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PREFACE

The environmental document for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Project
was re-circulated as a Revised Environmental Impact Report (Revised FEIR) pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
was processed originally in February 2002 by MTA (the CEQA lead agency). The DEIS/EIR
was circulated, and in accordance with CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act, MTA
identified the proposed Project, BRT, as the locally preferred alternative. Thereafter, MTA
abandoned its efforts to seek federal funding for the Project and the final environmental
document was identified as the FEIR and certified under CEQA only. In the FEIR, a number of
project alternatives were evaluated: No Build, Transportation Systems Management (TSM), and
three versions of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). Since the Court of Appeal found that MTA needed
to also consider the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes under CEQA, it ordered the
Superior Court to direct MTA to set aside its certification of the FEIR.

This Revised FEIR considers and analyzes three multiple-route Rapid Bus alternatives as
additional alternatives to the BRT and TSM alternatives that were evaluated by the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) in the Final EIR.

This Revised FEIR was prepared in accordance with the decision of California Court of Appeal,’
dated July 19, 2004 (Decision), which found that the Final EIR should have considered multiple
Rapid Bus routes as an additional alternative. The Decision upheld the Final EIR in connection
with numerous other challenges, including a finding that the Final EIR adequately discussed
pedestrian and traffic safety impacts, the Final EIR adequately responded to comments, there
was no need to separately evaluate a fare reduction alternative, and the Final EIR did not
improperly segment environmental consideration of a City of Los Angeles bikeway. The
particular multiple Rapid Bus routes analyzed in this Revised FEIR were identified based on
information contained in the Court of Appeal’s decision, which mentioned comment letters that
suggesting a series of three or five east-west routes. MTA evaluated the suggested routes and
found that they would constitute a reasonable backbone to the following three multiple-route
Rapid Bus alternatives (RB Alternatives) considered and analyzed in this Revised FEIR:

e Three East-West Rapid Bus Routes Alternative (RB-3)
e Five East-West Rapid Bus Routes Alternative (RB-5)

e Rapid Bus Network Alternative (RB-Network)

To consider multiple Rapid Bus routes in accord with the Court of Appeal’s decision, MTA
prepared this Revised FEIR to supplement the Final EIR’s evaluation of alternatives in
comparison to the Project. The revisions to the sections of the Final EIR are set forth in this
Revised FEIR.

' Citizens Organized for Smart Transit v. Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority California
Appellate Court Case No. B164434,
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Comments and Coordination

CHAPTER 9 - COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

9-1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement is an integral component of the environmental processes associated with the
proposed project. Chapter 7 documents the public involvement and community outreach efforts
conducted during the preparation and circulation of the Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR). Chapter 9 documents the public comment period conducted during the circulation
of the Revised FEIR, the comments received during that period, and the responses to those
comments.

9-1.1 Objectives

The principal objectives of the public comment period for the Revised FEIR were to:

e Allow the public, government agencies, and other local officials an opportunity to provide
written comments or otherwise exchange information regarding the Revised FEIR;

o Allow Metro staff to provide a written response to significant environmental issues
concerning the Revised FEIR that were raised by the written comments received during the
comment period; and

e Incorporate the environmental concerns of the commenters into the environmental review
process.

9-1.2 Notice of Availibility

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Revised FEIR was published in (list) newspapers on
October 23, 2004 and mailed to those properly requesting notice. The NOA announced that
MTA had prepared a Revised FEIR pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) to add a more extensive Alternatives Analysis section which is now called Chapter 8.
The NOA provided formal notice to the public of the opportunity to comment in writing on the
environmental information presented in the Revised FEIR. The NOA also included information
on the proposed project, alternatives, anticipated effects, and contact information.

The public comment period for the Revised FEIR commenced on October 23, 2004 and closed
on November 22, 2004. The comment period for state agencies commenced on October 25,
2004 and closed on November 24, 2004. Comments were received from individuals,
organizations, and government agencies via written correspondence.

Page 9-1
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Comments and Coordination

9-1.2.1 Written Correspondence

A total of 32 written comment letters and e-mail documents were received from 30 different
parties. The primary environmental concerns about the Revised FEIR that were raised in the
comment letters were related to: variations that were not considerably different from the RB
Alternatives, ridership, travel time, the public noticing process, environmental effects, safety,
and cost. A summary of each of these topics is provided below.

a. Alignments, Ridership, and Travel Time

Comments questioned why the particular routes identified for the three RB Alternatives were
selected. A number of these comments suggested variations such as adding a route, deleting a
route, or extending certain routes of the RB alternatives. Other comments suggested that the RB
alternatives were not routed through the demographic areas where ridership by the transit
dependent is most likely. Comments were also received questioning the validity of the travel
time savings forecast in the Revised FEIR to attract new riders. Proposed scheduling, hours of
operation, and ridership of the RB Alternatives were also commented on.

b. Public Noticing Process

Several comments addressed concern that public comments submitted in response to the original
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) were not taken into consideration by MTA. Other
comments suggested that noticing and circulation of the Revised FEIR were inadequate.

Many of these comments addressed the 30-day public circulation period of the Revised FEIR,
and claimed that no public scoping efforts with regard to the re-circulation of the document were
conducted. A number of these comments suggested that the circulation period should be longer
and that the public was not given enough time to evaluate the alternatives in the Revised FEIR.

c. Environmental Effects

Certain comments claiming potential environmental effects of the Orange Line were principally
focused on air quality, land-use, and, traffic. Many comments stated that these types of
environmental impacts would adversely affect residential neighborhoods and could not be
mitigated to the satisfaction of the community. A number of comments suggested that the
proposed project would have beneficial environmental effects insofar as traffic congestion and
aesthetics would potentially be improved.

d. Safety

Comments on potential safety impacts resultant from the Orange Line can generally be divided
into two categories: accidents and crime. New intersections created by the proposed project
were stated as being dangerous resulting in greater incidence of accidents, injuries and deaths.
An increase in criminal activity in the areas between sound walls and residential fences was also
a stated concern.

Page 9-2
San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep FeIrR



Comments and Coordination

e. Cost

Comments claimed that there were greater costs associated with the Orange Line versus RB
Alternatives.

9-2 CIRCULATION OF THE REVISED DRAFT EIR

The Revised FEIR for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor was circulated for a
30-day public review period, as approved by the Office of Planning and Research, beginning on
October 23, 2004 and ending on November 22, 2004. A Notice of Availability was published in
the three major area newspapers on October 23, 2004. The state agency review period began on
October 25, 2004 and ended on November 24, 2004. The MTA Board will consider the
document for certification at the regularly scheduled meeting on December 13, 2004 at the Metro
Headquarters, One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles CA 90012 in the Metro Board room on the 3™
floor at 9:30 am. The meeting is open to the public and will accept public testimony regarding
the Revised FEIR.

On October 22, 2004, MTA sent copies of the Revised FEIR by 2-hour courier to each of the
following libraries identified in the notice of availability: Canoga Park Branch Library, Mid-
Valley Regional Branch Library, North Hollywood (Amelia Earhart) Library, Northridge Branch
Library, Panorama City Branch Library, Sherman Oaks Branch Library, Superior Court Law
Library, Valley Plaza Library, Van Nuys Branch Library, and West Valley Regional Library.
Copies of the courier receipts are available for inspection upon request. Also that same day,
MTA hand delivered a copy of the Revised FEIR to the MTA Library. Additionally, the Revised
FEIR was made available on MTA’s web site that same day. Accordingly, the Revised FEIR
was properly circulated and made available for public review on October 22, 2004.

Based on the comments received and technical studies conducted during the Revised FEIR
phase, the MTA has concluded that the Orange Line and the TSM together continues to be the
superior alternative for the following reasons:

1. No feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed has been identified between the FEIR and Revised FEIR that would
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project.

2. The Revised FEIR presented information and data sufficient to provide the public with an
opportunity to conduct a meaningful review and comment on the RB Alternatives, and

the potential environmental impacts with regard to those alternatives.

3. The Orange Line/TSM is within the ability to fund, including capital and operational
costs, has the greatest time savings, and operates within its own right-of-way.

4. The Orange Line/TSM connects major activity centers in the San Fernando Valley.

5. Parking is provided at a number of Orange Line stations to facilitate access for park-and-
ride patrons, increase transit ridership, and decrease daily trips made by automobiles.
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Comments and Coordination

6. The Orange Line supports existing land use plans, accommodates bicycle and pedestrian
paths, and provides landscaping along the Metro right-of-way.

7. The Orange Line would decrease energy consumption, reduce daily regional emissions,
cumulatively, of three out of the four criteria air pollutants, and would not indirectly
affect wildlife, wildlife dispersions corridors, or sensitive species.

