~& time wwld 
m w y  incrrav p u o q e  

r Dimt w n m t w  ark corridor lo the M m  Red 1.k. Dirm camt ion  wouM 
CrililPte lmfertn the Rcd I&, npcLIly Tor Wiclppcd i i  ~d decmsn 
t rars ict inr loLhc&~vnpu 
Compklin o fa  corc qdd h n d  qdcm A Vatty fW-WerC t a g  I& conidor 
wwld crlkviMo 8mc curren( ~d pajated MC cocgcstu~o hy pavidiw a quolity 

C5-1 
cont'd 

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. LADOT 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 pedestrianlbikeway 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 located 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 &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. 
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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 L,,,, 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 Sound Level (Ldn) 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 EIStEIR, Ld, is a 24-hour measure of the sound energy 
that accounts for all of the transit events throughout the day and places extra 
emphasis (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 Ld, and therefore is reflected in the impact evaluation. 
Although sometimes difficult to conceptualize, Ld, is considered an 
appropriate descriptor of community reaction to environmental noise. 

For purposes of the noise assessment in Section 4-9 of the Final EISIEIR, 
the TophamIOxnard portion of the BRT alignment is divided into two 
sections, the south side of Tophadoxnard from Winnetka Avenue to White 
Oak Avenue and the north side of TophamIOxnard 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 
sides of Topham and Oxnard Streets in October 2001 confirmed the results 
of the previous measurements and analysis. 

demaliue fa cmsr-nlky uips (RSAs 12 and 13). u& lo tk dowatown m f R S A  t 

References to previous freight train operations along the MTA ROW are 
intended to document the historic use of the BRT alignment for transit uses. 
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Bur Corridors along SL~uIYLYtO R u u k d o t  Vm Nuys Bou)evPrd uJ a xkled 
rut-& rmd in Ihc mhcm portion ofthc valley, mxlld pmvids an c m i r r  
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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 EISIEIR, 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 
would 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 ChandlerIBurbank 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 ElSIEIR focuses on at-grade BRT alternatives and a TSM 
Alternative, numerous other alternatives were considered previousIy 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 BurbanktChandler alternative. This is 
summarized in detail in Chapter 2 of the EISIEIR. 

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

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 
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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 EISIEIR 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 commerciaYindustrial 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. 

a 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 EISiEIR, 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 exciusive, 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 1-405 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 I1 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 M East-West Transit Corridor 
EISIEIR 

page 7-723 



Group C - Communitv Oraanizations 

YAD AVRAHAM CONGREGATION 
12425 BUSSAPIK BLVD. 

V4LLEY 'd!LL4GE. CA 9 ? S i  
tara! 756-6736 

Honorable Gray Dovi 
T i  Slote cl CcEfctnic 
Lcs Angeles ReQional O w e  
XI) Sping Street 
LOS Angeks. CA 90033 

Response to Letter C6 

Re: Chandler Boulevard ixpcesl Buswoy 

Decf Governor Govk 

We ace an Orhadox Jewbh Synagogue with c gr&r,g fr.embenkip (ot 
~tezent. some 40 fami-). W e  recentb cmrnenced comhuctiin of ow 
new buildkg al 12435 Ctondler Slvd. IJust eos! d Whihelt Ave.] In'dclley 
Vliage, CA. arc! hope 13 hove fhe buiMhg completed .&thin !he next 
SeverGI months. (Ournew site b psfi of melarger Valley W,loye-Ncrth 
Holly.vood Orthodox Jewish community.) Our fite directw fronts onto Me 
Metropdritan Tronsmtatbn Authdty's pcpxed Choodle? BwCvcrd 
e r p e s  bunvay route. We $!rcndv obiecl to the buswoy cn Chandler, 
cnd we w;;ecffully request you sup^ ir, owcoure. Thee ore two 
reowns for ow ob{ecec:lon: 

I ]  The busway would vituollvdesh~~our community, whch II unique 
due to Whodox Jewish law protibitiig hovel on me Sabbalh and 

21 The prooosed route wns through c highly relidenfioi neighborhood 
cm l t i ng  mostly of jina!e famk hones Ar such. the Chandler b u s w  
would cause propsty valves lo plurnmef. and fhe City d L a  Angela 
would bse c stoble, residenml community, to be replaced by o h a ~ t ,  
high-uime neighbcrhcd. 

L e t  us eicborate on there two points: 

The commenter's opposition to the Chandler Boulevard alignment is noted 
for the record. 

San Fernando Valley 

East-West Transit Corridor 
ElSlElR 

page 7-124 



. h ~ n q  rrexlro ploh 
-ejnq ~slpucqxl> aqy jsuln6o u&odurm Jno UI a3yio m o A  aqg 40 pps eqa 
peesw om + ~ q i  * a j ~  ~o ADM tis;Mar 1owdg3 hi0 10 awatsra &A a41 

ot I ~ J *  e44 lo4 so lie* ro 'uoroa~ uqi JOJ e (1 ./4?~!3 aq; uo ~qD!lq pe;ra)~yy!j 
-/oB '(tiqUCJJ ' a c l l ~ ~ q *  D OlLlr Urn4 '{DSOdOA BlDJM(C) S VjW 0 J  laWn 
'plnom 4rv?wwc> pruagsaJ ssqs o;pp~-iadcl7 '5mpq;>-hs1 .e~qols stql 

- . - ,  r-wq w3j*io%s Alw!wlaqm;aho q iiajptioq3 lo qiws 
puc 4 m i  q p q j  ~!URU;UO~ ~~!PU~IOJM BY( .~AOBLJW 'aw04 A V J J ~  

-aiW? o? lo413 0; u3uaeg wo~;  4aipuo43 15 ijqejrr ouq s!ii~ uo zrnt2WiS 
Wra hllcqq~ *su~ni!yv~! aaqi 3 % ~ ;  uofj /IXV '(qar?r?7 A a m ~ q ~  04 

;xau uqinl!jslq q q ~ e r  ropoq(~3 uo) J~aunti ~mp3~ MEJ~OH ~ 6 i u 3  0q4 
PU3 @hWD p3W;uaw) ? a p i  AalCDqj DUD WQDqy) S*po;3q l ~ d b a 5  
~1 *!bi!ui73 jnoqo) 'sn-f laqi3 o l  *SAY urxuee6.1~3ji 'pr.1~ B~~JCY-3 i= 

'!5qgnq a g o  aq: 01 :xeu uajfil!;r~i 
ys!mar xowqm uoI wqaj qC$d q m !  Ae~lcn 40 0u:pgc; nrau eq; puo 
'[IIDWS al!nb wulc ay  ID 'aslo] auo) sarnoq ~daauodo qs ' ( B ~ P J D ~ ~  
PUD JlaSIp4M 10 151~~x3 ~samqjnu wdi 10 81fi:3?J:S M;S-ONI( DI &!pltnq 

33g)O 8UC S! as+.# 'SS3Jap ,<fitiIOj-a{fjJ~S Ci UO!$ppG lI: 'iuW&s 144 UO 
.(ap.un poqo] .C)AV iroiuaeg OJ ,ens : ias ig~ war, 'FAIB 131puou3 tq 



Response to Letter C7 
vDl The commenter's opposition to the Chandler Boulevard alignment is noted 

Chabad Synagogues of theValley for the record. 
Ww.+ancrs 18181 RorhnkRuh?.*nl . T:tcm~. Cal6rnir Y l J %  

Fhnrrr: ( 418 )  75R,181B F n x : l P I X !  7 5 X . I S 4 C  

,)rr .h, uyru b m h.t",4"-' 
~ h .  1 16 

Mr. Kevin Michel 
MTA 
One Geteway Plara 
P F h .  MS-99-22-5 
Loa Angelerr CA 80012 

For more than 20 year6 now, Chabad tubavlch, an Inbmatbml organization wlh 
branches literally worldwide. has been a vibrant pan of the dynarnk Ncrth Hollywood 
canmuni!y. 

Chabad ol NMh tlollywocd is locatnd at 13079 Chandbr W. -on Um proposed 
m w  . 
Chabad ol the Vanq loins the g m r  North Holywocd M s h  Community in Its 
ocma~Imn lo the w d  ~nsbllabn of Ihe MTA s E~sLlWeat Raord TransY Cowidor. 
T k  camnuMy i; "&tad ed KI bbclialthahal thu mfl bring unidd h a 6  to our nslghbomoad 
We respect(ulh/ request that you use a11 of the power of your gocd oRlcer to Ililercede 

m Governor Gray Davls 
Supsrvisor Zev Yarwdavsky 
Mr Ervin Poka 
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Enclosed y w  wB lind Tho CCTC's rayxww to the MTA Cmfl BSIEIR. 
Pleare note lhat shce 01 wm drafted the locvr of c h a w  to he 
MTA's p c o m  kn h03 changed Anhoqh the C m  0ufhsd h 
Ihe response are dll valid, there ir now a f a  boader comem lhat 
involves the tvD kngth of the pmlxoposed bur way corridor aaos the Voky. 

The puMk h e h g  on hns 21 ol Piace Cobgo showed vr \hot d the 
communiliets along the proposed bus way ore w r i n g  the plan. We am 
not donel We'ae qulckty moving to @in out voices and reSoUcm h 
0-g lo the elected o m  and Me MTA to go back to the d'ahhg 
boor& and take a second look. It b tha to Wml: ddds of the boxl 

The puchore of Ihe tight-of-way k not o good enough r t ~ a o n  to W the 
poporad bur way. lhe ~~~~QoII&x needs 01 tho Valley &mad anr Irr 
m e  comprahanllve plon il the Volley is to be properly servlcsa 

Without -1. Ihe MTA u n ~ ~  made a lundwnenld mjstake. They 
approached the cornmudim docg fhsrwfe OH- two h 
so doing b y  forced each 01 us b cmlider betwen whd k deorfy two 
very Imited and therelore wwcceptoblo dlematlvrr They rhould have 
o p a n e d t h e d d ~ o r ~ b o u h s l p h ~ a ~ ~ ~ l o M b n s .  
Fs you well know h your capomler mdvic leodnand virixlaties bvldng 
conmnrus can onky happen b y  bmginp avecyene hto the m. ShCd 
lost *reek I hove met excopholly awhe and W h l  indviduob who 
hove o ~ r o r p  ot the entku @dm. We dosewe to have lhoi i d w s  
swbvrly c m e d .  

Please. do not fol inlo the hop of tmvhg to make on irwmedute dsciPbn 
that d only end up coslimg us daony and not pro*g the nacesay 
cmwan to Me tranWatbn challenges of Ihe Valley and la h@es. 

Thank you lor y o u t h  and cmddedbn. 