9-3 REVISED FEIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The table on the following page presents a list of the written correspondence received on the
Revised FEIR. It identifies the Comment Letter Number, the page in this document that the
responses begin on, the name of the commenter, and the date on which the comment letter was
received.
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Table 9-1: San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Comments Roster

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir

Comment
Letter Page Commenting Party Date
Number
1 9-7 Mike Jones — West Hills resident Oct. 23, 2004
2 9-8 Judy Price — Valley resident Oct. 25, 2004
3 9-9 Larry W. Bradbury — Reseda resident Oct. 25, 2004
4 9-11 Lillian Silverstone - Valley Glen resident Oct. 26, 2004
5 6-16 Alexander Friedman Oct. 29, 2004
6 9-17 Burton Roseman - Van Nuys resident Nov. 02, 2004
7 9-22 Myra Ferrente — Tarzana resident Nov. 01, 2004
8 9-24 Jayne Weaver — Woodland Hills resident Nov. 19, 2004
9 9-25 Jolene Fisher - Van Nuys resident Nov. 20, 2004
10 9-26 Jody Wittern Slater - Van Nuys resident Nov. 21, 2004
11 9-29 Richard Hilton - Valley Glen resident Nov. 21, 2004
12 9-36 | Edith Rozsa - Woodland Hills resident Nov. 21, 2004
13 9-37 Leonard Miropol — Winnetka resident Nov. 21, 2004
14 9-38 John A. Henning — counsel for COST Nov. 22, 2004
15 9-53 Elle Saling - Van Nuys resident Nov. 22, 2004
16 9-59 Grant George Nov. 22, 2004
17 9-61 Jessica George Nov. 22, 2004
18 6-64 Petra Devlin - Van Nuys resident Nov. 22, 2004
19 9-66 Bryan Moscardini — County of Los Angeles employee Nov. 22, 2004
20 9-67 | Thomas A. Rubin - Consultant for COST Nov. 22, 2004
21 9-229 | Marilyn Hencken - Valley Glen resident Nov. 22, 2004
22 9-230 | Susan L. Bok — City of Los Angeles employee Nov. 23, 2004
23 9-231 | Thomas A. Rubin - counsel for COST Nov. 23, 2004
24 9-233 | Eric G. Branche — Victory Park neighborhood resident
25 9-236 | Nancy Bennett - Woodland Hills resident Nov. 23, 2004
26 9-238 | Carl Olson - Woodland Hills resident Nov. 09, 2004
27 9-240 | Roger Christensen — Sherman Oaks resident Nov. 17, 2004
28 9-241 | Deborah Johnson — C-TRiM Nov. 19, 2004
29 9-244 | BHA in LA Nov. 24, 2004
30 8-249 | Terry Roberts — State of California employee Nov. 24, 2004
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Table 9-1: San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Comments Roster
Comment

M,

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep FEIR

Letter Page Commenting Party Date
Number
31 9-251 | Thomas A. Rubin - Consultant for COST Sept. 16, 2004
32 9-296 | Kenneth Katz — North Hollywood resident Nov. 19, 2004
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 1
. Response to Comment Letter 1

----- Original Message-----
From: The Jones Family [mailto;jonesmttad(@sbcglobal.net] Comment 1-1

Sent: Saturday, October 23, 2004 9:43 PM The Jones Family’s support for the Orange Line project
To: martinr@metro.net is acknowledged for the record.

Subject: My support for the Metro Orange Line

Comment 1-2
The public hearing on the Revised FEIR is scheduled
for Monday, December 13, 2004 beginning at 9:30 AM
['live in West Hills and work in NoHo. 1am very excited about and I 1-1 at Metro Headquarters. The public is invited to attend
support the construction of the Orange Line. this public hearing, and to voice their opinions to the
Board of Directors of Metro.
Please add my name to the Revised FEIR or tell me how I can correctly | 1.2

endorse it.
Thanks,
Mike Jones
-7
San Fernando Valley Page 9
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Responses to Comments
Comment Letter 2

----- Original Message----- Response to Comment Letter 2

From: Judypricel127@aol.com [mailto:Judypricel1127@aol.com]

Sent: Monday, October 25, 2004 7:41 PM Comment 2-1

To: martinr@metro.net Judy Price’s support for the Orange Line project is
Subject: Public comment: revised FEIR Orange Line acknowledged for the record.

Dear Mr. Martin, Comment 2-2

I am writing to express support for the Orange Line 2.1 The comment is acknowledged for the record.

currently under construction from Lankershim Bivd. to
Warner Center. Comment 2-3

The comment is acknowledged for the record.
I am a 25 year resident of Valley Glen where the Orange Line 2-2

will pass through. In fact, it will have two stops within a mile

in our little community, at Fulton/Burbank and Comment 2-4
Woodman/Oxnard. The biggest opponent, COST, was
founded by a neighbor of mine. | have a profound difference
of opinion with COST and believe the benefits of the Orange
Line outweigh the downside. | realize we will have to adjust
to two majorintersections which will be a significant
challenge in our community as well as the density
issues surrounding a transit corridor. But, it is important
to get people out of their cars and this is an important first
step in that regard for the San Fernando Valley.

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Originally, most in Valley Glen opposed the busway, but 2-3
now that it is under construction, the attitude has changed.
People want it completed and for life to go on. Many look
forward to the convenience, the landscaping and the bike

paths.
I look forward to the launch in August, 2005. 2-4
Regards,
Judy Price
Page 9-8
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 3
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Response to Comment Letter 3

Comment 3-1
Larry W. Bradbury’s support for the Orange Line
project is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 3-2
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 3-3
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 3-4

The comment is acknowledged for the record. Metro is
very concerned in maintaining a clean and graffiti free
environment at all of its facilities. Graffiti is removed
as quickly as possible.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 4

From: Lillian & John Cahman [mailto:lilandjohn@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2004 6:31 PM

To: mediarelations@mta.net

Subject: Orange Line - I am not part of the lawsuit

Dear MTA:

[ have always believed that the Orange Line was ill-conceived.
However, the MTA and the entire community surrounding the future
Orange Line are suffering from a severe case of cognitive dissonance.
This occurs when a huge investment, either emotional or financial or
both, has already been made, and nobody dares say, "hey, this was not
the best idea"; too much has already been invested. A good example is
the Iraq War, but I digress. Incidentally, I spoke against the Orange
Line at a Community meeting, and will always remember that
experience as one where [ was talking to myself; no one cared what
anyone said at that meeting, and the relevant parties from the MTA and
the council were absent. The decision had been made, the money
allocated, the contractors contracted, and it was, as they say, a done
deal. '

I do not know what you base your study of the alternate bus
additions on, but nobody asked me or my husband, residents of Valley
Glen north of Oxnard Street and just east of Fulton. My husband uses
the MTA Red Line regularly, but he can never take the bus to and from
the station because, the bus along Oxnard Street to North Hollywood
Station runs roughly once per hour, so infrequently that it is not even
suggested on the MTA web site as a route to the

4-1

4.2
4-3

Response to Comment Letter 4

Comment 4-1
Lillian Silverstone’s concerns for the Orange Line
project are acknowledged for the record.

Comment 4-2

The commenter questions the basis for determining the
RB Alternatives studied in the Revised FEIR. As
discussed in Responses to Comment 14-10 and 14-14,
the Court of Appeal determined that MTA must
consider the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes to
the Project. On page RS-1 of the Revised FEIR, it
explains that the Court of Appeal’s decision mentioned
comments suggesting different assemblages of
particular multiple Rapid Bus routes. MTA evaluated
the suggested three-route, five-route and COST’s
Network variations of the alternative of multiple rapid
bus routes and determined that they would provide a
basic reasonable approach. Since the three route and
five route comments only identified the routes by street
name, MTA determined the specific routing of each end
of the routes and determined the Rapid Bus stops
according to Rapid Bus spacing criteria of being
approximately one mile apart. Once defined, the three
RB Alternatives were encoded into MTA’s
transportation demand model along with the
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) alternative
and were run to determine their performance. (Rev.
FEIR, p. 8-6-8.) The modeling results indicated that the
three RB Alternatives provided a good estimate of what
multiple Rapid Bus routes could accomplish in the
Valley. (See Rev. FIER, Table 8-6.5, p. 8-6-9 for
ridership forecasts and pp. 8-6-12 and 8-6-13 for a
comparison of the RB Alternatives cost effectiveness. )

In all, eight separate east-west routes and six separate

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep reir
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Responses to Comments

north-south routes were modeled to determine ridership
and cost per new rider. The three RB Alternatives were
chosen, in part to provide a spectrum of coverage across
the Valley. At the lower end of the spectrum, the
fewest routes are represented in the RB-3 Alternative,
which provides three east-west streets that terminate at
both ends at the same termini as the Orange Line. The
three east-west routes of the RB-3 Alternative are
approximately %2 mile apart. This spacing is desirable
since an industry accepted transit-modeling
presumption is that most riders will not walk farther
than s mile to take transit. FTA’s New Starts
guidelines for modeling use this assumption as well.
Moreover, Victory, Vanowen, and Sherman Way are
fairly large arterials (FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2)
running continuously through the Valley that have
many commercial centers, industrial centers and
community facilities that are served by these routes.
(See pages 8-4.1-3 through 8-4.1-5 of the Revised
FEIR))

The RB-5 Alternative provides three continuous routes
through most of the Valley. The Burbank route
transfers riders on the Ventura Rapid Bus at Reseda to
complete their east-west cross valley trips. Burbank
Boulevard is a major arterial accommodating average
daily traffic up to 55,000 vehicles. (FEIR, Table 1-4, p.
1-9; Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) The
Chandler route provides service from the North
Hollywood Red Line station to Van Nuys and would
connect with the North Hollywood High School and the
commercial center at Laurel Canyon Boulevard. (See
Page 8-4.1-11 of the Revised FEIR.) Chandler
Boulevard is a secondary arterial accommodating up to
15,000 vehicles per day. (FEIR, Table 1-4, p. 1-9;

San Fernando Valley Page 9-12
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Responses to Comments

Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) The Oxnard
route is about a 2 mile from Victory and Burbank.
Although Oxnard is not continuous through the Valley,
as explained above, it was expected to capture those
riders that have to walk to the nearest route and would
service the Ulysses Grant High School, Valley College,
Laurel Plaza Shopping Center and the commercial
centers at Van Nuys and Sepulveda. (Revised FEIR,
pages 8-4.1-11 and -12.) Oxnard Street is a secondary
arterial accommodating up to 28,000 vehicles per day.
(FEIR, Table 1-4, p. 1-9; Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p.
8-3-2))

At the other end of the spectrum, the RB Network
Alternative blankets the entire Valley with a network of
uniformly spaced and continuous routes throughout the
Valley to reach transit riders throughout the Valley and
connect with many destinations as commercial centers,
industrial centers, schools, parks, several airports
including the Van Nuys Airport, and malls or shopping
centers. (Rev. FEIR, pp. 8-4.1-20 through 8-4.1-30.)
Devonshire Street is a major arterial that serves up to
25,000 vehicles daily. (Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p.
8-3-2.) Roscoe Boulevard is a major arterial that serves
up to 39,000 vehicles daily. (Id.) Victory Blvd. is a
major arterial through the valley that accommodates up
to 40,000 vehicles daily. (FEIR, Table 1-4, p. 1-9; Rev.
FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) In addition, all the north-
south Rapid Bus routes in the RB Network are major
arterials that serve up to 48,000 vehicles daily.
(Revised FEIR, Table 8-3-1, p. 8-3-2.) The Rapid Bus
routes for all RB Alternatives are complemented with
the TSM, which will provide feeder service to
maximize their potential. Accordingly, the RB
Alternatives studied in the Revised FEIR provide a

San Fernando Valley Page 9-13
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep FEir



Responses to Comments

spectrum of Rapid Bus route combinations, and their
performance demonstrates a reasonable choice of routes
to carry riders across the Valley in the east-west
direction.