CCTC 
Concerned C~tlzrnr'h.nslt Caalltion 

12800 Chandler Boulevard 
Valley Vllhgc, CA 91607 

Response to 
MTA 

Draft EXSIEI'IR 
San Fernando Valley 

BastlWest Transit Corridor 
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Chandler Disadvanta~es At-A-Glance 

Severs Tranquil 50-Year-Old Community 
o Endanpa 6 care fscililiu, 6 ryarpgm, 7 rtda (public k privat*) 
o V i i h  Psdenl mandates c mainah 'Livable ~ammudcierb 

Ho Resident Ridershi!, 
o Affluent, mat-minority, high rt lrce popalatioa 
o Red Line = 1 mile from Chudlel; 1.7 miles fiom Omud 

. . in Practicg Longer T ~ R  T~me 
o 6 ligbu (4 him, 2 straight, &I) required i t  each intersection 
o School ZMis 2Smph s p d  limit along much oFChdkr 

Vehicular Accident 'Waitina to Haooen' 
o 100.faat wide medim Ucly to 'uq' crwr lnmc 
o 2 fire slotions dinvntdlareb w#acmb to alignment 1- m, 

Bieh Concentration of Pedestriw 
o 120+ dnys a year when vebicles usprobibiled 
o Min. I round-trip to rynagop; u many u 4 round-trip daily 

Pedestrian Accident 'Waitinn to Harmen' 
0 Lots of busts (464) + la(r ofpedavia = La6 of midencr 
o Auromrtic IiJIt dlowr d y  9.5 ~ ~ c o d s  to wall lcrorr modwry 

Incremental Costs Too High 
o 11 brkyrd I w u ,  6 families. 3 W i ,  I spgoguc,'40 jabs 
o S39,2M,OOQ and 2 p g s  for wnstruclion, $7.5 mitlimn for 'W* 

GRAM) TOTAL: $73.45 MiIlion* 
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Response to Letter C9 

Comment C9-1 

Fundug rot th prchue ~k Saahan Plcillc ROW wu &ivcd tom rhe thet k h  ddlr 
(Ll.ooo,oOO.oOO] Pusen*r Rail nl Clun AL Bond Aa of lPPO(Pmpoalm 106)). Ed&wld u 

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 alongside 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 9 2701.06 requires the conversion of the busway to a rail line 
within 10 years. 
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It is true that 8 2701.06 does allow the use of Bond Act funds "for capital 
improvements which directly support rail transportation, including 

Fwrhmwe, in chs F d d  Rao*thq Pmgapb 2.4. k unkx 
"...rhirCn:shll& ar(i~&droapromrudar W k  hewat Wlikr UCX... *arm- 
pbkrntiIf#% ercrrc lo d I h r  ApoJectM Ikr ~ ~ p u p v r l l r r  nallpepclp a r l I r  or 
~ ~ r i r l e e r o t h r ~ S & t r t h m u  
public entip. .. " 
Tbrr.VtkMTAnsnquirhatheCAMmaJiSareng(&rlosnol~ hRn,Wm*rmsny. 
' I b i s J r o h r l p t i n a u o I h e ~ ~ ~ c l r ~ & d k p M d ~ i * o  

CONSEOUENCES OF A R A n  ~ N D E R S  me D E ~ Y D E ~  AT n t ~  nity 
LEAST WCOUPLeTe P A R Y  D- 
-VAL TO 
W A R D  W K L  BE 
RESWHSrBnm*I. 

exclusive busways which are converted within 10 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 8 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 rail 
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 
EISIEIR analysis. This is an integral part of the intersection levels of service 
analysis performed as part of this EIStEIR, which uses the operations 
analysis methodology of the Highway Capacity Manual. 
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In addition to calculating the average vehicular delay, the EISIEIR 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 EISIEIR 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) ind 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 a1 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. 
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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 EIStEIR, 
annual property tax losses are estimated to be $19,080 for the Full BRT and 
$13,740 for both the LankershirnIOxnard On-Street and $10,070 for the 
MOS variations. 

t The Draft EISIEIR capital cost estimates in Table S-4 are taken from Table 
E v e a ~ n g v r u n y o f t h a d w , d u * r h l r d i ~ ~ n u n a o w d n n r r l p l d t b  6-1 in the Draft EIStEIR, which describes the components of the capital 
LuikenMnJOluurd Jipmnc ova &c BRT (Cbradla) rflmwiyc - WAL COST: ~ ~ ~ q r o ~ a 9 . 1  miriforsonrlnubq lhir does oat i d  '-' cost in greater detail. In Table S-4, the additional cost of the MTA ROW 
dditionrl uw 80 be derived hon the how MI* or p- w q i i i i  wind mr rhc ma was not included because the right-of-way was previously purchased in 
ofthe wnsomilm aosimdlhr t u b r r ~  (M 14 CW: m,4SO,O,WO. Set ca~neficm Table 
I ,, 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. 
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Comment C9-9 
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The main purpose of public transportation is to provide transit service. 
While full cost recovery would be desirable, it is oftentimes unachievable. 
Most transit svstems 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 see the response to Comment 
C9-8. The estimated cost difference for the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street 
Alignment as compared to the Full BRT along Chandler Boulevard was 
estimated at $43.3 million in the Draft EISIEIR. While cost is a 
consideration, other factors go into designing a transportation system-such 
as environmental impacts, noise, barriers, bus timing (headways), service 
schedules, and population to be served-to name just a few. 

Comment C9-10 

Traffic speed analysis conducted as part of the MTA model suggests that 
run times along Oxnard Street and Lankershim Boulevard would be slower 
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 EISIEIR 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- I .  
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The traffic analysis conducted as part of the EIStEIR identifies adverse 
impacts of the project alternatives compared with future base case 
conditions. The EIIUEIS 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 Lankershirnl 
Oxnard On-Street Alignment would remain between 2.8 and 5.5 minutes, as 
in the Draft EISEIR. Please see Section 6-3.1.2 of the Final EISEIR for 
further information. 
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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 EISIEIR. 

The exclusive busway within the median of Chandler Boulevard was taken 
through the entire EISJEIR 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 EISIEIR 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 EISIEIR analysis of the WoodmadOxnard 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 
WoodmanlOxnard and FultonIBurbank intersections were analyzed for 
significant traffic impacts according to a methodology and criteria 
established with LADOT. A significant impact found at the. Woodmad 
Oxnard intersection would be mitigated with retiming of traffic signals. No 
significant impact would occur at the FultonlBurbank intersection. During 
final design of the BRT, operational details of the FultonlBurbank 
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 to Comment C9-66. In terms of the uses at FultonIBurbank, 
please see the response to Comment C9-27. 

The comment also suggests that Table 1-4 of the EISiEIR shows high 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for the FutonlBurbank 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 FultodBurbank. 

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. 
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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 
to 10 minutes. With no other vehicles along this exclusive right of way 
other than buses, this constitutes an extremely low traffic volume for an 
arterial facility. The project will not eliminate or divert transit services 
from other lines to the corridor and will also maintain increased bus 
services on parallel routes as part of the base TSM services assumed in the 
BRT Alternative. 
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Comment C9-22 

This table was provided for general setting purposes and no analysis is 
conducted on daily traffic volumes. Daily traffic volume data has been 
added to the table in the Final EIS/EIR. The wide range of daily volumes 
on Burbank Boulevard is not due to fluctuations resulting from the school 
schedule at Valley College. This is the range (highflow) 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 EIStEIR. Please 
also see the response to Comment C9-19. 
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The commenter's support for the bikeway is noted for the record. LADOT 
is impIementing Class I1 bike lanes on Chandler Boulevard. 

Comment C9-24 

The commenter's support for the LankershimIOxnard 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 I. 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. 
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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 result 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 EISlEIR 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. 
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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 Capacify 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. 
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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 

~ h i r r d u r i o n t o ~ u d c g u ~ p r l d ~ b ~ ~ . ~ ~ w o ~ r i r & ~ ~ h  pedestrians will cross either the busway and queue on the north site of the 
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BRT or will cross Topham Avenue and queue on the south side of the BRT. 
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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. 

I 

Mid-Block Crossings 

1 
- 

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. 
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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 suace. The east side of the median is 40 feet 
wide'(this includes the spaie 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 
pavedlconcrete 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. 
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In the Draft EISIEIR 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 EISEIR in response to 
current Preliminary Engineering designs and have been replaced with the 

~ l ~ ~ ~ t ~ t b s ~ t .  standards discussed above. 

~ ~ t i n g T y l m - l o p s D e n t i n e l i * ~ b h b c t t b d ( & O l l a u d - * S b .  
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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 phasingltiming 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 EISEIR, 
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. 
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Comment C9-33 

De Soto AvenueNictory Boulevard, Winnetka AvenueIVictory Boulevard, 
Tampa Avenue/ Topham Street, and Lankershim Boulevard Burbank 
Boulevard are identified for mitigation because the LankershimIOxnard On- 
Street Alignment is a variation of the full BRT alternative, which would 
adversely affect these intersections. The Lankershim BoulevardlBurbank 
Boulevard intersection is also included in the MOS because this alternative 
operates along the Lankershim BoulevardlOxnard 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 LankershimIOxnard On-street Alignment. 
Ridership information for the Laurel CanyodOxnard station is provided on 
Table 3-23 for the BRT MOS alternative. This table shows that the total 
daily boardings at the Laurel CanyonIOxnard station is 777 compared to 
1,05 1 at the Laurel CanyonIChandler station as shown in Table 3-22. 

Comment (29-35 

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. 
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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 EISIEIR 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 Final EISIEIR. 

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. 
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Comment C9-41 
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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 General Plan Transportation Element, 
the MTA ROW is commonly referred to as the ''BurbankIChandler 
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 "BurbankIChandler 
comdor" actually encompasses the entire MTA ROW, which extends from 
North Hollywood to Warner Center. In this EISIEIR, the term "MTA 
ROW" is ised 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: 

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

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

r 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. 
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Pedestrian signals at all crossings of the BRT along Chandler 
Boulevard will operate on a timer on the Jewish Sabbath and holidays, 
so that ~edestrians will not need to mess a button to activate the "walk" 

--. - -  
~ i n ~ s w ~ \ h c ~ c m u t i e n i r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n y ~ n m ~ y ~ p * t w d i t t o w  
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signal. 

There will be no soundwalls required along Chandler Boulevard. 

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

the 
-of- 

way. 

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. 

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 Streetnankershim Boulevard. 
In addition, the Final EISlEIR has been revised to include additional 
facilities pointed out by the comment. 
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Comment C9-45 
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The facts surrounding the use of the MTA ROW as a transportation corridor 
are not in dispute. 

Comment C9-46 

The EISIEIR does state in Section 4-1.3.2d that the LankershirnIOxnard 
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. 
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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 EISJEIR. 

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, AsianlPacific Islander, Native American, or 
of Hispanic origin. 
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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 EIStEIR, neither the Full BRT nor the 
Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street alignments would have disproportionately 
high and adverse human health or environmental 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- I. 

Comment C9-55 

The statement from the Draft EISEIR 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 

on F I ~  a P ~ K ~  Please see the response to Comment C9-37. 
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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 EISIEIR 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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Comment C9-64 
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The E R  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 EISIEIR, implementation of the 
Full BRT with the LankershidOxnard 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 3 1 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 1 accident per every 20 million entering 
vehicles. 
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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 will 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 yeHow 
signal, the vehicle will be able to pass through the full intersection before 
the buswaylparallel 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 EISIEIR merely reaffirms that the design process will 
provide adequate safety features in accordance with design standards. 
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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 EISEIR 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 EISIEIR, 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. 
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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 all 
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. 
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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 EISIEIR, "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 
th# b q . I U ~ r * a 5 o & < t ~ .  CQ-711 

ur!kkg~W/kld+~ J k ) i r ~ ~ * I d k m a e k m k d l v n ,  atkavtfdj%elahow Based on the State Historic Preservation Officer's (SHPO's) concurrence on 
&e Ie~ioJd&p+iq fie& P a u J n g l m ~ ~ c ~ y I d a r n d d ~ d ~ ~  vdnp ~ J I &  jutl 
m rrhlckspumfngbym OwrdSarc ...&ma. 7 b m d - d n o l  1 August 23, 2001, that the bridge is ineligible for the National Register, 
dSzWa&&mi!dah ~ h r  urifly w gudl(y o/& n r ~ m  * MTA 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 EISIEIR was written, the 
disposition of the bridge was unclear, because SHPO comment had not yet 
been received. 
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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 B 1-24. 

Comment C9-77 

Please see the response to comment B 1-24. 

Comment C9-78 

Information provided by the National Park Service indicates that no 
property acquired or developed with assistance under Section 6(fj 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. 
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Comment C9-80 

The comment is noted. 
We couldn't d i w  man?. Ssa clur oonnvar rr: 41 1.3 c Tbo Ydey Wagm Spcdfic P l y  rt 
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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 EISEIR 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 
EISIEIR, carbon monoxide Eoncentrations 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 CO 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. 
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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 
level of service (LOS) for each intersection. Capacity is defined to 
represent the maximum total hourly movement volume that has a 
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 
jammed conditions with excessive vehicular delays. 

Generally, CO concentrations increase as vehicular speeds decrease. Thus, 
CO concentrations are higher at intersections with long vehicular delays, 
i.e., intersections that operate at LOS D, E, or F. Out of the 5 1 intersections 
analyzed, 21 study intersections were selected for the CO analysis. It is 
anticipated that these 21 intersections would have an LOS of D, E, or F 
under either "no build or "build" conditions. As indicated in Section 4- 
7.3.2, CO concentrations at the study intersections are not anticipated to 
exceed the CAAQS. The CAAQS were established by the State 
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 

There are a total of five drainage crossings on the proposed BRT. There are 
two riparian habitats in the vicinity of the project site, one 20 yards 
downstream of Bull Creek and another 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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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 EISEIR 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 LankershimlOxnard 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 EISEIR) 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 leveh 
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. 

- - 
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Comment C9-86 
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Any of the three BRT Alternative alignments (i.e., Full BRT, 
LankershimJOxnard 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 LankershimjOxnard 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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Comment C9-89 

MTA m i d  ecccm&sh -hi* so arh&ivittg moncumwtus~tk w k  lad W 
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The equipment and total workday Leq values represented in Table 5-9 of the 
Final EIStEIR 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 5-1 1 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 FI'A Guidance Manual, while the nighttime 
criteria are consistent with the manual. 

In terms of nighttime construction, implementation of mitigation measure 
N&V-C1, 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 EISIEIR and city ordinances. 
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Comment C9-90 

The potential for hazardous materials to be contained in the area currently 
occupied by the railroad hack 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-C 1 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 EISIEIR. 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. 

- r  ,. 
IY~comNDmr T= 

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. 

p-93 

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. 
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However, the sentence cited in Section 4-3.3.1 (which does not provide a 
cu1tural 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 EISIEIR. 

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 EISIEIR. 

Due to higher traffic volumes and turn movements, overall intersection 
delay along the LankershimIOxnard 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 
northlsouth 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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Comment C9-95 
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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 11 bike lanes along the 
street. This EISIEIR 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-I 00 

A revised summary of comments is now presented in Chapter 7. 

Comment C9-101 

The EIStEIR has been revised to state that "the Orthodox Jewish 
community along Chandler Boulevard has been opposed to at-grade transit 
investments within the MTA ROW in the Chandler median." 
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Response to Letter C10 
.- Comment C10-1 

Mr. Bvln Pokn Mr. Kwh hitchel 
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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 Ietter C10. 

Date: 
07-Ju-01 

1 1 -Jun-01 

t 1-Jon-01 
I I-J~n-01 

I I-Jun-01 
I 1 -Jun-01 

I 1 -Jun-01 

I 1-Jun-01 
11-Jun-01 

12-J~n-01 

12-JIM-01 
13-June41 

08-Feb-01 

05-Mar-01 
I l - l~n-Ol 
I 1 -Jun-01 
I I-Jw-01 

1 I-JM-01 
I I-Jun-01 
I I-Jun-01 
13-Jw-01 
27-NOV-00 

Letter ID 
C1 

El 

C2 
E8 

C3 
c4 

El? 

C6 
E9 

C7 

C8 
A4 
E4 

Comment C10-2 

Organization: 
Shaarey Zedek Congregation 

Congregation Kol Arni 
Ernek Hebrew Academy 

NCSY 
Orthodox UNO~ - 
West Coast Region 
Valley Torah High School 

Yad Avrahm 
Yeshiva Rav Isacsohn 

Chabad Synagogues of 
the Valley 
Etta Israel Center 
Jim Hahn 
Kollel 
L.A. County Board of 
Supervisors 
Congress of the U.S. 

Kollel 
Valley Beth Israel 
Congress of the US 

Signed By: 

Rabbi Aaron B. 
Tendler 
Rabbi Moshe J. 
Rothblum 
Rabbi Demse L. Eger 
Mrs. Bernice 
Zachariash 
Rabbi Steven Berg 
Rabbi Alan Kalinsky 

Rabbi Avrohom 
Stulberger 
Rabbi David Adatto 
Rabbi Berish 
Goldenberg 
Rabbi Joshua 6. Gordon 

Michael B. Held, PhD. 
Jim Hahn 
Rabbi Yehoshua Kohl 
Michael D. Antonovich 

Henry A. Waxman 
Bmce Gregory. W.D. 
David and Goldy Jannol 
Issac and Selma 
Friedman 
Rabbi Aryeh Striks 
Rabbi Sholom Raskin 
Rabbi Avrohom Miller 
Rabbi Len Muroff 
Howard L. Berman 

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. 
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David lad Goldy I m l  
13341 KiUiia Sua( 

Shrman Oab, CA 91491 
8111- PI-UZWFU 811-780-3196 

Oavmmr Gny D l v t  
300 South Spring Street 
State O k  BuiMieg 
tOsAngda.CA90013 

Wa lrtitridenrt of lbc m a  in wbidr the MTA ir pbdng a burwy to UIWI east d 
west tbmoght!~ SM Femxdo Vll ly .  We dm cm r raidentill iwom unit at 13514 G i h m  
Strsct, Vur Nu& W d  Thia home ir nonh of W d  Sunt in ths SM F d o  V J l q  in 
&IS ir knom as IIIO ' V d y  Olen' ma. Ths area rlond Omrrd Street itrelfconristr 
prafomherdly olapmrnanr and hm I vim and grotving Latho mmrmniry. 

U n f ~ ~ ~ l t l y ,  tb ua d o a  nci ga iu f& j i ~ ~ e  of 1 4 s  &Xu* fbaa  ue DO 

u m v a r i n t ~ d r ~ & o p ~ f ~ ~ t h o ~ w b o l u v ~ ( o l i r * t o r h t R c d t i n e r t l c i o n m N o n h  
Hollywood. T b i r ~ ~ ~ r i d d ~ u ~ t h r ~ a d L e d d ~ # r b u r l o ~ R c d ~  
Stntica. (Xlmnlly, the MTA is dssidinp bamcn~naruFcmg an e x w e  b u m y  oaChtodler 
Bouievard. w W  h a d d e  hih .ra with low ha riJaahip (in fact, busu do mt a r m l f y  wn 
ca ~ h ~ n d k r  wcst of Whirsnf, &us inducing rapid ti& on Ornard. N~XKC t h e  arr Jr& 
M A  bur- on rchedufcd routes Thc Omdnl Wi u dKapo Iml makes more kicc 
ihc MTA'I policy h to inacus riderskip. Tbs bcil plrce M put a MW bw l i e  u where i t  b 
nadcd the moa 

h n x p l y t r r w i l b i M ~ i n I h c ~ o f O x a u d S v c # w h o m ~ r m c d I b u & l  
d o h  mt be warted. we mdorw the D l n d  J t a m i h  Ibr the m rapid krrwty,  Ihr 
Jlcrnativs is addrcuad in the M A A *  dnR EEvimnmcald lmpln Repon. Hwe rontrcl rac it 
yar hve aoy qumionr md thu* you la yau wrwidmtht on his mttcr. 

San Fernando Valley 

(((( East-West Transit Corridor 
k S ElSlElR 
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Response to Letter C11 

C~U,TTEH-BRCIV~ AND ~ W C W I E S  
JV~$.fkdool 

low1 m ? m  eoLlLwAllo 
IN RMC 

mrn 
LnSAMImWUFOlKUW .Df lBsM.aa 

July 3,2001 

Mr. Kevin MichcI 
Mehopolitan T n q o m i o n  Auhrity 
Lor Angela County MTA 
OM Gntcway Plaza, 22- moor 
MS 99-22-5 
Los Angda, C k  90012 

Mr. Efiin Polo 
F e d d  T m i t  Adminisartion 
Mcbpditpn Offlee 
201 No, Fiienm Strwt 
Suite 1460 
Los Angela, CA 90012 

Re: C m e n l  on DraA EWEIS far S.n Fmuado Valley EastJWmt Tnnsit 
Conidor Pmjat 

Honorable Board Mcmbets: 

fhe purpose ofthis letter is to comment on tbc Draft EnvimamenePl Impci 
R d  Eavironrtuatol Impact Slsrrmcnt ('DEWEE7 on the San Fenran& Val113 

Our finn w s  retained by the Chwned Citizmr Tnntit Collitiaa ("CCTC) late 
during tha week of June 25". We requuicd a f i k  dry extension to have aa &&qua& 
oppormnity lo comment upon tbc bnA, but that aaewioa war dmied. CCTC has 
prrviwsly submitted detailed ConunenM anr the Drafl. Moreover, Tom Rubia, a widely 
recugnized expti in & w i t  efkienoy, b subrniningcommcnll eddrcasing safely, 
efficiency and C M ~  of h e  propored ryhm Thertfon. our m m t s  ars limited and will 
tow primuily upon Ulc legal -why the DEUVElS is so inadcquale fhat it ahould 
k rrviasd and released in draft for further comment 

Comment C11-l 

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

Comment C11-IIA 

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-IIA.1 

Please see the response the previous comment. 

San Fernando Valley M East-West Transit Corridor 
ElSlEl R 
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II. me D E W  Ir So Inadqartt TL8t It MIIN be Rrvltcd and Reclrculrtcd 
lor PlmbUe Comment. 

A. T b e  Prmss &Imp Followed far Dtvtlopmmt and Usc of ihe DGaVgrS 
k mwed. 

The DEIWElS stales b t  b d  upon this dacvnwrt the MTA Board piill releer a 
m f d  ahmarive tbnt will be b c n t e d  in a LocrrRv Prc/idAltemtive R r m .  ' .  . . 
aArr wluch dn MTA will canplctc rtK p n l i i n q  e n y m n n g  sctivitw md prepare a 
F i d  EEISIEIR. (VEIRZIS, S I . )  Wbrk it is very clear fmm rtK adminisdve p m c m  
hf has bsc& rhw &r lhat rhe D E l W  was d 2 8 M  in to favor lk Full BUT 
Ptemntivc.' the ndopfedpmcsa is deeply h w e d  u docribtd lor hva rcatons. F i t ,  
unlike W.PA. CEQA anpably r q u b  the draft EIR m include nn explicit $elemcnl of 
lhe preferred attemntive p r o p 4  hy miT. Sccand. cvm if it doe not, Ihc adion of the 
decisionmaker in mluting the prclm-cd altmutivc wihout the bcncfit of seeing the 
comments and response to c o m a ~ u  on the DEfR'EIS, as appears to be wnlcmplntcd by 
ihe discriptian ofrhe pmceduremsinod in the EIETWEIS, wwld impmpcrly prc- 
~ m m i l  the Bvud lo the pajecl wirhwt the h c f i t  of a complete EIR. Third. the 
pepamtion of p ~ l i m i n u y  engiace~g netiviticr priw ta completion and coniidtration of 
a Fiml EIR may presommit the Bmrd w a s p c i l c  pmject hause of Ihe expanse af 
such engineering advitics. Engineering activities h l d  wly  k u n d d e n  wilh reprd 
u, a p d c u l a r  route to L a  exlanl needed to auure ihat the environmetltal raalysir is  
complac. 

I. The Preferred Allcrnatln SborM Be Ideatilied by Shf f  As Part 
of lbc CEQA Pmccu. 

Thc requirement for identification of a ptcfMnd alternative is mandated 
chrougbu~ the Ulifomia Eavimnmenrol Qual~ry A a  (YEQA") end the CEQA 
Guidelimn. Far m p l c ,  p l t a n l  to CEQA. an EtR must nmtain a dc~i lcd  stntement ol 
*All significant eNccts on the environment of the popcscd pmjcxt." PRC 8 2 1 1WM I ), 
ompbiuis added. The EIR m a  ~acluk altcm~tivcs "to the praposcd project." PRC $ 
2 1 lWbl(4). The CEQA Gu~dcltnes also pnvidc a pmjjecl &scription shall iacludc 'The 
precis location and boundaries drhe proposed project. . . " CEQA Guidcliw Secuon 
ISi24(a), m p h t s  s d d d  Examples obamd oflhe presumption by CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines that lhen mutt bo a single popaed pmjw which is h e  subject 0 t h  
cnviroammlal mdys i r  StaNla rhoutd be inleapretat PCcMding Ib llleir plain and 

' For example. it is quilc clearearJJaI lhe Loa AngclcsTiia would w t  kauc mdoned Ihc 
Full BRT nltcrnUive wilhoul wrmc lobbying from MTA s M  
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MTAlad PTA 
July 3,2001 
P y c  4 

~ a m b i p a u  wording. Sunon v. Irdvrmhl Ace. Corn. (1956) 46 Cal2d 791.797. CEQA 
plainly r q u h  idcatifiulion Mdmalytuofr singk popoaedp.oject. The imptame C11-IIA.1 
o f a ~ I c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ k h ~ ~ y b y U K ~ ~ ~ l r n :  Tbnr6 

[Aln accumte, stable and 6dte project dcscriptioa n the linr quo non of m 
i n t d v c  and kgally sufiient EIR Thc drfiedprojecf and notol~onrs 

diffmtpjn(nvr1 k theEIR'a banaJldr nrb/ccr. [Citotionj. 