The commenter further intimates that MTA should have
consulted with her or her husband, as residents of
Valley Glen, on the selection of the specific multiple
Rapid Bus routes to analyze as an alternative. Please
see Response to Comment No. 14-10. MTA
respectfully submits that the public has already
commented on which routes should be studied in a
multiple Rapid Bus routes alternative. During the
comment period of the FEIR, MTA received three
suggested multiple Rapid Bus routes alternatives.
(FEIR pp. 7-213 and 7-216; COST’s presentation to the
MTA Board entitled, “San Fernando Valley Public
Transportation Analysis Re: DEIS/R,” dated July 19,
2001.) MTA adjusted and evaluated these suggested
alternatives, and based on the discussion above, it found
those variations of the multiple Rapid Bus routes
alternative to provide a reasonable representation of
what multiple Rapid Bus routes can accomplish in the
Valley.

San Fernando Valley Page 9-14
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Responses to Comments

station from our location! It also stops running too early for a reliable
commuting option. Don't suggest he take two buses to the station,
because he won't, and no one would who owns a car.

In sum, the Orange Line is only one line serving only one route.
How can it possibly attract more riders than a better all around bus
service - absurd! We probably will not use the Orange Line as it is too
far to walk from our house. Any thoughts we have had of using the
Orange Line, say, to go eat at a favorite restaurant in Reseda, end when
we consider walking home in the dark from Woodman and Oxnard
Streets. We will probably still drive to Reseda and back.

If anyone who is anyone is experiencing a moment of honest regret
about this silly busway, consider that the entire investment could be
recouped if the land were sold and some nice new houses were built
along the corridor.

Just an idea.

Thanks for your attention. Please forward to the appropriate party if
you are not it,

Sincerely, Lillian Silverstone, Valley Glen

4-3

4-4

4-5

Comment 4-3

The comment is acknowledged for the record.
Transferring from one bus to another can be an
inconvenience. Public transit systems are designed to
transport as many people as possible between
connection points with as little inconvenience as
possible. However, this goal is not going to be met by
all individuals that would like to use public
transportation.

Comment 4-4

The Orange Line operating plan anticipates that several
other bus lines, originating from locations such as
Chatsworth, Thousand Oaks, Warner Center and Porter
Ranch, will also use the busway. Additionally, the
Orange Line Project includes the Transportation
Systems Management alternative, which provides
enhancements to existing bus service in the Valley.
Implementation of the TSM alternative will provide for
increased bus frequencies and, over time, additional
local service to the network of buses serving the Valley.
As reflected in the analysis, the Orange Line combined
with TSM improvements clearly attracts more riders
than Rapid Bus alone. The addition of over 3,400 new
parking spaces at five park and ride lots enhances the
accessibility of this transit service.

Comment 4-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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Comment Letter 5

----- Original Message-----

From: Alexander Friedman [mailto:alek3000(@juno.com| Response to Comment Letter 5

Sent: Friday, October 29, 2004 10:22 AM

To: martinr@metro.net Comment 5-1

Subject: Metro Orange Line support Alexander Friedman’s support for the Orange Line

project is acknowledged for the record.

Hi, there.
I am totally in support for Metro Orange Line! 1 am against the 5-1
alternatives (i.e. Rapid Bus, etc.) that the selfish NIMBY's have
suggested. The Orange Line project has already started, and should
definitely be completed, and implemented, as planned. BRT will be
more efficient than a Rapid line. Iam looking forward to the project
completion and to the ride in the new 60-foot articulated bus, flying
through the new wonderful BRT Metro Orange Line.

Once again, You have all my support!!
Thank you for all your efforts.

Yours truly,

Alexander Friedman

Page 9-16
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Comment Letter 6
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Response to Comment Letter 6

Comment 6-1

The commenter contends that the RB-3 Alternative
only serves the southern portion of the Valley. Feeder
service covering the northern half of the Valley is
provided by the TSM, which is considered along with

st Raprs US| St 6-1 the RB-3 Alternative. The northern routes do not
The THACE WOY FA-J',Q s pearty M 4 wiy appear to be a good addition to the RB-3 Alternative.
way , VAW O Wee, ¥ V’;}?j rrte ESTALIINCE , The RB Network provided routes in the northern
R9A 10 5*;;2_“ T o Buswiy 7 SO "J'Z;ﬂf portion of the Valley as well and the performance of
_i; :;: 7”;;" ot v 0 vy Mzzﬁfgmﬁ;‘; I those routes were analyzed. As explained on page 8-6-
covvice ve T MO ‘”f,::,{ J5 W ACTREVTIFL 9 of the Revised FEIR, the modeling of the northern
s Qwen i THE T N gj'}ﬁ; et €L ETEE routes of Devonshire and Roscoe would generate
o wAROW . 113 r ;”ifp POV cwél:’f‘ﬁ s significantly fewer riders (i.e., Daily Transit Boardings
psiacaTEL REACT ;way px st 5 15 ’ i in Table 7-6.5), than the southern east-west routes in
ek LA ﬁfdmw gast wesT 7‘”‘"”(; i the RB Network. If these northern routes were not
THe {’(Ui;/n’: W%:zf it AP Tf;ﬁ*- connected with north-south lines, the ridership would
s S wt ’; Y 7AR BT ﬁ"””w 457 1% be expected to be even less. Thus, although adding
7 Elﬁ?'me:g T Sernvs av 'rff aviey additional east-west routes in the northern portion of the
O X WAAD . sff; - wHITE QoI ffm s ThoS, Valley may generate slightly more ridership, the cost of
‘f";iﬁ 5;" o AOTWE w NN s operating those routes would not be justified. See the
gﬂ;_&ﬁ. sors A7 7€ 56::’5?;4. ¢ At ;‘g’b discussion of cost-effectiveness and operating
4 AesptTs A7 iz 744 fficiencies on pages 8-6-12 through 8-6-14 in the
yAtuey A e gl riovst T e e ' pages g
2rg 2885 175 Kl ow meze Vosce e Revised FEIR.
priity ‘Uﬂf;f'l pafe Ve 7oy ’T'\N 146
5 henwdt b /_g;w-rs Traves!y T o wmd, Inclusion of the Vanowen route in the RB-3 Alternative
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would not divide the community. The Vanowen route
would have Rapid Buses running in the existing
Vanowen Street and no substantial facilities would be
constructed that could potentially create a barrier to
residents on either side of Vanowen Street. Further, the
Vanowen route would provide transit to a number of
destinations. (See Response to Comment 4-2 for a
more specific discussion on the transit connections

along the Vanowen route.)
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6-2

6-3

The commenter is correct that the Ventura Blvd. Rapid

Bus line was included as part of the transit network that
was taken into account by MTA”s modeling forecasts of
the RB-3 Alternative’s ridership and cost effectiveness.

Comment 6-2

The commenter suggests that Oxnard, Burbank, and
Chandler routes of the RB-5 Alternative would divide
the community. As discussed in Response to Comment
6-1, the RB Alternatives operate in existing streets and
have no facilities that would not create barriers that
would divide the community. See Response to
Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on MTA’s reasoning
for selecting the specific routes of each RB Alternative.

The commenter is correct that the Ventura Rapid Bus
line was included as part of the transit network that was
taken into account by MTA’s modeling forecasts of the
RB-5 Alternative’s ridership.

Comment 6-3

The commenter suggests adding a Sherman Way route
to the RB Network Alternative. Sherman Way was not
considered part of the RB Network Alternative because
the premise behind it was to produce a logical
geographic distribution of Rapid Bus routes to cover the
entire Valley. Adding a Sherman Way Route would
imbalance that distribution. The suggested addition of
one additional east-west route to a nine-route
assemblage already containing three east-west routes is
a minor variation. Thus, the commenter’s suggested
variation is not considerably different from the RB
Network Alternative analyzed in the Revised FEIR.
Further, the Sherman Way route included in the RB-3
Alternative did not cause it to generate new ridership

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir
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Transit Trips for the RB-3 Alternative is forecast to