2. Wblle the Preferred Alter~lrllvc MUM be IdenUfkd for Purpaon 
of Aa~tys i~ ,  Prcsormoltmcnt to r S q l e  Project or Alternmtlvr Is 
Prohibited. 

Allhough a p r c f c d  project must be identifial for plrpxer of clmity duralysis, 
actiow which pn-canmit a plblic agency lo that aluxna(ivc nut be avoided until &a 
mvmnrnenrol micv u cmQctcd (CEQA Guidelie. (1 15009 @X2) [*. . . e l i c  
agencies s M 1  not undertake naionr thrl would. . . limit Iho choice of alterrmuvcr or 
mitigation m c a r u ~ .  kfare wmplaim orCEQA compliarice-j.) At t b i  early rmge, 
environmenmt review should bc an inngnl pM of the decision-making pocur. The 
DEIkEiS Ihwldnc4 nnaly'n impimplc8 in a way that it becoma: rtrtrort of'porr koc 
ratioaaliitionfl to suppon aaion d d y  taken,' which Ihc Supreme Court dippmved 
in Im4rel He~gAo I"pmwmenr Arm. v. Rgcnrr of Univmify of CdIfirn!a ( 1  988) 47 
Cd.3d 316,394. Alto m Cilketu for Rqoo~~lble Gow. v. AIbruy (1997) 56 Ca1. 
App.4th 1199. 

We arc concerned t b  the selection of the pefemd rttcrmtivc by the Board, us 
opposed a, stafZ lpprrrntly 10 be mdc withour !hc benefit of rning wmments and 
r r ~ p ~ ~ e  to mmmmk, would pcommit the agency. Thit is a pnrticvlar concern 
becurre the DElRlElS slates that aRcr rbe prcftrrcd dlmntive is ~lccted. preliminary 
engineering mufitr will bc cooduccdd, even h g b  (hem is no idicatioa that UK 
engineering d i n  uc rcquired ro cmplctc the cnriroomcahl miyriu. 

We are almdy concerned that the d p  of the right of way m y  have s o p  
c o d u c d  rhe MTA b t  the rtnff u nd giving fair considmiion malternativcr. Indecd, 
the c m c  namnvntsj ofthe d W $ i o n  of rltcmstiw.~, urd the has in ana1pu of the 
TSM aIumdvt versus the BRT almativc in t e r n  of& and effectivemeas, sug* 
t k m  alrcody is r lcvd olprctornmitmcnt to Ihe BRT, a the vny leu1 an the p r t  of the 
mff. This should nai be aggravatdby having the B o d  (as opappored to a mff 
rccommcndacion of aprrfmrd nltimativc fa p u p  ofanetycis) sleet a preferred 

Comment C11-11A.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: (I)  "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 EISEIR 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. 

San Fernando Valley M East-West Transit Corridor 
EISIEIR 
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Group C - Community Organizations 

Comment C11-IIB.1 

nmge of u h & m  lo brprojec~ u well u mitiprim manrrrr dvi would minimira 
Mo rdrme i q u b  of dw project .r it b prapased. la &n, "[oh of its [an EIR'sj mqior 
bcrioar..ir to mnuo that all n a s o d c  o h r i v u  m propcd projects are 
lhoroughiy massed by rrrparrible officida." KiIdl' Aliw v. Chickdng (1976) 18 
Cd.3d 190,197, cmphh added Tbc EIR rmat 'pdwa iDZolmDtion sufficient to 
@t 8 d k  cbo'kC of d ~ m r h ~  8U k~ 0- U conscneb' 
~ ~ V d ~ A v d u & ) r ~ I c r y r y I a c , v . C ~ g f S M & f i l o c I i n o ( 1 9 8 4 )  tSS 
C.LApp.3d738.750-751. 

As s h t d  in CEQA Ouidclincr %lion f 5126.qa): I 
. . An Em shall k ' k  a mge of d l c  altcm6ves b the p j q  w to h 
b e 9 h  of the project, which w d d  f d b l y  attain moa ofthe buio objectiw of I 
the pmjecl but would avoid or wt6tantidly krrnr my of ib signikm eRaD. 1 
md-ev&ue PK c o ~ v e  mnitr of tbe dlcr ruh .  An E~ nced not m i d c r  
mv y caa~ivrbk J d v e  to e &ect. itrcba it mw c a i d n  e rarolubie 
r q e o l p o t m ~ y  fcuible drermtivu that wil l  f6dtm inf~rmedd#lioamaUg 
and public praieiprion. . . I 

The range of alternatives considered in the EISIEIR includes the following: 
(I) 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/Oxnrtrd 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-llB.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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~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ u f d d y r v o r a l d ~ w t o a B R T : ~ w p r o j a t  
. h c m a i n d r ~ I y d c v c k @ T S M .  TbdOxrdrwteicnotpldhllltivetoUm 
BRT, but d y  8 d g  md k i c f d m  h ra ~cluiive bur kludcd 
kawa of -uuity q@h to tho ChdQ/BurbmL portion oftho BRT, Thw, the 
DEntlElS M s  to p v i d t  d o  rmga of rlkmativa. 
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Comment C11-IIC.1 (a) 

MTA and R A  
JaJy3.2M)I 
PIIF6 

2-55. 11 Is rlra not an implial  comp&n. for the rrsrosu al Forth m the letler 
arbmiacd by lhomar A. Rubin d Richard R Stone rRubin kllcr"). The b t d  nnm 
of Ihc compariwnktwcta a TSM qatm md tha BRT violatea CEQA. The lead 
rpency m u  I n d r p d n f l v  pMisip~c,  review. ~ 8 1 y n  and diswr h e  
dnmativar in good foilh- (Kin@ County F m  Bwou v. Cty ofHmjord (1990) 221 
CaI.App.3d 69t, 736, citing F4~&1ion/ar%n Franclsca't Archirccmml Hetitag* v. 
Ci& end Cmry of- Frmriscu (1980) 106 C~l.App.3d 893,908- 910.) 

For h a  mamu wl f d  in Rubia'r lefter, an impmved TSM $ y s m  and run: 
~ l i o n r  m i &  R I L M D . ~ ~ ~ ~  dtemntiva U) the BRTthrt should be coasidmed in the I 
D ~ ~ ~ E I s . -  Funher, fm !he re- Kt forth in Torn Rubin'r Imn, a rrasonnble m g c  of 
dernstiva should include gmtcr use or  fmvay  cxprcss bus vnicc and timed nnnsfcr 
cmlm. A mvixd d n A  DEIR'EIS should k prcparcd and dmlatcd for comments 
including thw dtemntirw. 

I 
C. The  BRT Would R a u l t  in Xumcnus Advent lmprcn Whith Were 

Not Fully Analyzed. 

The r e q u ~ m r a t  for an EIR under CEQA smm the dual purpme dtn&ling a 
reviewing agmcy to mnke an i n f d  decision and making Le J e f i r i o W n ' s  
-iug s d b l e  lo the public, thaeby pmtecting infwmed self-government. Kings 
Counq F m  Bureau u. Ci!j'o/Han/ord (1990) 221 61.App.3d 692,670. Prepamtion ol' 
.n DEIR'EIS on a mmit system may hcilitotc betler decision-ding and pmperly 
involve Ihc public only if Ihe DEIm1S pmvida n muuinglul analysis of impnets. 
~l-iivcr; and mitigation -urns at M d y  ~tagc in the planning pmms.  It is 
incumbent on MTA and FTA to mnke ctm that chis DElfLZlS in aufficicntly infomtivc 
so that h? affected public may kccine hro1ved in the pla- process now. rather than 
h r  when it may be hardcr lo modify the pmpascd pmjcct. 

1. The  DEaVEfS FsRr to Adequately Ducrlbe the Proposed 
Projrct by Omlttiug Rttntlon of the Possibility dConvtnion to 
Rall and tbe Nunolty for BrMp Conrtrucllon. 

The DEIWEIS $?arc; thc anrcepl is forr 26-foot wide. at-@ busway ~picnlly 
located in the center of the budvm Pacific Right of Way (SP ROW. (DElFbEIS, p. 2- Cil-'IC.l(a) 
28.) The SP ROW is ryptplly 60-feet wide nn of Whim Avenue. (DEIWEIS, p. 2- 
28.) DuMg geak hours, buses will bc travcting once evay 1 25 minules becrurc there 
wjll be 24 in t a ~ h  dimrion every how rl wnk opcntionr but operation schsdu1es are ml 
set forth. (DEIRZtS. p. 3.26.) Such a hmiccd pmjcet beripiaa violates the mandate of 
CEQA thal: I 

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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Comment C11-IIC.1 (b) 

Please see the response to Comment C9-2. 

hffA 4 F r A  
July 3. MOI 
Prsr 7 

"Documcuts prrpand pursuuit nr didiviaiau be orgaaized and &am in such a 
mo~crthntthcy d l  be rnmmpful md wfW to docism-mekm llrd lo the 
prrblc.' 

( h b .  Raourcm Code 5 21003 @).I I 

Ths projectdcsc+tion also faib to disclose wbot may bea lcgel mandare for 
rnobliihment of. Ugh1 mil service dong rhc cxclusiw bwwlry route. We w m  infamed 
by MTA lqol counsel that some hndins for the puplrchue ofthe Southern Pilsific ROW 
c m  fmm the P u m g c r  E l  and Clan Air Bond Act of 1990 (Aoporitiw 108). The 
rckvant ponion of the Wifomia Shear and Highwaya Codc which coditics Propmirim 
108 stam 'The muncy in tbc [Pasenper b i f  Bad1 tund . . . shell be avdlnble . . . for 
acquisit~on of rightsf-way . . . which directly ~ppan nil  hmspmfation, incWng 
udwiw bwwap which me mnwnui ~vitkin I O y u t n  Mfer complerlnn of cnnrsrmctian 
lnfo mil linec. . . ." (St. & Hwy. Codc 5 2701.06, cmphsia addcd.) Thus, if this section 
applies, us it appesrs it does, h c l m i y  conmian of Ihe pmjccc into s light nil system 
within 10 yean is reasonably forcreable and must be discford and analyzed. Tht 
DEIRZIS must consider 'All phrser ofproject planning. implmentntion and opcmtion." 
(CEQA Guidclim 8 15063 (aXI).) Tht malysis must include tlutun devdopmtnt that 
a i l  forcxtably oww if the agency lppmva the pmjee~ (Ctty of Antioch v. City Council 
(1986) IS7 Cal.App3d 1325, 1333-1336.) 1fMTA bat noplan a intenlion loeonverl 
this urclurivt bwlry  to a mil syrton h e  fan& f'rom Propasition 108 s h l d  be m e d  
to k Parrrmger Rail Band Fwd 

Tk pmjed dueription also fails to dishau h t  new bridges arc q u i d  
compMenu of the project. T h e  project would cmss Bvr flood wnml chimnetr: 
Caballero CmL. due Lor Angcles hwr. Bull Clak, and hwo branch of the Tujwp 
Wash New bridges would bt muid - s o w  and perhaps all, oflhac c b e b  Tor 
the BRT dmmtivc .. . .' (DEIWEIS, p. 4-261 .) Thcrc Gvs new bridge are not set fonh 
in Ihe pmjcct description, but should k becn~c they are reasonably forrrcsable 
components of rhe ppmjon. Ttac DElRmS scans 7 h c  bridge ~ c m u  Ihe Lm Angeles 
RIM would require five to six pim.. .' (DURiEIS, p. 4.261.) The effects orthis 
consauction musl be anal@, but wrs ad. Additidly,  lhc Army Corps of Engineers 
m e  tha it had r r r i e a d  the pmjal a d  "detamind that &1 will affccc 
Scpulvcda Dm's h o d  m n m l  capachy " (Amy Corps Oct. 27, ZOOD tenn, Appendix 
H. Agcocy Comments.) The DEIWEIS should Fully exphin the project's fill rquircment 
and iu efftct on the dam's flood ~onual capacity. 

Comment C11-IIC.1 (c) 

The five bridges and their operational effects are identified in Section 4- 
12.3.3. The construction impacts associated with these new bridges are 
described in Section 5-12.2. 
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Comment C11-IIC.2(a) 

Pubtic decy would bs significantty I y W d  by my mion of& BRT. At 
pak hour, at my given pbinl, buKJ will b t  bavtlimg in one direction or the o k  cv y 
1.22 minutes bccausc 48 hipr will ocw cvay  bour. @EIWEIS, p. 3-26.) By the 
MTA's own historical rratistrctrcr, -one &t pnrppoximrtdy 80,000 vehicle milcan 
cm k expected. The No Build altcraslive wwld have no adverse impaclt undn *PA 
a CEQA. rim it w u l d  maintain c&hg transit xrvice. thc TruH d m u v e  owld I# 
eapatd to mult  in 40 new a c i d m u  a year(breduponthe additional 3,200,000 
d i t i a r s l  bus miles.) (DEIWEIS, p. 4-265.) The BRT Alnmadve and i b  ra r ia t iw 
would mult  in more than 6Unrwam~dcn:speryeor involvingdlisiono with vehicles or 
pcoplc ( b a d  upon the ndditiod S.OW,000 ~dditioml hs miles pt year.) (DEIREIS. 
p. 4-262.) Aibugh the DEIWElS dax not set id MY IlaMlnrds of ripiticancc 
agailut whid! IO mearum i b a  impact, though it sbdd,  the impnct u pmumptivcly 
s ip i l i iwt  under CEQA. CEQA c r t a t u  nprsumption ofdpificant impacu when a 
project will caurc arbatantis1 a d v w  effects on human beinel, dthcr directly or 
M d y .  Guidelines l) 1506S(d). T)leDEIR/ED should st& mir k L  lnsteod h e  
DEIJVEIS relics upm hehc"dcdiukd For r idor4  ink& dcty featurn" ta dimimtc 
public safety thteuts, though it d l l  rdmiu Ibe pmjcn "wculd have, at mal. a minor 
advme impul" 

Stroeu wilh grade crossings by the cxcllsivc buway will k a rignificml pmblcm. 
rtrn will be mmy bur-vs.-auta, bur-vr.-buck bur-vs.-pedestrian inridcnts. jw like 
them bas been on the Blue Linc in Long Beach. As dircurrcd in b e  Rubin lcmr. Ulc 
MTA con expea a W c r  rate of tbtalitia than even lbc Blue Line has c a w d  bcenuu of 
the higher ijm& ofcpmtion pqrosed for rhc BRT, che rclarively shorter Id time 
before crossing a t - p &  ialmc~tions, and bck crf rttndvd nilwad crossing potationr 
such u gates. (Rubin Lmtr, p. 20.) h n t l y .  tlx Blue Li is b w n  ar the mmt 
daqnwr light mil line in the United States. Howcv,  by comparison, the pfptoposed 
BRT Alt~inativeq as the Rubin I c k  cnr luda ,  cwld be *fbr more dangcmur" than the 
Blue Linc. 

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 
based on MTA's bus operations on mixed-flow streets. The BRT, however, 
is within a dedicated corridor, and the number of accidents would be 
expected to be lower. (See Volume 1, Section 4-13.) Further, BRT 
ridership is primarily from commuters who would otherwise be travelling in 
cars or buses on mixed-flow streets. Hence, the number of total accidents in 
the San Fernando Valley should decrease. 

Comment C1 1111C.2(b) 

Please see the responses to Comments C11-IIC,2(a), C9-66, and C9-68. 

Comment C11 -IIC.2(c) 

Please see the responses to Comment C9-72. 

San Fernando Valley M East-West Transit Corridor 
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Comment CI1-llC.3 

MTA and ETA 
July 3, ZW l 
Age9 

letter pin& oui,the trnnic impact of exclusive utc of i n t e d o n r  by buss  would 
(cvacly impet rhe capt~ity of these inrascstionr to a p t c r  dcgrcc than is 
rchtcwtdgcd by Ihe DEIWEIS. (Rubia Lmcr, pp. 18-19.) Thc DElWDEIS requires 
'recalibration ofsigarl timing" (DEMS,  p. 3-44), but d o a  notmre how this would 
affect cxctusive busway w. E v a  atsumin$ rhe DEIWUS ndys i r  b comct, Uw BRT 
a l m t i v e  woukl impact 17 aud nd thtt phase of the BRT, the Minimal Operable 
S e w t  ('MOS") wwld impftct 14. (DEIWEIS, p. 4-102.) Thus, ciihcrtbc Full BRT or 
th NOS would lldvmely impact rccars m fin service whm compand with the No BujW 
1Utcmcivc or BTSM dtcmatiw beuurc more intcncctiona would opentc at lcuels of 
service the Los Angela Fire Departmcnr cwsidm to be "limiting km" on cmcrgcncy 
m i c c s .  This impact is no1 acknowledged when the DEIWElS concludes "Exisr%ng and 
planned rmicc levcls of lire protection . . . arc expcctcd ro be adequate with or without 
the proposed p~ojat." 

3. The BRTAlleraalIvc Would be a S l p l I l c a ~ t  Tbrnt to Publlc 
Safety and Caovcalenee, EspecInUy Along Chaadkr Bontevard 

Whilc my BRT rltcmativc poses a threat to public d o t y ,  the Full BRT olrm~five 
poses sipifisant thmu to (hr safely of members of the Chandler neighborhood 
communiky. which is pndominanily Jewish Onhodox. (See DEWEIS, p. 4-75.] The 
Oahalox Jewish Sebbalh tacompassec a significant p? oftwo dap wch aad cvmy 
wwk - thc lam *of Ftiday and rhc greater plur oTSnhKddy; I M  days d ycw p lu  
Biblical festivals &at bring b e  tohl to nearly 125 dPys prycar during which thousands 
ofmcmbm otihc Chandkrl Valky Viltnp commuaity - estimated at mote than 5.00  
pwplo - encounter these mhietioruo. Thc DEWELS l ib  lhnc synagogues MI Chandler. 
Emek Hcbrcw Aceulmry. and North Hollywood High School, bur tails to list Vellcy 
Tonh High S c b l  ud Y d  A m h  SephardCc S p g o p c .  @EIW EIS. Tabk 4-1 at 4- 
41.) fnlf idmuion ahwld be set forth and the impct to thir unique community rmut 
be rrcaaridmd. 

Pcdernim mmc u hrovy in this ncigbborhwd for -1 rewas: ( I )  them arc 
1 J school$ nmt the mute, with thousands ofrtudrna pasing through twice &i!y; (2) lor 
many Ofthodon Jewish residents &ere m approxirnotely 125 dny3 per mnum on which 
driving is  prohibited for a lcasl part af the day; (3) many elderly ncighbomoal retirement 
fuility rclidcnts rely on walk  along ChaMlkr u daily physical thcnpy; and (4) moat 
synagogue8 conduct multiple m i a n  pray- every morning and wcning to which youlhr 
md many elderly, who gmcrslly wadk vciy slowly, nuend Thc 100-fool wide tight of I 
wry kid tab. bng timc to &w and e&pose padatrim m tnffic hunrds f&great 
lengths of time. I . . 

The DEIR;Z1S claims &%an accessibility so ffiligiour inslilution, "wvuld not 1 

Valley Torah High School was constructed during preparation of the Draft 
EISIEIR. 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. 
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Comment C11-llC.4 

M T A d F T A  
July 3,2001 
Page t O  

d u c d  d o q  Chndler Boultvud. dw u, new midblock cmuinp" and llut 

108.) HOW-, thir op- fo-t is dinplhl by 
*mo bow h m  expnisnce lbpt KUC~ m- impede Iheunccca. 

4. Growtbhduclng Impacts Sbopld be Ruantyud. 

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-llC.5 

in Frien& of "B" Sme t  v. Ciry o fHa~~nrd  (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988, the court 
opined Lbal the grovnh-inducing impacts from oons~ction of asingk ittcet would be 
cxcensiw: 

The DEWElS fails to acknowlcdgc the frowrb iadysbg impacl of muting tbo 
BRT thmugh residential neigh-, including rbe Chiodla Burbank a e i g h b o h ~  
richer than distributing enhanced bussing Ihmughout the Valley, or, with the SRT. 
muting a pottion through the aircsdy commcrcird and multi-family neighbahood along 

Thc pmjeot would nsu1t in Ute loss of Ihe residential m u n i l y  
chnraanjpic of the uea, and a dccmae in nridcnrid propny whw. Iho 
residential desirability of adjxcnt prop& wovfd be & m l y  affeclcd 
by the inaevcd noise aud e x p ~ l r c  lo mffic,wdud actbacks of Ihe 
SvucNrU from tfn $ h a t ,  and the lass of on-stut paking, The convsrsion 
of singie-firnib l y I I ings  lo cmmrrol or mdll-fimily wu wuld be 
aderated. 

C11-1'C.4 
Please see the responses to Comment C5-9 and Comment C9-1. Using year 
2000 traffic counts, averages across the Chandler Boulevard reach between 

Prim& of "B"Srrret, at 1003, unphuu PWed. Just ar conreuctionofa stnet ewld be 
expcaed to uetkrae rbc coavenioa of ripglc-tunily dwellings, rbe siting of an 
nrclurive busway would bavc Ihc same effect 

I 
5. Community DMllom Will be a SIpIRcmt Impact. 

A p d i x  G or  !kc CEQA Guidelines recommtadr that public mpcies query 
whether r propored project will 'PhysbUy divide M crublkbcd community." (CEQA 
Guidcliues, Ayp. G, IX SUM (a).) CouN haw recog!izod h t  Ihc pnsumfibn of 
dgniftcance in tho predeceuaorlhu rectian, f m r  A m  Gmlniivision (u), " w u  
intended lo apply to projects, such as hi~bway conrtmstioo, thn~wouldconstitutc 
physical %en dinding a ~ m m u n i t y . ~  (Carhay Mortuary, Inc. v. Sm Francisco 
PrMntng b n r m  k (1989) 207 01.App.M 275,280.) - - 

"Ihc DElRIEIS stat- an adzns i m w l  -Id occur "if the pmcnceof the project 1 

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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Comment C11-11C.6 

ecvld potendally change rht chamcon of thc nei&lmhcd by inaoduckg an 
insompuiblt use h e  am." (DWVEIS, p. 445). And and implrctcarld occur if rhe 
pojm Plignmnrr.. could substaaWIy impair iecar to, hm, w withim r neighbcrboal 
a man a division within a neighbabood that was naprcviwtly p m t "  (DEIWEIS, p 
4-85.) 