Ay WEE g, Cuemes sﬁ;f:;; i vaiy % | 6-3 only produce 1,100 new riders over the TSM. Even if
;;;j;:j E‘;‘;;w;ﬁﬁtﬁm o the new riders forecast for the RB-3 Alternative were
re edo Coue ﬁﬁ(fﬂ"“"’yf;’é,‘_’ e B f20 soered A completely attributed to the RB-Network Alternative,
:rfq ;«fﬁ, /a,::il S B K 64 the new daily transit riders would be only 2,400 for the
g repery) i AL LS »‘-;_w 2 ";;’/? :; 3 e RB Network; whereas the upper-bound for the Orange
Tihe RAPIP sos* MW ORI et raony Line would still achieve nearly double that of the RB-3
pras Aty W “’f’,ff;; spege FACFOITE Alternative at 4,000 new daily transit riders. In
SoTOM D oA e e By e | & 7 . ., ;
p 5 THe (05 AvGe /cw g {FER add_ltlon, the Orange Line’s lower bo_und is forecast to
a8 o 7 TV oY 7 sy SvEeHE = Hd«;a achieve 6,300. Moreover, the operating expense of
pacie pes w03 ;";’m iy A "“‘f"’/,_ adding the Sherman Way route to the RB Network
g7 (T T i, ;,; (e T T F“:’Q"; /:”/‘;x’ would increase and would still be much higher on a per
ﬁ"m’_‘“p;ff ipe et 2PV ST 65 new rider basis than the single-route Orange Line.
C{;j;@ £ Coal TEFESH A 5‘}{’:;";{& ; T peese Thus, inclusion of a Sherman Way route in the RB-
con T8 MTA 4*’:/_4 ’20 s FOL e /";,;_;j Network Alternative would not make it perform as well
2 TenreT Pﬂj"fwfzggém’%c? 5”""’95 ﬁv(& 7 as the Orange Line.
et 72, S s 71
PARII T EM ¢ I wene AqTive COST 6-6 The commenter also suggests diverting the Roscoe
LiNE 2T gy wise AN L ' 7 . ;
paaiey , T T pprioug 00 |96 e route of the RB Network down Lankershim. This
emsees  THeov4H ’Houf [PEORE .:W'T_f ;ﬂ:’;e suggestion is again another slight variation to the RB
o se 60T 0”“”1‘""/}{”‘”73 Feecwg T i Network Alternative already studied in the Revised
w74, 1wt 5!@ :; o pno 7""’: 1007, VA€ FEIR. Thus, the commenter’s suggested variation is
Frd wes Al ,:” AV IS S f-mzm 7 a0 not considerably different from the RB Network
Fem !° 00 4 TAT IR Jos7| a5 1T W Alternative analyzed in the FEIR. See response to
m7A wffi—m e psT W57 o 2 AS CoRVIWEED Comment 4-2 for a further discussion on MTA’s
F’:’i:w!;mm pAY Iﬁ:"’; I‘,J:@(p wveo FReA reasoning for selecting the routes of the RB Network
/‘;"M‘ cosT G;‘m‘?) ‘ﬁﬂf; Lave GIVEN SR Alternative to study in this Revised FEIR.
Zﬂéﬁg&f}’:r mucH CHeAre f;i;;i'/wwz/f
v P % parey o3t The commenter presents no facts to suggest that
implementing his suggested variations would
significantly increase ridership while making the
modified alternative more cost effective. These
suggested variations to the RB Network are not
considerably different from the RB Network
Alternative already studied in the Revised FEIR.
San Fernando Valley Page2-12
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By suggesting these variations, the commenter infers
that MTA was required to fully analyze numerous slight
variations of the RB Alternatives to determine the best
or optimum configuration of a multiple-route public
transit system. However, transportation planning
agencies do not conduct numerous model run iterations
for multiple-route public transit systems to determine
the optimum mix of routes. See Response to Comment
20-6 for a discussion on the reasons why finding the
optimum mix of Rapid Bus routes is infeasible. Here,
MTA studied a reasonable range of feasible alternatives
by completing this Revised FEIR. Indeed, MTA went
beyond that requirement by studying three variations of
the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes.

See Response to Comment 4-2, for a discussion on the
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the routes that included
the Oxnard, Chandler, and Burbank routes in the RB-5
Alternative,

Comment 6-4

The commenter contends that the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT) proposed a
network of Rapid Bus routes that eventually was
adopted by COST. MTA is not aware of LADOT ever
suggesting Rapid Bus routes other than the Ventura
Blvd. Rapid Bus and the Wilshire Rapid Bus as
demonstration lines. However, in the preparation of
this Revised FEIR, LADOT has concurred with MTA’s
selection of Rapid Bus routes for the three RB
Alternatives. The Ventura Blvd. Rapid Bus has been
fully developed and is no longer a demonstration line,
but a permanent addition to MTA’s Rapid Bus system.

San Fernando Valley Page 9-20
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir



Responses to Comments

Comment 6-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 6-6

COST’s Network of Rapid Buses formed the elemental
base of the RB Network Alternative that was studied in
the Revised FEIR. The financial analysis contained on
pages 8-6-4 through 8-6-14 demonstrate that although
the RB Network would be cheaper to build, it would
not however be as cost effective as the Orange Line. In
Table 8-6.10 on page 8-6-13, the RB Network costs
between $59 to $74 annually per new rider, whereas the
Orange Line (Full BRT) only costs $18 to $27 a year
per new rider. Additionally, the RB Network only
attracts 1,300 new daily transit trips, whereas the
Orange Line will attract up to 6,300 new daily transit
trips. (Revised FEIR, Table 8-6.5, page 8-6-9.)
Accordingly, the evaluation of the RB Network
demonstrates that it does not perform better than the
Orange Line.
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Comment Latter 7. Response to Comment Letter 7

g /00 Al b pori Comment 7-1
'J’ Myra Ferrante’s support for the Orange Line project is
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THo fag, i
/((‘:':(-]',%‘; /%.inc.u.,.;’f
Comment 7-2

L7 o - The commenter’s concern for the local environment is

2oy L

T Y ey oty e i .

vl A e, e =4 AP e 71 acknowledged for the record.
ARG SR L e _
; e A 7 {7«/h s,
“o F sz,

o - “" < -.--, TG,
saicl A A
(-‘”("“/’ .x// ¢ ";/"(//fﬂ’/

Comment 7-3

il Hevid. 5. D ks FE A e 7 7-2 Please see Response 3-4.
- - /ﬁ J‘;//SVW %

LR (";L ;

4

o 3
i Tt e -
. /r i £ e wRepe  _AEprpey o T f_.-é</ //f" /
(ﬂ z’m o ,-a_r d': / z./ /‘, £ .’w / 7;"7 prae
o / Ftgmte e s,
P 55 e Bk ;c‘r,.,,(/( o / '
e e " 2 A
Py oy o = Lo
" t/ et j Al e - _A_-‘ 2

ot sicainl 46{/«,\
Pty .{.4 é,_
e

' ‘P bl
A L&/k.({ g s B orgom z./«}/

G e il
e

e ..(._/"_{__;/ -
LL-E g Colre aran o i {( o
e / ¢ . P 7 4 7 i -/ //
Al rC ‘.?J’.:(\'_-‘_{Z };_/_;r‘_“' f_.— /"*" &
b gl o

Clo oecioit, et

7 / T Hiteac, ‘)44—' S

P g

T et g
/f;(‘-"f./'. //2.): .:.z Pt St
3 i o g
ez )7{ )'Jx g :yﬂ,_ﬂ f/

L «;.r/ / ! o RIS 7-3

i

R i, o il o B
/;{‘;‘// 7’{71 /“'5 {jf;;‘ — /7'.’ e (/ //\i . /c‘fc.t L e,

San Fernando Valley Page 9-22

East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir



Responses to Comments
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Comment Letter 8

KTA SEN/NC PLANKING  Fax:213-923-5358 tigy 23 2004 14:78 P.24

November 19, 2004

To: Roger Martin

MTA

Re: Draft of the Revised Final Environmental Impact report for the San Femando Valley
Eagt-West Cormidor dated October, 2004.

Grotlemen,

1 have lived in a peaceful, quiet little neighborhood in Woodland Hills since [ was a
teenager and am pow well into my fortias. What [ sec is the advent of this awful busway
taking away muy quality of life for absolutely po reason. [t is an ill conceived, poorly
planned and pathetically obvious ploy to masterplan something that no-one concerned
fias been the Jeast bit honest about. 1t is shamefil.

1 you believe in Karma, you will get yours.

Tt seems 4o e that | heard that focal buses were Lzken off Ventura Boulevard to be used
for the Rapid Bus on that street. Are you planning (a word that should probably not be
used in connection with this project) to do the ssme with the Rapid Bus Alteratives
presented in the Revised FEIR? 1f 50, how many of the buses now operating locally
would switch over to Rapid Buses? And, if some, or all of the buses on a local route are
nsuihuwmﬁ:mmbﬁofb\mn‘mﬂdbtmdmthemasycummd?‘
Also you say elsewhere that automobile trips would be reduoed with more use of 4 Rapid
Bus on & route. Wouldn't that mean the traffic might go down, or at worst, stay abowt the
same? 1 don't understand this logic at all. Please explain.

Ihawenigjnmareubmﬂminsﬁluflbeahudydmwimm;cﬁm!hﬂpuhw
pow crested and think constantly about alf of the people who are gotng to be maimed of
kdfled.

Plesse address all of the above questions | bave asked.

Ch

Jayneﬁeaw

Woodland Hills.

8-1

8-4

Response to Comment Letter 8

Comment 8-1

The commenter’s concern for the Orange Line project
is acknowledged for the record. See response to
Comment 4-2 for discussion on MTA’s reasoning for
selecting the RB Alternatives to study in the Revised
FEIR.

Comment 8-2

As part of the analysis of these alternatives the local bus
service was not reduced on corridors where Rapid
Buses were added. The TSM Alternative expanded
local bus service over existing conditions and the Rapid
Bus alternatives were added on top of the TSM
Alternative.

Comment 8-3

The commenter is correct to note that the net change in
traffic on some streets might be a decrease or stay about
the same as a result of the decrease in auto trips
offsetting any increase in bus trips.

Comment 8-4

This comment does not address a specific
environmental impact of the project alternatives, but it
is acknowledged for the record.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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Comment Letter 9 Response to Comment Letter 9

NTA SFV/MC PLANNING  Foes213-922-5256 Wav 23 2004 14:27 208 Comment 9-1
As stated on page 8-4.3-11 of the Revised EIR, "RB
stop influence area is defined as the area encompassed
by a 0.5-mile radius around a stop. It represents the
largest probable pedestrian capture area for a RB
stop”, On page 8-4.3-12 of the Revised FEIR, it is

Jolene Fisher noted that the numbers used to describe transit

Vao Neys, CA 9141 dependency as, "(a) the population unlikely to drive
(those under 16 and over 64 years of age) and (b) the

20 November 2004 number of workers using public transportation. The

tables list the percentage of people under 16 and those

Dear Mr. Roger L. Martin: . 5
aver 64 given tharpeop!e m these age groups are EIES.S'

1 am & resident of Van Nuys, and want to voice my and questi ganding the 9-1 i i i i
new Final Enironmental mpack Report (FEIR) for e San Fernando Valy Exst Wes likely to drive their own vehicles and are thus more
Transit Corridor.

likely to be transit dependent.” These are the

Tl K Saoe by i T S M S Tl ik i ik demographics that are expected to utilize the Rapid Bus

16 and persons over 64 a3 characteristies for the Rapid Bus stop influence areas of Rapid

e e e s e At i system most frequently; therefore, they are used to

mean thaf people beteen 16 years of age and 64 years of age do not ride the buses? define the majority. However, they are not the only
people who utilize the Rapid Bus system.