The coamaoity'r chmcrrralong Chandler wig be changed kuwc of Ihe 
signifxant i n u c a ~  in bus traffic this mad rill expcrime. 7he DEIWEIS dmib ". . . 
the p r o p e l  bus schedutt diffcn greatly born the inhequaat h i g h  train wipr that 
chancfcriztd the right-of-way in p u t  yea% . ." 7hrt stoternent bighlighu the diffenacs 
b*arrm biswric usage pl& usage. T h  has been no bus tnffic on Chrndlcr 
west of W h i m  for over tcn ycan baause here is no ridcnhip on OIsndla to sup- 
such bw brffic. The DElRrElS clatar the added buses "would not substantially anctrare 
the numbcl of vehicla uavclinp dong the msit corridor" but this is wmng because 48 
aipr will cccur cvcry hour (DEIRIEIS, p. 3-26 [ q r t i n g  24 trips per hour in mch 
dirrcrionD. Ihw resulting in 11 52 new bur mps cvuy by. Thu i-c would 
dgnibcanlly increase traffic on a roadway whcrc prermtly cnly "hundreds of can" bnvcl 
@EIlWIS. p. 4-88.) 'Ihe DEJR'EIS fsib 0 provide ~ u i - a t c  &m regarding Lhe uwgc of 
Chandler Smer  b Table 3-2. Existing Clmrsctaiztica of East-Wcst Atterials. O x n d  
Svtn i~ n m d  sr a Sccondnry ofierial with 14,600-2S,W vehicle trips, but no similm 
i n f m t i o n  it given fw Chandler. Chmmclcristiu of Chndkr should bc included before 
my conclusion c m  be reasonably made lhal itr chu3cleristia would not sulnmntidty 
change wirh the  idi it ion of 1 IS2 new bus !rips per day. 

6. Commanity D h p t h m  WlU Be Claud by R n l  Eatate 
Acqubltloa and DbphcemnL 

BRT and the Ouunf &tion, but wilh the Chndler dignnmr, Ihcn u a ''concentmkd 
mj of residential l e a d '  that ri l l  have be t m i n r t d  (DEINEE, p. 4-56). There 
residential disNpti0lw include "Tancts. Ibldmping, ptia, and even a pool. . .. 
(DEiWEIS. p. 4-60.> The mittgntim for dirplacamr of pemns and businares is 
wmpliance wirh due Uniform Reloution Assinrace and Raol Pmprrtirr Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970. (DEIWEIS. p. 4-67.) However, no spccilic slaadard of 
dgnificancr is  stat& I n a d ,  it is uwncd mitiptian would reduce lhir inpael to 
insignifu~nce. Thc CEQA Guidelines spcpccifically use ccasmcrion of0 road or LKway 
which divider a community sr the type of physical change for uhich "... thc social effect 
on Ihe community would k the basis roc determining that the effect would be 
significant." Guidelines Q 15131 subd. @). Thc DElWElS must s&tc the b i r  it uses for 
datermining Ihe affect is not rignie-. 

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, (25-9, 
and C9-1. 
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7. Tbs AkQu~u.kiQ Q.ILfahdyze ImplcbClucd by the Projtct. 

Txmpwutlon mum hava p o f d  shott- lad loag-tam dt quality hnpku. 
Ruociu:&n ConwnadAbotd T M ~ W .  Im. Y. Dole, 610 F.Supp. 1IOI.L I I0 W.D. Tex. 
t985). VTmmrioa muta flcetbumar md phyriul senltmcntpmcm throughout I 
&on, whieb ia turn have r major i m p &  on & e g g  p h t  md urimal ttab~ta~s, and 
noise." &Kra v. CoumyqfX~ (t995) ?CaI.41763.8IY, emphasis &. 

The DEIR,'EIS pedicta chat ngiond air quality will be impmved (DEWEIS, p. 4- 
182) bccowe of n cleaner vehlcle flm me~ra Yea 2020 air pollution coneeamtions 
wwld be approximtely halalTthcir cumnt level, (DEWIS, p. 4 187). By jrsuming a 
simetion b a d  upm the vehicle fleet mry p a  in tht futu* rhc D E M I S  completely 
fails co analyze the situation dm1 would occur immedinuly fdlowiay pmjm approval, a. 
n u m u $  bus mpr arc & la ciry suers. Em example, as shown above, 11 52 new bus 
~ p s  per day wwld be added 10 Chandler 5oulcwQ which cumntly her no bur trsfflc 
west of WhiW This rcpascnts m awnnous in&- in tmi& yenenling traffis 
which the DElWElS lailr lo account for. The DEIWElS s a w  existing CO 
~oncramtioa~ 4t ecrtain inrrrxctionr exfeed state stMdPr&@EIWEIS,p. 4-1 78). then 
pmmu I sjmtion in Ycar 2020 where no uMdard is axocedd, arcuming that vehicle 
flea improwmenu will d u c c  cmi+ria~ up to 80%. There ir no 8ccounting for grwh 
in tnflic or rbc possibility h i t  suadardr may k cxcctdcd during lhc intawning years. 
mu. the ab quality analysis needs to be subsunthlly 

8, BRT MternAvn Ceraot be Selected Bawd Upea the Exirdag 
Record Because of Impacts on Scctlon d(1) Protuled Resources. 

Thc DEIkiIS dtmwraotrr rhiw the Full BRT ond h e  h a r d  variation 
p~calially affects public mldlife .ad m ~ o w l  rehrger, historic rites. and b i k m p ,  
rvhile tbc TSM ad No Build Almrutiva would not (DEIRIEIS, pp. 4-294 to 4-295.) 
As a fedcnl pomn in this project, FTA is constrained by W o n  4(0 of the Dcpvmrea 
of Transparution Ad. Thts is one of rhe rnwt stringent fedcnl mvimomnal and 
historic p t ~ n a t i o n  r w c n  ever a w k d  by Congnrs. Tba mrutr explicitly prohibib 
the Secretmy of Tranrpomuoa 60m approving any project rhst rrguircs he %sew of 
histciic s i t a  or porkland, unless (1) there is no "prudent md hible" altmetiw lo the 
w of the sites, and (2) 'all possible planning" has been ultn, to m i M i  harm to the 
sites. 28 U.S.C. 8 138;49U.S.C.Q303(c). 

The avoidencc mandare of Smion 4(0 applia w h v e r  a tmsportation project 
will require the "use" o la  mounc prolacled under the mtute, wen if lhrt "use" fall 
shoe of actual taking of land. fhe hrminrtion of whether 1 '%d has crcuncd, 
includes conrbwctivc we by "noiGT;ir pollutiar d general unsightli-" (Dc 

Comment C11-llC.7 

The EISIEIR 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 pprn and 0.2 pprn of the 
one- and eight-hour CO concentration in the area, respectively. Buses for 
the MOS would contribute to approximately 0.2 pprn and 0.1 pprn 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 pprn and 3.6 ppm, 
respectively. Thus, one- and eight-hour CO concentrations at bus stations 
area estimated to be approximately 5.4 pprn 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 pprn 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 
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buses at nearby study intersections would not result in violations of the 
State CO standards. 

The assumptions in the EISIEIR 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 EISIEIR when estimating pollutant 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 EMFAC7G 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 removaI of older vehicles over the 20-year period. 

The EISIEIR 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 pprn, 
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. 
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MTAPndFrA 
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Fednarjoa o/CtvicAuSu v. volp?, 4459 F.2d 1231,1239 (D.C. Cir. 1971). cnr. dmie4 
405 US. 1030 (19751.) Thc Couro, iDcIuding the Ninth C i m i l  have hen, M f y  
unanimour in camauing the Nhtmry fam "urc" v cry brmdly, to include not onty Ihs 
physical Uking a b q m d o n  of land fiom bi~ffric dtcr andpuks, but a h  the indirnl 
d v a r e  cffmts of mnspo~tion projects, such aa no&, air pollution, nitioll, ~d 
visual impacts, which may h t a  harm to prmcaed sit- marby. Tbwe i n d i m  effew 
may mount to a Uocamuctive wn of tho sire, tbua triggering the lull proOKtion of 
Section 4(0, if lhcy would "lubstanlially impair" thc Ho(ntcdvalua of the m. 
(Set Addr V. M, 675 F.2d IOSS.109Z (9th CU. 1982) ("Eva off-sits activitin are 
g o d  by 4 4(R ifthey could cmk aut&imtly saious impcta thut would 
subrttntirlly impair the valuc of thc rite in $emu of its prier significoncc snd 
enjoymentm); Sop H-3 A s  'n v. Calcmm, 533 F.2d 434, US, 452-13 (9th Cir.), m. 
denid 429 U.S. 999 (1976) (6-lane highway pnssmg viUn 100.200 bcat o f a  historic 
pcgoglyph rock wuld mull  in consbwtive use); Ci&n A b t c s  for Rqwnrible 
Expmian. Inc. (I-C2R.F) v. Dols.770 F.Zd423.441 (5th Cir. 1985)(widming of 
clcvsml highway born 4 to 9 Ianu. coming wilhin 40-200 feot of cevenl downtown 
historic buildings wucoruhuclive use); Cudirion AW'IWI a Rnifrdtkpesswuy (CAR@ 
v. Dole* 835 F.2d 803,810 (I lth Cir. 1988) (cIcvatcd amletfront highway within 40-100 
feet o f  urban historic buildings was wnmctivc use); rce rlso 23 C.F.R 1 771.135@).) 

The DEIR'EIS Fails to avoid or minimize hana lo public retreotionnl and historic 
propertin thrt wwld Juflcr "coamunivc we:' and bila to (~~knowfedgc the potcnhd for 
any constmctivc use impact$ at dl.  In fact, the most Idling widolce of this particular 
4(f) violation i6 Lhnt no1 4 sin& instance of coll~euctive we b rhrowlcdgcd for the 
mtim Project. On Iha ~ m n a r y ,  che DElRiEIS states "No coasuuctive we of the wildtifo 
r n m c  would ww." (DEIWEIS, p. 4-302.) The DEIR/EIS condudes "use" of Seetion 
4(1) mourcct is Iimiled cnclusivcly tothose withphpfcdimpPnr The DEIRrEIS 
amtinlly substiluta a 'physical ~kc"standuJ for thccmsimctive use docuine, an 
w r m c h  that simply c w o i  bt reconciled with wcllistnblnhcd s t ~ d a d s  for evaluating 
" c a m l i v e  ux"underSectioa 4(0, The whole point el lk cmmrccive usc doctrine is 
to evalwa, d avoid or minimire, substantial i d k t  imp- that are "more rubll4" 
than a physical rPLing of lmd. (D.C. Frdcrotion of Cidc AU'N V. Volp: 459 F3d at 
1239.) 

The DEWElS should analyze the noise impacts on the Sepulvcdn Basin W~ldlife 
Rerewe, with its auacietcd prki md playing fields, d u  than mume it "will be lost 
within the traflic noise e u m t l y  gcnenteddong Victory Boulevard." {DEIWEIS, p. 4 
301.) The EIR can- mume theaddition of impacu to aa already bad situation will cot 
k rignihnnt bccnurc the project'acumul~tive impret ofthe pwt nohc envimnmem 
must k considered. (Krngr Coun@.Fm Bunou v. Ciry tflfarford (I 990) 22 1 
Cnl.App.3d 692,718.) In ~ A ~ & > ) L I  LlniJ?edSchocl D&t. v City oJLos Angelcs 

Comment C11-llC.8 

The comment is incorrect in stating that there is no analysis of potential 
constructive use of Section 4(f) resources in the EISJEIR. 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 

Cll-liC.8 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 EISIEIR 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 Bl-26 to B 1-32 regarding noise and 
visual effects in the Sepulveda Basin area. 
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Comment C11 -H 

M A  ad FTA 
July 3+ a001 
P8ge 14 

("UUSD"J (1998) 58 C.r.Agp.4th 1019. the courf olrpeeol rejected rbc cw~cniion a 
M a t ' s  d b u t i o n  to I rt&n~al coaditioa d not be a tmivcly  examid if i~ ir 
iadividually -!I. In UUSD,  the C i  oTLw Angela' cancluricn rhat inn- ia 
nokc I d s  a n m d  rebwl, cwredby tbe proica w m  inrigni6wt becaw lcvels 
tLrody w m  beyond IIIC m a x i m  level panined under Lkpmmmt of H d t h  
p i d i n e s  w s  held to have hiled to pmpdy lnslyza the mulndve effect of the p o j e c ~  
(Id at 1025.) For the rsma mason rhnt the mrimnmenml m e w  were cet s i d e  in Riw 
Cowry and UUSD, the anal@ muat be redone hnt. 