Thank: you,

Jolenn Fisher - . .

(//?( Table 8-4.3-3 in the Revised FEIR lists commonly used
transit indicators near bus stops. These transit
indicators are industry standards used in transit
modeling.

Page 9-25
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Comment Letter 10

From: JRWIGS@aol.com [mailto: JRWIGS@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 21, 2004 6:44 PM

To: martinfr@MTA.NET

Subject: Revised FEIR

Mr. Roger L. Martin

Project Manager

SF Valley/No. County Area team
MTA

One Gateway Plaza

LA, CA 90012

Dear Roger:

| was fortunate enough to have a neighbor share their copy of 10-1
the revised EIR with me. | was not aware that the revised EIR

had already been made available to the public. How was that

fact that a revised EIR had been completed communicated

to the public? And why wasn't it available at public

libraries?

I spent the better part of the weekend reviewing this document
and have some questions.

; 10-2
1. On page 8-1-5 in Table 8-1-1, the figures used in the analysis
of the Population along the SF Valley E-W Transit Corridor
figures seem odd to me. The population along this corridor in
1994 was estimated to be 204,000. Six years later it is
estimated to have grown by less than 5% to 214,000. This
would equate to 1,666 new residents per year. Your estimate for
the population in 2020 is 268,000, or a 25% increase from

Response to Comment Letter 10

Comment 10-1

See response to Comment 14-6 for a discussion on how
MTA communicated the availability of the Revised
FEIR to the public and how the Revised FEIR was
delivered to the various libraries described in the notice
of availability. In addition, please see Response 24-2.

Comment 10-2

The data in Table 8-1-1: Population and Employment is
taken from the 1998 Regional Transportation Plan,
Southern California Associations of Governments
(SCAG), April 1998. SCAG is the regional planning
agency that is responsible for long-term population
growth forecasting for the San Fernando Valley.

SCAG population projections were used in Table 8-1-1
because they are the recognized authority in this
planning area. All corridor studies in the San Fernando
Valley study area comprise the area within one-half
mile on each side of the corridor.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir
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2000. This would equate to 2,700 more residents per year
which is almost DOUBLE the annual growth of the last 6 years.
WHERE would these additional residents be living?
Between Sepulveda and White Oak, there is NO residential
housing opportunities as the southside of the proposed busway
runs along commercial property between Sepulveda and the 405
and the Sepulveda Dam Recreation Area is adjacent to the
proposed busway between the 405 and Balboa. The area south
of the proposed busway between the recreation area and White
Oak is also non-residential. My question is How did your study
come up with a 256% increase in residents along the East-
West busway? Wouldn't it make more sense to put the buses
along routes where people actually live now and will live in the
future instead of placing them along parks and commercial
property that do little if any retail business or provide few
employment opportunities?

My second question concerns PRS-39 on Air Quality. The FEIR
chart states that in order to mitigate any environmental impact to
the residents adjacent to the Sepulveda Park and Ride that AQ-
C1,C2, C3, C4, C5, CB, C7, C8, CY, C10 would need to be
enforced. The neighborhood in question has gone on record
with the MTA, AQMD and the EPA that none of these measures
were consistently enforced by the contractor, SOJV, during the
construction phase prior to the requirement of a new EIR. My
question is what is the plan to enforce those measures
now? What will be the cost to this project to hire full time
inspectors to ensure that AQ-C1 through AQ-C10 are
enforced 24 hours a day, seven days a week? That figure
needs to be included in the cost. SOJV has consistently
operated in bad faith with the community adjacent to the
Sepulveda Parking structure and continues to break AQMD rules
during this period between EIRs and no one is doing anything
about fining them or bothering to enforce these measures.

10-2

10-3

Comment 10-3

The air quality mitigation measures listed in the FEIR
have been made binding upon the construction
contractor through its construction contract with the
MTA. MTA monitors the construction contractor’s
adherence with these mitigation measures under MTA’s
mitigation measure monitoring plan. It is true that a
number of times the contractor was found not to be
employing these mitigation measures. To remedy this
failure, MTA has stepped up monitoring of these
mitigation measures and has received further assurances
from the construction contractor that the mitigation
measures in the FEIR would be fully implemented.

The comment relates to existing construction impacts
relating to the Orange Line Project. Implementation of
the Rapid Bus alternatives would not cause the same
level of construction impacts, because, as stated in the
RFEIR, construction for the RB stops would be
minimal.
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Lastly, on page RS-43, | question the travel time savings of
439,000 hours that BRT will provide. How did the committee
who created this report arrive at that figure? Does that
include the increased traffic of 1400 cars per day traveling
on Sepulveda to reach the parking structure on Sepulveda
at Erwin? Was the impact of the new east-west crossings
created by this new busway considered in calculating the
increased traffic time impact on all the north-south vectors
that will occur because of the added stops on those major
streets? :

| believe that the questions raised above, require further study
and investigation to assure that the figures used in the amended
EIR accurately reflect the current needs of valley residents and
are in line with the future transportation needs of this area.

Sincerely,

Jody Wittern Slater
6331 Langdon Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91411

104

Comment 10-4

The annual travel time savings of 439,000 hours for the
BRT Alternative was derived by applying annualized
factors to daily auto travel time savings and daily transit
time savings as calculated according to a standard
procedure set by FTA. This procedure computes
“composite mobility” of all travel modes for all trip
interchanges for an alternative and a baseline (such as
No Build or TSM). The impacts of the cars traveling to
the Sepulveda parking structure and at each of the at-
grade crossings of the busway were quantified through
intersection level of service analysis in Chapter 3,
Transportation Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
Measures, of the Final EIR.
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Comment Letter 11

RTA SFY/HC PLANNING Fax:213-327-8158 ¥ov 23 008 4:27 F.03

MNovember 21, 2004

Mr. Roger Martin

MTA

COme Gateway Plaza
Mail Stop: 99-29-9
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Martin:

Regarding the Draft Revised Final Environmental Tmpact Report, San Fernando Valley East-
West Transit Corridor, Ocrober 2004, T am writing this Jettes as 8 protest not only of the
decision to choose the BRT alternative in the first place, but also to claim that the latest
court-ordered FEIR is totally inadequate.

1. Ridersbip: The BRT was obvicusly never intended to be a comprehensive mass wansit
solution for the San Fernando Valley because: it does not reach many transit-dependent
riders; as a single route, it is not “comprehensive”; and, the comidor is not justified by
population density and/or d phic ridership jal, Itis, therefore, unnecessary
and too costly. What 15 the goal of the MTAT To create pew mass transit riders or serve
the mass ransit nders who are transit-dependent? 1f it is both, then why isn’t the Rapid
Bus perwork the Preferred Alternative, By the MTA's own assessment in the Revised
FEIR, the Rapid Bus Alternatives “tesult in increased transit mode share, increased
transit ridership apd decreased daily vehicle trips” and “the Rapid Bus altematives would
improve transit services for low- to moderate-income populations.” The BRT to the
contrary is categorized in the FEIR (2/002) as “Overall, study area residents are less
likely 10 be wansit dependent than residents of the City of Los Angeles as a whale "
You've but to look at the Valley demographics to know that is true. Only two questions
deterraine the officacy of @ mass tramsit system: (i) is it meeting the needs of the transit
dependent, and (if) is it's convenence and time-saving capabilities going to creaie new
riders. As for the BRT, the answers are no. It s documented that people will not walk
more than ¥ mile to use mass transit. The Rapid Bus alternatives would be accessible to
mare people (especially, the tansit-dependent — what should be the MTA’s first prionty)
and, therefore, more people would use #t. The skewed statistics of the Revised FEIR are
a shambles on this issue. With these facts, please explain how the BRT could possibly
elicit more new riders than a nine-route, on-street altemative? The Rapid Bus network
will also take people to east'west and north/south locations — places where they live,
work and play, not just one end of the Valley or the other. Alse, please explain Table §-
6.5 “Ridership ” If Victory Boulevard skows 18,700 boardiags in the RB-Network
Alternative and the BRT shows 18,700 boardings in the Upper-Bound Estimate, why
does the RB-Nerwork only gentrate 10,300 new daily transit trips over Mo Build when
the BRT generates 13,000 new daily transit tips over No Build?

2. Safety: The BRT is unsafe as it crastes new intersections where there are none now.
Left and, more importantly, ght tumns will be dangerous for motorists not expecting bus
waffic. Twao intersections will have disponal bus taffic surprising drivers in many
directions. The on-street Rapid Bus nerwork will have none of these problems. Why

%

11-1

11-2

11-3

Response to Comment Letter 11

Comment 11-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 11-2

MTA considers both the benefits of attracting new riders
to transit, as well as improving service to existing transit
riders. The ability to attract new riders is based on a
number of factors including demographics, the relative
attractiveness of the proposed service, and the extent to
which the market is already being served. In the case of
rapid bus on streets with existing local routes, the
introduction of rapid bus will allow many existing transit
riders to shift, improving their travel times; yet the
attraction of new riders may not be as significant as a
route which is introduced where there is no current bus
service.

Table 8-6.5 in the Revised FEIR expresses ridership
both in terms of boardings (how many people get on
and off the bus route(s)) and new daily transit trips
(how many more end-to-end transit trips are made). A
route may have greater boardings than another route yet
generate fewer new end-to-end transit trips if riders are
simply shifting from one bus route to another.

A detailed discussion on how MTA’s transportation
model determines ridership is contained in the “Service
and Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,” prepared
by Parson Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August
2002. A copy of this report is available for review in
the MTA library. Moreover, MTA does not question
the model’s results, because it has been shown to be
sufficiently accurate through validation exercises. See

also responses to Comment 20-33 and 20-255.
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MTA SF¥/ KD PLAKNIRG Faw:213-922-6353 Kay 23 2004 4223 P04

have safety problemns on the only parallel project in Miami-Dade County, Florida not

been discussed st length? Crashes were often and severe enough to foree the system to

nid itself of signal priority (obvicusly, an important part of making transit “rapid™).