Simc lhcn arc IWO pPltr within 50 fccS uid five others arc 3GQ kc? or less from 
dw hcrltembtivc alrgnmena (DELRIEIS, p 4194), h e  arnstrucfive w o f h s c  arras must 
k -I&. The Amy Corpr of Engineers wrote thrt it had reviewed the project a d  
"dcrcmined that thapmjcet will afftcl Sepltvcda Dam's flood control capacily." ( h y  
Corps Oh. 27,2000 Icntr. Appmdix H, A m y  Commcats.) Therefon, it is s l u r  that 
proposed fill w u l d  conatiattc %en ofasation resome. Addi~ionally, Oc BRT 
Pull alipmenl poicatidly pilccb historic sites, (DEIWEIS, p. 4D5.1 Therefore, all 
p i b l e  planning to minimize hnnn to lhew riles m a t  be U O ~ .  

The D E W I S  mneludcs &a: noire impacts will be Inr  han significant bccausc it 
i l ~ume~  d l  rnitiaatioa m-ra will be imolemrnted md effective. ''Wilhout miti~alim. I C 1 1-H 
454 noise irnpack arc pmjcclcd k r  Iht fulj BRT Allcma~ivc, ineludinp 3 10 with - 
moderate impact and I d 4  with severe impact.* (DElR/EtS.p. 4-221 .) No impacts are 
expected with the TSM or No Build nltemlivcr. {DEREK, p. 4-222.) The mirigation 
prop04 for lhere severe impac!d am quieter vehicles. swnd burim "m lhe onler of 12 
fur" and wund imlation (DEIWEIS, p. 4-23.) To Llly mitjgsrc n o b  impacts, 4.4 
milts of 12-A high m a d  wdl would bc nquimd. (DEIWEIS, p. 4-224.) Such n long, 
high wall would m a t e  impacts of in ovm ia terms dadwt iw  and p i b k  viotationsof 
Los hgcles  Mu~cipal Code height mmctiow. AMiriondly. a rovndwnll dtrU reduce8 
bw nois nod visual impad for lhow outside d~e  wall dm will muffle at-nl 
mergcncy-vdticle alm mndt and visibility out&& Ule m n d w d l  ha, MTA bus 
driven. Whm miligation mearurrr bavc impacw ofikiuom. !hoar impacts must be 
analyzed. (Srtvcns v. Ciiy o/GtendaIc (1981) I25 CaI.App.3d 986, W5-9% CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15 126.4 (ax IXD).) 

m. Tbe DEIWEIS Failr to Rcqulrc F a s l b k  Mitigadon M c u u m  

CEQA mquirca ha t  every EIR must contain a complctc dixursiun of putcatid C 11 -1 11 
mitigation measures avrilablc to avoid oc reduce Idverse mvMNncntal c&h. Pub. 
Rn. Code Section 2 lCWJ(b)(l): ~ F i d t l i a u  Scclion IS ltqc). Thit i s  because bnc of the I 

As discussed in Section 4-9.4 of the EISEIR, 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 Erom residences such that adverse 
secondary impacts will not result. 

Comment Cll-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 ChandlerICorteen, 
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. 
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Comment C11 -IV 

The comrnenter's support for the LankershimIOxnard alignment is noted for 
the record. 

basic putpea of M EIR u lo identify rigni6can1 eft& on the environment and 
'indicak Ihe mvlw m which those signikml e&u can k mkigatcd w avoided." 
(Ah. Rcs. Code Section 21002.l(a).) A mitigation modooriag plan with htlly 
enfmcable conditiom is quire t i  (Pubh.Code Section 2 11081.6@].) A public agmq 
m w  datennim W a l l  pmpasud mitigatior~ mua6urcs W a r  project rlkmotiva capobk 
oisub.mntially reducing entimnmmtal LnpacO have rtually been incorpntcd iato r h  
pmjm or that lhc pmpored mitimtion mauum or tl~mrtivu are imfc~uiMe fm w i R c  
snmomic, m i d .  otDthnrrtunu. (Pub. Rcs. Code Section 2108Ita); Sierra Club v. 
Gllmy City Corueil(1990) 222 Cbl.App.3d 30.) 

The mitigtioa measure ofpmteaed IrR tura lmca u p q m e d  for rhc inursectioa 
of Lpunl Canyon and C f i ~ d l e r  (DEIWEIS, p. S-22). but similar impacts are not 
mitigdcd at Ch.ndkr and Colfax, Cortan, Whimit, Bellair. ColdwamC~nyon. Echel, 
d Vam. It appears Chandler's intnacction with Catem, Bellairt, Md Vnma arc not 
analyzed at dl. (See DEIWElS, Appendix I.) 

Further, rhc DER'EIS states lhat the BRT wodd use Ccinprcuul Nntllrd Gas 
("CNG") nhr thm dicscl bur the DEIRrElS dods nor commit to that mitigation 
mcmms. 

I 
IV. If (he MTA $rote& WIIb a BRT Akrnaflvt, Tht Ornard Slrcrt Route 

Shaald be Selectcd Becrust it World Serve a Gri!ater Nrmbtr of Pottntlal 
Werh Would be La# Car*, and Wooid be tnr Dhrupllvr ta ihe Adjacent 
Neighborbod. 

The CCTC does not suppon the BRT h a  lhcmare uk, lcar txptnrive, and 
marefictive ways bi-c mobility in the %a Fcrmrdo Vallw. However, i f h  
MTA insists upon-going forwad with the BRT, k a  D&, CCTC CZ& dx DElWEIS 6u 
shows tht Oxnud Strccl Route k rrrgcticK beuw ii wbutd have Uw following kmtio 
whcn eompanj wilh cbe C h d l u  mure. (I)  it will truyort(hd lame mmba of people 
W t e n  h k c n h i r n  and W u n a  Ctlrccr in only a Link more time; (2) it provides dirtct 
aansporution lo Valley College; (3) h server the mtnl community don@ Oxnnrd Street, 
which is mom Likely to use public transi~; (4) it wwM klp  burincurs at Valley Plaza and 
m hernip malls dong Lourcl Canyon hbm Ox& Smct aanfianrd; lad (5) it amid6 
virm~lly all the 1nrp.e~ on the large porcion of the Chrndlcr community which is 
F a n  dependmt becwsc of religjau mtrictionr. the public safety harudr 
w o o d  wilh 1 wido busway in tho mi& of a wide 8-2, which hu to k cmrscd on 
loac by mmben of chc community on the Sabbrlh, &nd historical resow imppan 
wociaml wilh an aligammr along Qldtcr .  

Apparcatly, lhc MTA sufl%vcn the Full BRT o w  the Oxaard Variation because 
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Laurel Plaza Neighborhood Association 
6013 C ~ p m t u  Avsme, N h  Hdlyuod CA 91606 

818-7%-1120 

Kevin Mic hcl 
h AngeluCounty Transpimatian Authority 
one mw4y Plpu 
2 1  Floor. MS 99.22-5 
La1 Angdch CA 59312 

Re: Pnbion &in# O m u d  Altanrtiw 

Anrehtd is a puliac d g d  by 1,484 concerned citizens who o p p ~ e  the Ornard hltunniw. 
Rx Milion is  l i d  bv r k  follauinu: residents d t m m a  and ~DUVM~~S abna OX&: 
pcod~e who wort"onor;lsr ~ u r ~ n l , 2 s i t m r ~ t h c  orthodo* &inunity &nioxcwd. 
m b a r  olEnrmuYle1 LuihaM Church. mcrnbar of Lwrcl Pluso P i e i $ h h b d  Assmiation. 
rcridani of Vilky Glen and Noh Hollywod, pumlr of ch~ldreri who Me4 Grad 
Schod. Emn StrM Uerncntltv. Monlux @kmsnrarr. Viaw Elnacntw ud Lvlrol mil 
Schwl. Some nnploynr at rhdabon llnd schoolrand wm; orghyce~u the R o b i i c N y  
have ah n d  the with 11 u feh &at o f  the fcur chojscl orcvntcd bv the SffA rhe 
C h d k r  20 is ~hc'mon viable altanuirz 

Dlrnn Coml 
Ruideot 

Cc. M ~ y u J e m  H.hn 
Suprrisw Znt Y~sarlrwky 

Awmblymcmba Robcrl M. H e y  

The pet1 tions and 4 1  letters, e l l  s t ? t l n g  s i m l  lar concerns, have been recelved and 
are on flle.  

Response to Letter C12 

The commenter's support for the Chandler Boulevard alignment (and 
opposition to the LankershimIOxnard alignment) is noted for the record, as 
are the 1,484 such opinions conveyed by means of petition. 
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Response to Letter C14 

VALLEV VIUAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCl 

lunr29. rnl 

Mr. Kevin Mml 
tos AngcksCoumy MclmpuliUru 
I mqmmtim Aulharily 
Ok (Isdcwny Plum. 22" flim 
HS oP.22-d 
1.05 i%lpl~, cdl. %012 

Uru Mr. Micbl, 

1, Pa& 2-32. t q ~  of h lk draft mta thnt Optlon 2 ?ar(es h on Chnndln 
buuloml in mixed (Rft is ed lhc cxirting mediDn mukl h unchan&cd~mmtoday'. 
HWZITT, nawirue el* IE Ih DlitSnlelR is lhne my aulyhs isefthis damn T a  I 

~ h m d l a I b u k v a d  hurwo). mute. All oClk annlyas it futa brlrway m ~ h c  Cbamllft 
mnlw, nm un h e  cxkting &ys of eSLuullu MrvPnl Our h ~ a r m  
rqtlt?.t$ Itrot crthcr an aualydr of Option 2 bc ddul (n Lh. DEISIUE1W or lhxl II 
qpkmenl to ihc DEWEIR be prcpacd for Option 2. In addilian, lhir d y s i s  
r h t d  &IC nklhrr &s htdlr7 Boulcvgd aledm will be arll be hndwpi 
and rhe mlrual tmcksrcmotrd uderClpr1un2. 

2. Page 3-3. lower p n h  ntpqe. TIME 3-3 M y  s t a ~ t h D T f l w ~ k  Fkulevnrd 11 
c l w i k d  ~t a Scwa&wy highway when it  Ir W~ntlly rhmvrru aM j w  highway on 
chc Van Nuys-Nnfh Skrmau Oak. DiMtia lVim wd vn Ib Ifighways md nd~~ewrys 
map ofthe l ' n v l ~ a l i m c  Ekmcalo~Ur lnr A n p b  Gemd Ph. T b r ~ k ~ -  
ciur for I \ u rh t  Wl& should kc changed la Mjor highs-y. 

3. Pnjpv 4-68.  ham^ ponh  & 4 4 ,  top parim. Ihe ~ H ~ n i o n  of relamion nui- ror 
artdmr d v c f i i r i n p i ~ t h u i  mr kmiwtcd Wrs tW 27 olMoor 
would hw tobc mminakd fur the Full RUT untf I2 k ~ s n  watld 
thc L m k m h i n ~ f i d  On-Sacd Aliyttmcnt with* di1Fmnccor15 law 
w b l y  kia due b billburnlsin Uw h c k r  fkaukv9 mnlinn at Wiucn 

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 
EISEIR, it was considered during the development of the report, and 
included as "Option 2" in the Draft EIStEIR. 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 EISIEIR 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 
EISEIR. 

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 st 

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. 
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Comment C14-5 

The corrections noted in the comment have been made in the Final EISIEIR. 