Signal priority it still not an option there today.

Congesti With new i 1ons being created (not a problem with the Rapid Bus

alternative], preater congestion is a must [ have observed the already busy imersections

at Burbank/Fulton and Weodman/Ovmard during construction. If a mass of rapid buses
get going diagonally through those intersections at peak hours, there will be even more
back-up. For these reasons, why does the MTA constamly refer to the BRT as “waffic-
free™? If the BRT is constructed, all drivers in the San Fornando Valley will be
negatively impacted  Secondly, isn't it true that traffic will get more congested on the
north-south strects as well as on the east-west streets (i.e, that is if the assumption is
comect that more congestion is ineviteble). Thus, what will happen to the BRT as it gets
less and less signal priovity from LADOT? After all, LADOT has to keep the traffic
flgwing on the porth-south streets as well. Won't that signal pricrity go down on the

BRT, thus making the bus operations on it “jess reliable?

. Cost: The BRT (& single bus line) is more costly than a network which reaches mers
people. The starting figure of $330 million, has already been excesded and we will
probably be looking at something closer to the $400 million mark (this does not include
the initial purchase price of the right-af-way). A Rapid Bus network would cost, at most,
% that. By the end of the project, with assured cost overruns, how many promised
mitigations will be dispensed with? The bike paths? Walkways? Landscaping? Some
community members think these ideas justify the crime, danger and $330 million price
tag alone. What are the “legal limitations irnposed upon the use of capital funds that have
been identified for the construction of the Project” that prohbibits the use of these funds
for operating expenses on the Rapid Bus routes?

. Crime: Atdown times, 12:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m., the BRT is available for drag racing,
and other eriminal activities a5 it is left open for public consumption. Also, at some
points along the route, sound walls will create a “crinee alley” between the walls and the
adjacent property lines. How many miles of sound wall graffiti will need to be tended to
on a regular basis? Who will be patrolling these areas at what cost to the taxpayers? A
Rapid Bus network would not have these problerms.

. Time Factor: The MTA criginally promised an under 30-commute from Warner Center
to North Hollywood. That was never possible and was upgraded to 40-minutes. | have
recently driven this route during morning rush howr, going the speed limit (which no one
does) and taking the Victary to Lankershim route. | made it in 26 mioutes, No bus
alternative can perform faster with 14 mandatory slops. The best'case scenario would be
that the on-strect Rapid Bus network could come close if it bad signal priority, For safety
reasons, the BRT will not have signal priority, zendering it impotent. Commuters will not
take a bus unless it is faster and easier than driviog themselves. Because of the single-
corridor concept and a lack of parking along the route, many commuters will have to find
some way 1o even get to the BRT. Where arc the statistics on how many commuters (or
transit-dependent for that marter) will take what other form of trapsportation (o get 1o the
BRT and how much time that will add to their commute? The BRT will not be faster and
unless you live ight nexi to a stop and you are going one end or the other (Wamner Center
ar N. Hollywood), not casier. The time Bactor has always been an MTA publicity device,
baoth in the onginal EIR and the newly “Revised FEIR™. | want 1o discuss one of the
most important parts of the Court of Appeal decision, origin-to-destnation trave! time. [

%

11-3

114

11-5

11-6

11-7

Comment 11-3

The commenter’s concerns for traffic safety are
acknowledged for the record. Turns across the BRT
will be controlled by turn signals to provide a clear
right of way indication to turning drivers. At many
intersections on the Rapid Bus networks, turns at
intersections through which buses travel will be
permissive (not controlled by a turn signal) and drivers
will have to determine when they feel it is safe to turn.
Comments related to the Miami-Dade County, Florida
busway have previously been addressed in the 2002
FEIR (See Response to Comment C9-66), but are
acknowledged here for the record.

The design of the BRT project has taken these concerns
into consideration by providing positive controls,
including dedicated turn lanes and turn signals as part
of the project design. All left turns across the BRT will
be protected, meaning they will be controlled by green
left turn arrows (which include green, yellow and red
cycles) to provide a clear right of way indication to
turning drivers. MTA and its consultants, working
closely with LADOT, have taken every precaution to
design the Orange Line in as safe a manner as members
of the traffic engineering and civil engineering
professions know how to do.

The “South Miami-Dade Busway Safety Study”
prepared by DMJM Harris and F.R. Aleman dated
August 13, 2001 (“Miami Study™) noted that the vast
majority of accidents on the Miami busway occurred at
“isolated” intersections, where the average accident rate
was seven times higher. (Miami Study, p. 23.) A copy
of the Miami Study is available for review upon
request. A principal problem with the “isolated”
intersections was that they were admittedly
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“inconspicuous in nature” and motorists may
“unintentionally disregard the traffic control devices.”
(Id. at p. 24.) The probable casual factors included the
“inconspicuous” nature of the isolated intersections and
the poor visibility of the traffic controls. (Id.)

Accordingly, the principal measures recommended to
improve the visibility of the isolated intersections on
the Miami busway were to: (1) install post mounted
signals (Miami used signals strung across the street)
(Id. at p. 41); (2) install backplates on the signal heads
(a standard requirement for LADOT, but not standard
in Florida because of high winds) (Id. at pp. 34-35);
and (3) install raised curbs on the corners of the
intersections to “improve the conspicuity of the isolated
intersections.” (Id. at p. 44.)

Post mounted signals and backplates for traffic signals
are standard LADOT requirements, and will be
installed as part of the Project. (Draft EIR, pp. 3-27, 3-
42, 4-264 to 4-266, 4-269; Final EIR, pp. 2-41 to 2-45,
3-44 to 3-45, 4-282 to 4-285, 7-142 (LADOT Standards
to be followed).) Moreover, all BRT intersections will
be improved with curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and painted
stop bars. (Draft EIR, pp. 3-29 to 3-35; Final EIR, Vol.
111, Preliminary Engineering Plan and Profile Drawings,
Sheets | to 17 (intersection improvements depicted);
Draft EIR, p. 2-36; Final EIR, p. 2-41 (stop bars).)

Further, additional safety measures have been
incorporated into the BRT, which are not present at the
isolated intersections on the Miami busway. These
include street painting to designate the busway, active
“No Right Turn” signs, and signals to warn cross-
traffic. (FEIR, p. 7-157.)
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The Final EIR compared the BRT intersections to the
better performing coordinated intersections in the
Miami study, and roughly converted the accident
statistic for these intersections, of 0.061 accidents per
million vehicles to one in 20 million. (Miami Study, p.
23; FEIR, p. 7-156.)

Because the BRT intersections have been designed to
make them prominent, rather than inconspicuous, the
BRT intersections were properly compared to the better
performing, “coordinated” intersections in the Miami
Study. (FEIR, p. 7-156.)

The Miami Study states, as one of the probable causal
factors, “The isolated busway intersections are
inconspicuous in nature and this could be a contributing
cause as motorists may unintentionally disregard traffic
control devices installed at the intersections.” (Miami
Study, p. iii, and p. 24.) Thus, it can reasonably be
inferred that the BRT’s visible traffic signals and well-
designed and conspicuous intersections are better

compared to the coordinated intersections in the Miami
Study.

In addition, none of the BRT intersections are planned
to be signaled “independently” as was the case with the
isolated intersections on the Miami busway. (Compare
Miami Study, p. i (“Isolated Busway Intersections™) to
FEIR, pp. 2-41, 2-45.)

Additionally, the BRT’s intersections are not more
complex than the Miami busway’s. Nearly every
intersection of the Miami busway is at an oblique angle
to the cross streets. (Miami Study, p. 2.) Yet, most of
the BRT’s intersections will be at a 90-degree angle,
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much like standard street intersections. (Draft EIR,
Vol. 2, Sheets 25 to 54.)

Accordingly, the Orange Line (BRT) intersections will
be as safe as normal city-street intersections.

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, Miami Dade
reports that it will initiate signal single priority on the
Miami-Dade busway in mid 2005. (Telephone
interview with Miami-Dade’s Project Manager, Isabel
Pedron, on December 2, 2004.)

Comment 11-4

The BRT is referred to as “traffic-free” only in the
sense that the buses on the BRT will be traveling in
dedicated bus lanes, rather than in mixed flow with
other vehicles as do buses on city streets. The FEIR
quantifies the effects of increased traffic on the north-
south and east-west streets and at intersections adjacent
to the busway in Chapter 3, Transportation Setting,
Impacts and Mitigation. The potential reduction in
transit signal priority was addressed in the 2002 FEIR
by assessing the BRT with an upper limit 40.0 minute
travel time, assuming a low level of priority.

Comment 11-5

No mitigations or betterments identified in the Final
EIR will be eliminated from the BRT Project Funding
for the project consists of Proposition 25%,
Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), and
State Regional Improvement Program (RIP) funds.
Each of these funding sources are only eligible for
certain expenditures. Please refer to Ordinance 49 -
Prop C as Amended by the Reform and Accountability
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NTA SFY/HC PLARNIND  Fax;213-322-5356 Hov 73 2004 14:23 #.05 Act of 1998. TCRP usage is specifies by State
legislature and RIP funds, which can only be for capital
use is allocated by the California Transportation

have read the entire Revised FEIR and found only one discussion of this subject, i.e, on 11-7 Commlss ion (CT‘C)
page 8-6-11, Section . Travel Time Savings Agein, where is the supporting dala to be
found for your conclusions? And, why did you compars the Rapid Bus Alternatives to
the Full BRT Lower-Bound Estimate? The Lower-Bound BRT assumes travel time of
28.8 minutes. You know that this travel time has never been, and will never be, a 2
possibility. It is physically impossible for the Busway to ever achieve that travel time C omm ent 1 1 6
even if LADOT decides to give the Busway full signal priority at every intersection for
every bus. Tn addition, given the fact that this was a most important point for the Cowrt of

Afpstl why IR RSSO IR R I ke The Los Angeles Police Department is responsible for

document? 1 : i i .
This court-manpdated “Revised FEIR" is not accurate nor was it done with diligence. The MTA 11_8 Inonltorlng Crlmlnal aCtIVity and apprehendmg

was commifted to choasing the BRT at the outset, created the first EIR to fit their desires and criminals along the BRT Corridor as well as throughout
then voted for its approval. The MTA said it was committed to following through with the BRT . . . . .

wheit 8 lawsoit was first filed. The MTA said it was commitied to the BRT whea it was told to all City of Los Angeles portions of the San Fernando
study another alternative and to halt construction. The MTA has been committed to building the 3 . . .

BRT even though it has no certified EIR. The MTA doss not care that the details of this project Valley. The MTA is installing security fencing at all

do not support what should be their mandzte - a comprehensive, cost-effective mass transit g i

solution for ail the people of the San Fernando Valley, locations along the BRT Corridor to ensure access to

the areas between the soundwalls and property lines is
. W S protected. The soundwalls will be coated with a graffiti
%bpa/m proof surface. In addition, vines will be planted on both
e sides of the soundwalls, which will also act as graffiti
Valley Glen, California deterrent.

Comment 11-7

Information regarding the number of BRT commuters
that either use their automobile versus transit/walk/
other was provided in the Final EIR (February 2002) in
Table 3-10. For purposes of environmental analysis
this information was reported to understand potential
traffic impacts related to users driving their automobiles
to stations.

In terms of end-to-end travel times, the transportation
demand model does account for the time taken on each
leg of a trip (whether another bus route, automobile
access, or walk/bike/other) in the traveler’s decision-
making process. However, there is no readily available
procedure to summarize the average time spent on other
modes for BRT users. The transportation demand

model is not set up to output this information
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automatically; a specialized program would have to be
developed. Even if such an exercise were embarked on
for routes using the busway, it would not have value
unless compared to equivalent information for other
alternatives. While such an exercise would provide
information of interest, it would not be needed in
identifying and addressing environmental impacts,
which is the focus of an environmental document.

For the full BRT (upper bound estimate), annual
savings compared to No Build are estimated at 291,000
hours. Annual savings compared to TSM are estimated
at 10,000 hours. In terms of travel time savings, see
response to comment 10-4.

Comment 11-8

The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 12 Response to Comment Letter 12

RTA SFY/RC PLANKING Fax:213-922-6358 Kav 23 2004 14:78 P23

Comment 12-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

November 21, 2004 Comment 12-2

Please refer to Response 11-6 for information on safety
ToMTA and crime.
Attn: Roger Martin

Re! Busway behind oy house 12-1
1 came to U.S, from Hungary 40 years ago to et away from persecution asod borrible

conditions. 1 love the USA aad have had a good life bere, raised nry children here, lost
my husbends here, and cherish the safety snd freedoms that many Americans take for

granted. 1 know different,

I am much concerned shout this busway going behind pry house. | am pow in ay 70's,
oot in grest headth and sm very frightened sbout whiat is to come of this. 12.2
Your document docs not see any probiem with neighborhood security for the Repad Bus
Alternatives. But what about the busway? The quote T found was “An adverse
sgnificant impact under CEQA 1o a ncighborhood’s security could occur if the phrysical
proximity of the alignment, or traasit stops, 1o » residential oeighborbood would provide

batantially enhanced aocess to the peighborbood by people whose objective is to
engage in crimes againet persons or property, and also if there is opportunity to exercise
that gbjective.” What are you planning to do sbout these “crime: alleys™ that your design
has created? These are the srews between the sound walls and my property. Do you
honesthy think that putting up a high fense (where criminals cannot be observed by
mmbmmmﬂs&ockit&mﬁzw.pmﬁginmgmdwwdl&wm
(whichﬂnymﬁpoblblydknbmgahmymtmm)mmsumn}tm
And what shout the public safety late at night when teenage drag racers use it for their
fim and games. What are you planning to do 1o prevent this crimina) things?

1 do not wanl to spend the fow yeare | have left in fear for my life becanse of this.

Gise

Woodlznd Hills
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Comment Letter 13

WTh SFY/NC FLANMING Fax:213-527-5359 Rov 23 2004 14:28 P25

Re: Draft Revised Final Environmental Impact Report

Volume 4 Chapter § — San Femando Valley East-West Transit Corridor

Crtober 2004

Atm: Roger L. Martin - Project Manaper, San Fernando Valley/North County Area
Team, MTA

Hovemiber 21, 2004
R Revissd Ervdronmentsl mpsct Repor for Ban Farnando Valley Bussary

- poid
crienin o the members of e Board, smpk of e Transit Authority, inchuding bus diivers.,
wwmammnmmsmmoo«m

As you know, mmnwmw“unmummm H nat,
#ven a7y good faith affort an the part of public emplayese thal falla for any unforseen or B-concai:

reasons could ba Bigeted, mmqwmumwmmm w
under cartain croumitances showing @ leck of wwmmbmwﬂhm
o oificials My be rghty punished for thair negiigent or uneionmmed eclions.

Thes begal, uny s s the pr efm&anrmvm‘mmh

pe , Inchuding
Buwesy, Mmhmlnuimdlwdamllmhh

memhmmmbmwwmmmthmm
theary that this Busway would be 8 unscoepiable, hezardous mup-mdupm Furthermuons, afier
approval and CorFBCREon wem revoked. the by wors.

by using mmmmﬂam

Gurivg the huhure renawed public hewings. thass and wniety
mm&uqmmmuummumrﬂmmmm
the evidencs ¥ persist in iis withul disregem mwmmwmnmmmﬂ
resuits can siready be prodicted based on cates aisrwhers: an mmmdmwm
M-awuummmm«ummmmmwnmmmm
dhrfeating the whoks, origial purpose: of & reped ransh syshem.
dehmwmmmMmemm

mnm I can anly b negligence: o hsconduct of the Autharity that piaces them in the dark.
wuiwmmumwbum peving the wary for & just prosacution of hole

ke

Winnetka, Calfornie 91306
:m}anw G158

1341

13-2

13-3

Response to Comment Letter 13

Comment 13-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 13-2

The commenter’s concerns for traffic safety are
acknowledged for the record. The design of the BRT
project has taken these concerns into consideration by
providing positive controls (turn signals and dedicated
turn lanes) as part of the project design. Please see
response to comment 11-3. In addition, accidents that
may occur at busway intersections during construction
would not reflect the traffic safety of the intersections
once the busway is operational. During construction,
busway intersections would operate under temporary
worksite traffic control plans approved by the City of
Los Angeles Department of Transportation. However,
these temporary circumstances would not reflect those
of the final signal, striping, signage and other
configuration of the busway.

Comment 13-3
The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 14

HTA SFN/NL PLAKNING Faw:213-828-5150 How 23 7004 12:00 P

John A. Henning, Jr.
ATTORMEY AT LAW

November 22, 2004

VIA MESSENGER

Mr. Roger L, Martin
Project Manager, San Femando Valley North County Ares Team
Metropalitan Transportation duthonty
One Gatoway Plasa
Mail Stop: 99-22-9
Las Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Re:  Comments vised Final Envirpnmental fmpact / Sgn Fernandy
Valley East-West Tranit Corridor

Dear Mr. Mastin:

As counsel for Citizens Organized for Sruart Transit *COST™), T submit the fo}jm\d.ng‘m
comments on the Draff Revised Final Ervironmental Impact Report / San Fernando Valley Eaxt-

West Transit Corridor ("DRFEIR")

I. lmproper 30-Day Publi jod COST objects to the 30-day public
' comment period for the DREEIR. A project &u-wh‘nfcha%nmw‘:s 8 s
“responsible” sgency (ie., rendering 2 A5 = ol jod. (}‘ﬂRes
submittel to the State Cleari and x 45-day pablic review perod. !
Code see. 21091(a); CEQA Guidelimes sec. 15105(c), 15205(d).) 'i{u_u, ‘hrwl JRFEIR
itself has ideatifisd &t least two state apencies - Cllm_ai_ld the R.c_gmn.l mam_m
Quality Coatrol Board — thar will make discretionary decisions relating to pn;]
(DRFEIR at p. R3-50) {See Califomia Permit l‘!mdbﬂok, Sy:mr&mr;?:ﬁa:e o -
Permit Assistance (1996} (defining stale re.spommaa?um}.) 1 s y period
+ be reduced by the State Clearingbonse under “exeeptions sane:
:;fc:nim e st forth in & writen request from the decisionmaking body, ;.tl‘u;:eio-
MT A Board, along with 10 copies of the dmn E%;ﬁc. l;\; m!,y s:ﬁrtR::“tg
ment period set out in the DRFEIR is an ce of Flannis R
:mctu:'md Sep;:mbﬂ 23, 2004 {DRFEIR, p. I‘JP;dﬁ\; 1) I_hﬂf is :u a:dm]c.: :1;::
i il met any of the foregoing requi and, in p I appears highly
::u‘btﬁ:ls mﬂnh.-t c::?e-s of the DRFEIR could have been m;hnh:l_ . with the ?}ug%pvm
that OPR’s email was dated a full month before the publication of the DI

14-1

Response to Comment Letter 14

Comment 14-1

The commenter contends that MTA utilized an
improper public comment period of 30 days. As the
Revised FEIR explained on page I-3, MTA received the
Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit’s (State Clearinghouse) approval of a
30-day comment period. The approval was by the State
Clearinghouse was given in response to a request by an
MTA staff member for a 30-day comment period. The
State Clearinghouse approved MTA’s request by e-mail
dated September 23, 2004. On October 22, 2004, MTA
sent the Notice of Availability and 16 copies of the
Revised FEIR to the State Clearinghouse. By letter
dated October 27, 2004, the State Clearing house
confirmed its approval of the 30-day comment period
and noted that MTA’s request was consistent with the
State Clearinghouse’s written guidelines and Public
Resources Code Section 21091. A citation to this letter
from the State Clearinghouse has been added to the
Revised FEIR at page I-3. Accordingly, MTA
appropriately specified a 30-day comment period for
the Revised FEIR.
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Comment 14-2
The commenter contends that the abbreviated comment
period is unfair to COST and the public. The original