Aven~~~ad.tL.rdC.nycaRc&vrrd E(woff.,nKttwmbngumy 
billbrdr in the Chandln nmtii u IW~Ilr t t  .ad a h l  Canyon. Out M a -  

tocatrd in h e  medim at I& Caym Bculcvsud m!d Whirrn Avenue.' k n, 
lmw cme~l (ta m.3 above) and h l d  k drlccat. I 

5. Page4.144,micldleotlbep~pc ThcYnlky VilogeScnii A-rrrthmraher I 

Comment C14-6 

8 ' I b e D U S n ) M R a p p c ~ t o b s d l ~ t o n ~ n ~ y o f t h c ~ w n h l o u l ~ ~  
~ M ~ J a I t r e c b ~ l l k c l a x d ~ p u ( e f l h i ~ p r n j e e 1 .  h p l c r o f l W h k u l -  
nVcspwA-, ElklAvaar.&U~~kAvcmrondCcecnP*Ct. Pt-tdinte 
in your mwcsw to Ihr c o m ~ ~ ~  MY uf ~bac r m n h l d  ~ t a ~  will closed 
A r c  lhcr uo6a ttr lipht-of.my fm (his poExL 

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 
EISIEIR. 

C14-8 

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 northlsouth streets wiIl remain open. Specifically, 
all streets mentioned in the comment (Vesper Avenue, EtheI 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. 
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Comment C14-9 

%A~,U :.&~'LA.L~xL- 
lnn Iliakin h l l n t  Mdn: WunxUltg. I'oruulml 

2 
Vdlc) Mllirgc Ilrrnwvnm Awcmlon Valley V~iIqe I i a m m % m  As~ua. 
PO thrn 4qt6 P.O. Uor 4471 
Vallq Yllloge. Cat. 91617 Vdicy Vllbgr Chi. 91611 

9. 11% Dl:IS:T)RR nlm ntt discus ulwthw Ihr Chandler belcr~arrl d i m  will sill 
k [mkcqxd if rhs %ued Smct c j t c m i v c  for Ibc h w a y  b ~ C ~ K I E ~ .  I~IWW ~ ~ ~ C P I C  
ilr ytnrr q m m  In Ur wmrncnu whnhcr rrre~l Ihe h d w p i n g  nf the ChRbCll~ 
H n ~ l c w J  medim will be done even ifrlre medtjnis  in^^ w d  fur bunrw d th 
O x n d  Slrctr d m d v c  i s  s&claf instcad 

The MTA Board has selected the Full BRT variation, which would operate 
within the median of Chandler Boulevard as the Locally Preferred 
Alternative (LPA) for the corridor. The Board also directed staff to include 
as an option operating service along Lankershim Boulevard and Oxnard 
Street on weekends. However, in either case, the BRT would be 
constructed in the median of Chandler Boulevard. With construction of the 
BRT Alternative, existing trees would be retained where possible, new trees 
would be planted, and groundcover would be installed. 

C14-9 
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k CAMERON 

€&me h l h l I ~ s s r a u ~ d m c p r c p o r o d ~ T r m U ~ ~ M ( d ~  

Ckin 4nnbu U m  A m l n + m  Inc - 6;nl Ckim Avernoe Vnn Nsin ('A 94.1 11 

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 EISEIR, 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 
AvenueNictory 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. 
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Comment C15-3 
I Page 2 July 3, 2001 

~ F i c i u n h h i m ' & h u b m a b ~ a n b i 9 . x u w v m M Y o d n * n m n  
r m r ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  cont'd 

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

Comment Cf 5-4 

The access road would provide access from Haskell Avenue, pass under the 
1-405 freeway and run parallel 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 1-405 freeway directing 
traffic to the Haskell Avenue access road and away from the Cameron 
Woods neighborhood. 
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Comment C16-3 

The commenter's opinion is noted for the record. 

Comment C16-4 

The commenter's opinion is noted for the record. 

Comment C16-5 

The commenter's opinion is noted for the record. 

Comment C16-6 

The commenter's opinion is noted for the record. 
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Comment C16-7 

Mi FULL BRT 
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Northlsouth traffic will experience additional delays with the 
implementation of the BRT. However, through proper design of the overall 
system, the impacts on the northlsouth 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 CaItrans. 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. 
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Tables 1-4 and 3-2: Comment noted. Volume ranges in Table 3-2 are the 
latest and most up-to-date figwes. 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 Ventwa 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 only 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 EISIEIR. 
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Response to Letter C17 

Comment C17-10 
ADDPBDUM TONLY3,1001 rumONSETO; SAN WWAN00Vhtl.W 

FASt'lWIX m CoRRlDm 
D M  BmIR 
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3-1 PUlUWrURE CONDITIONS AND AReAmE AN)gnrrY IMPhCIS OFllIE 
PRQIPXT 

The estimated 1.26 percent increase due to the BRT, which accounts for up 
to 15,000 additionaI 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 EISlEIR 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. 
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Comment C17-13 

‘tilt.: Ih'l7lt.ME IN ACCIlFNTSAhD1.LABII.l'JY ClUMS WUJ.MAKE'fIlLS TIIB 
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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 BoulevardlVictory 
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. 
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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 EISEIR 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. 
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Comment C17-19 

The commenter's support for the No Build and TSM Alternatives is noted 
for the record. 

Comment C17-20 

As detailed in Section 4-15.4 of the EISlEIR, none of the alternatives (i.e., 
No Build, TSM, or BRT) would require or result in the use of any protected 
Section 4(f) resources. 

Comment C17-21 

The commenter's recommendations are noted for the record and will be 
considered as further development of the project proceeds. 
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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. 
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a ~ r g . a a l n  b r i w  pwhod through by Iav Karorlevety l a  r r o l y  t o  j w t i t y  
having b ~ g h t  th. railroad ~ s n d  in  th* t i r a t  place. 

It 1. t h  m llataned t o  tho a c t w l  nmldats In famu of what they rant  and 
need, and follow tho encrl lest  plan :hat has already boon la ld out In our 
system of toaduyr. 
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July 21.2001 

Dear Mr.* m r d  of Dlmtorr: i b h  F ~ m f l  
M.7.k says the BRT helps the greater good and C0.S.T. & I 

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. 

just a selfish ~Jfth~dox jculsh Community and a few nid%s. 
c.0.S.T. says the BRT serves tne privileged fw and enhanced 
fSM(m&dmal bus service with DOT'S Stage 2 gr!d of npki 
buws) serves all of the valley and ts lor the grearer good. 
c.0.S.T. Includes many groups along the enrtre 14 mlle 
corridor proudly Including rhe C.C.T.C.. a predomfnanrly 
Qrthadox Jewhh group. Valley Vllhge homeowners. Valley 
Glen Zlomeo%,ncrs Assocbrlon. Sepulveda Homeowners 
A$soct;rtlon. Melody Acres and many tndMduals 
from the entire fabric of our soclery. M.T.A has done 
tolennce a disrewice by overemphasizing and 
mmpartmenr3Uzlng the Onhudav Jewlsh component of 
dlssent. 
kt ' s  examine mathematically the facts. M I A  stares for 20 
years, until 2020, the BRT will ptmide rapid bus In 29 
mrnures versus 50 minutes on the Venturn Rapid Bus. BRT 
will take 29 mlnures bur not for 5 years, assuming they 
prevail against lirlgaiion and flnish on ttrne. Rapld Rus by 
June 2001 (L.A.Dot report) ukes just 43 mlnutes on Venturn 
Bhrd. A 12.596 shorter route on Victory Bkd wlli take 37.6 
minutes. Vlctory Blvd Ls not as congested and so the 
trlp wfll more ltkely be 35 mlnutcr SIX mlnures longer md 5 
years earlier. MTA says every year t a f f k  wU1 get horse as 
population in the wurh valley grows. Bur rhe south valtey Is 
99% built and we have a general plan preventing conversloa 
of terlden tial to aparrmenu. We fear the M7A plans to 
lacrease poputatlon by tllowlng increased urbanization of 
the k d l e y  - adJacent to all of the stations. If the general plan 
Is left Intact. traffic should change much lus tn rhe next 20 
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years. If bus sewh and rapM bus buys us 10-20 years, who 
knows what superlor wansportation upgrade technology will 
develop? Pcrhaos In 10-20 yean the h f f h  wilt desert its 
opulent lifeSt).'k. gets its financial house in order, and we can 
have a first class deep bore subway to both the wtsr valley as 
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Comment C20-4 

orlghally promised, but esgecia~ly In the northeast-Y 
where It fs most needed. 
MTA ~ y s  the BRT wHI end congestion on ihe VentW 
Freway. Mathematically, thr'zr's not true. 
-1mal BRT capacity Is a 60 pauenger double articulated 
bus every 5 mlnuta. June 2001 DOT study of raw bus 
brags xhat 1396 of its riders earn more thln 150,000 per 
year. (bfl.ITA's deflnltbn or a car drlvlng 'suit"). Assume 
rldcrshlp doubles to 25% Thb wfli decrrve t d f l c  on the 
Ventura Freeway try just 3 cars per minute. It's a s~l~tlc?Lly 
Insignllfcanr amouni. 
WA sap TSM Is "nothing" and besMcs. It Is lncluded in the 
BRT. Not rrue. C.0.S.f belleves rhar TSM wlll get second 
prlortty to bulldlng BRT d be delayed for 5 y a t s  unlfl BRT 
ls built Bus sewlce in the valley s t l a  TSM M U  decrease 
hat tlme on many major streets from 60 mlnuces to 30  
minutes on  m y  important routes [Roscce,Devonshlre, 
Tampa and Wmdman) called secondmy arterhlr TSM will 
decreve ruth hour wal! tlme on malor translt corrldon to 
less than 10 rnlnutu on major transit corridors tlke Sherman 
Way. Vanowen. Van Nuys Btvd, Sepukeda and Reseda Blvds. 
TSM wlli buy 38 new buses fw our vlfkj'. 
why Is TSM not In place now? Phase 2 Rapld Bus wlfl add 4 
more mutes to the valley, Sepukeda BM. Vm Nuys Bhrd. Sm 
Fernando Blvd and Roscoe Bkd. C.O.S.T. proposes Just addlng 
Vktoy Blvd Instead of BUT. Thus. lmmedlatcly we could have 
3 Rapid Bus routes133-45 mtnutes) kglnnlnpat Wamer 
Center ( Ventun, Victory and Roscoe B M )  gdng east 
to the Red Me. We could have 3 routes ts?ginnlng In SPn 
Fernando/Pacolma tSan F e r w d o  Blvd, Van Nuys and 
Sepulveda) connecting them to the Red Une (Sari Fernando to 
lankenhim) lo the ctty/raunty omcerr [Van Nuys) and to the 
entln clrier' job opponunltIes. All 3 of our Commulllry 
Cblfeges (Piem. Valley and espxlally the most In need, 
Mission Coilege In P a c o ~ ~  would get RapW Bus service ro 
the Red Une. The Victory llne could swltch to Burbank Bhrd 
in the Wt Valky for V a k y  College access, 

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. c20-4 

C20-5 

Comment C20-5 

M f A  tar3 the cost of the BRT wlll k 5284 mlllton. Not rntc C20-6 
They use I999 dollars. Hello! Thb is 2001. Construction 
beglns In 2002 and ends tn 2006. Assume 2004 dollan ra 1 

The cornmenter'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 EISIEIR 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 
EISEIR 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 EISEIR have been 
retained in the Final EISEIR (as a record). In addition, the Final EISEIR 
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 
EISEIR 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. 
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thclr hearts and souts out before the MTA Baard, Mayor 
Hahn was a b n  t il~tendlng a large 
meeting of buSInw kadcrs. An ironlc imagery. 
His lather, Kenny Hahn, would have been ovfrh the "'peol~le', 
bur we have not seen hlz equal in many a day. Mayor Hahn 
has pledged to oppose rhe Chandler BUT. If the Mayor 
opposes the BRT with his hen and soul, the BRT wlll not 
pnsr. We challenge the MTA Board to eafeful~y consider and 
hear us out In full. Wc bellwe the BRT Is another cortly MTA 
mlstake whkh 4 f  only serve the prMleged few. 
We belleve enhanced TSM 1s n frugal, correct. flrrt 
clur step In rhe rlghi dlrectlon for the common good of the 
enttre hn Fernando Valley. 

&&"JR4&/Yy3 

Burton Roseman M.D. 
member, C.0S.T. 
13432 "IPara St 
VaUey Glen, Ca 91401 
818 786-6975 
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