NEA SFVSHE PLANNING Fax:213-522-5158 Ko 23 2004 12:00 L

M Moo FEIR, which considered the Bus Rapid Transit, No
November 22, 4 By 3 . .
Page 2 Project, TSM, Lankershim/Oxnard Alignment (plus this
2 gWWW I addlition to 14-2 as a weekend only alternative), and the MOS, was
= This COmUInent 8% i - o 5
Ltk 15 CORT il e oebiss o6 e bl I ghe O e s it circulated for public comment a total of 69 days. (See
e N vl et . 4
%ﬁummmﬁxvgmgmﬁ;gﬁfﬁmﬁ Vol. 2, page 7-12 of the FEIR.) The Revised FEIR
o comment period has effectively forec COST fro: 1 i " att
oo e DIGER in G o e el &mﬁmufcoé’a}f#;:’;{{mm“ﬁ considered the three RB Alternatives and compared
commenting separately, hay had serious difficulty obtaining the data underying i Wl . i
ST 5 A i domesegin i t}?em with the BRT with the TSM. The Revised FEIR
beginnio s early as October 24, 2004. Mr. Rubin has [dentified these requests and did not alter any of the analyses of the BRT, No
the various responses of MTA officials in his separate comment letter of today’s date, P % t TSM t} L k h 0 Cl Al g t
rojec 1e Lankershim Oxnar ignmen
. Request for 15-Day Extegsion, jod. For the reasons suated sbove, 14-3 . 3 2 ;
COST requests an cxlensian of the public comment period for at keast 15 days, or (including the weekend only alternative) or the MOS
until Decermber ?_. 2004, (See CEQA Guidelines sec. 15207.) In the event the & . . +
comment pod» ot e, we et ot MTA, t miizoun, agre i witig contained in the FEIR. Moreover, as discussed in
accept and respond to tional comments - Rubin, this office, and other
Emmsgorcosrmwummwmmﬁ, 2004, (I making response to comment number 14-1, the State
is request for an extension, COST does not waive its objections below concernin . .
NAT A% fllie 9 sl 1 . vl tha 5087 o0 e ot s S Clearinghouse found that the Revised FEIR warranted a
comunent period, and o provide proper natice to members of the public who had z 1
?m'imfymmgéeé—fﬂmmh\wdm lomad:r?hcpug‘h]t::\:c::pmccss 30-day review penOd'
inadequate r A}
- Egilure to Proyisde Noticg of Recireulation, MTA spparently .
for the Draft Revised FEIR 1o constitute & “recirculated” EIR pursuan 10 Pub, Rey. 144 The commenter contends that Mr. Rubin has had
Cod . 21092.1 and CEQA Guideli . 150885, Fore le, in the notice of . . : 4
Eﬁuﬁm MTA st tha "ot o Grilies Section 15088 5(02) Metro difficulty obtaining data in a separate formal Public
that reviewers limit their comments 10 the Revised FETR." This provision of the LU 2
Gl oo oot R . e e M ot Records Act request (“Request™). Although the
inf to foreclose comment on the original or way project, 1 1 A ng f 1t
s cn sl ool Lk Request is a separate proceeding, MTA notes that it
is a “recirculated” EIR, has failed to comply with the requiroment in Guidelis 7 ithi 1 . 1
Peigei by buemadiradslas S0 Gulelines s processed the request within t}}e tn:nefrdmes set out in
shall send a notice of recirculation to every agéncy, person or organization that 1
e s cione vy iy, pioma 1 e the Act and provu.ied Mr. Rubin with responsive
izations submitting ¢ on the origina] EIR, including, but not Fmited 1o, records. Mr. Rubin’s Request had to be properly
COST and varjous of its members, ever received any notice of recirculation. (If we 4 < =
mmmkmplssc_m_v[dewidcmofmepr_iwcommmrsm whom the notice prOCCSSEd 1mn Order ‘FOI‘ M1 A to locate and pI‘OVlde
was circulated.} This failere, in conjunction with the iy brief period - .
nd truncated nature of the has dramatically hampered the public’s ablity responsive records. The request sought a substantial

amount of information. In fact, some of the records Mr.
Rubin requested called for information that was not
already prepared and had to be generated in order to
respond. When Mr. Rubin was advised of this, he
requested that such information be generated, and MTA
agreed to do so in the spirit of disclosure.

It also appears that a substantial amount of the
information sought in the Request related solely to
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Mr. Rubin’s comments on matters outside the scope of
the Revised FEIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2), MTA specifically explained in
the Revised FEIR that the comments were to be limited
to analyses in the Revised FEIR. (Revised FEIR, p. I-
2.) Therefore, Mr. Rubin’s request for information that
did not pertain to this proceeding likely delayed the
ability of the MTA to provide requested information
that was potentially relevant to this proceeding even
more quickly than it did. MTA provides this response
to this comment without waiver of the assertion that a
response to a Public Records Act request is a separate
proceeding and, therefore, the timeliness of a response
to such request is not a proper subject for comment
under CEQA.

Thus, Mr. Rubin, COST, and the public were not
prejudiced by the duration of the public review period.

Comment 14-3

The commenter requests a 15-day extension to the
comment period. MTA respectfully declines to extend
the comment period on the Revised FEIR. As noted
above in Response Nos. 14-1 and 14-2, the State
Clearinghouse approved of the 30-day comment period
on the Revised FEIR and there appears to have been no
prejudice to commenters as a result.

Comment 14-4

The commenter contends that MTA did not provide
notice of circulation of the Revised FEIR to
commenters on the prior FEIR. In support the
commenter references CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(f)(3), which provides that “As part of
providing notice of recirculation ... the lead agency

shall send a notice of recirculation to every agency,
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Mr. Martin
November 22, 2004
Page 3

to comment on this project.

§. Failure to Cupault With, and Request Conugents From. Affected Agepoies. Asa 14-4
“recirculated” ETR, the DRFEIR requires “consultation pursuant to [CEQA
Cruidelines} Section 15086.” (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15088.5.) This consuhation is
1o include Responsible Agencies, bordering cities and ies, and, given the 14..5
areawide significance of this project, the yanspottation planning agencies and public
agencies which have transportation facilidies within their jurisdictions which could be
affected by the project, including arterials, frecways, highways and rail transit service.

There i3 po evidence that consultation has been performed according to this
Guideline.

6. Failyre to Circulate at Commencement of Public Comment Period.  According to
MTA's notice of recirculation, the public period began October 22, 2004, 14-6
and is to copclude November 22, 2004, However, as of October 22, 2004, MTA had
not complied with the requi for circulativn. For ple, the d was
not available on that date in amy of the public libraries in which the notice indicated it

would be avajlable. Indeed, MTA’s own records will show that slthough the DRFEIR
was apparently given to s0me Dewspaper reparters at & press conference on October
22, it was not sctually made generally available to the public — or even to COST —
until several days later, and weil into the comment period it was not available in
several of the litmaries where MTA claimed it would be.

7. Eailyre 1o Circulaie Entire EIR, The DRFEIR consists solely of a new chapter §, 14-7
discussing three new project altermatives, and an introduction and Revised Executive
Swmupary. As & threshold matter, it is impossible for members of the public to
conduct any menningful review of the DRFEIR without cross-referencing to the
original FEIR as well. Yet, the original FEIR was not made available to the public in
my of the public locations identified in the notice of recirculation. Accordingly we
request that the two d be recirculated in conjunction with each other.

8. lmproper Limitation of Public Comments to “New” Sections of EIR. MTA has
required commentors to refrain from commenting on portions of the project ER that
were not revised in the DRFEIR. (DRFEIR, p. 1-2.) This is improper because of the
change in circumstances, information and data that may have occurred in the
intervening four years since the Notice of Preparation was lssued for the original
FEIR.

5. Failuse to Compare New Altermatives 1o the Proiecs, Chaprar § of the DRFEIR is 149

lirnited salely to the new project alternatives, and contains virtually no narrative
discussion comparing the new alternatives to the BRT or 1o the “no project” and TSM

14-8

person or organization that commented on the prior
EIR.” However, this provision is not applicable to the
Revised FEIR. This subsection was only recently
adopted on September 7, 2004. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15007(d)(2), agencies are required
to comply with a Guideline amendment when the
agency adopts procedures that conform to the
amendment or 120 days after the effective date of the
amendment, whichever occurs first. Since MTA has
not created any procedures that conform to the
amendment, the 120-day rule applies. Thus, Section
15088.5(f)(3) is not applicable to MTA until December
3,2004. Because amendments to the CEQA Guidelines
are prospective only, MTA would not have to provide
notice pursuant to Section 15088.5(f)(3) for the Revised
FEIR after December 3, 2004. Therefore, MTA was
not required to provide notice of circulation of the
Revised FEIR to commenters on the prior FEIR.

Comment 14-5

The commenter contends that MTA did not consult
with or request comments from “affected agencies” in
preparing the Revised FEIR. However, MTA consulted
with Susan Bok, Sean Skehan and possibly others from
the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(“LADOT”) a number of times during the preparation
of the Revised FEIR on issues, including, but not
limited to, signal priority, traffic volumes, and the
specific layouts of the RB Alternatives. In addition,
LADOT did provide comments on the Revised FEIR
indicating it agreed with the analysis contained in it.
The LADOT’s comment letter is included with the
other comment letters attached to the Revised FEIR.
Further, MTA consulted with Susan Shu of the City of
Los Angeles’
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Bureau of Engineering, Greg Herrmann from the City
of Burbank and Paul Debel from the City of San
Fernando during the preparation of the draft Revised
FEIR. In addition, among others, the Revised FEIR
was submitted to the Southern California Association of
Governments (“SCAG?”), an areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects which reviews the
consistency of local plans, projects and programs with
regional plans. SCAG responded that it had no
additional comments other than those it submitted on
the FEIR. SCAG’s December 1, 2004 letter is attached
to the Revised FEIR. The Revised FEIR was submitted
to the State Clearinghouse for comments from state
agencies. The State Clearinghouse reported that no
state agency commented upon the Revised FIER.

(State Clearinghouse Letter dated November 24, 2004.)
Therefore, the Revised FEIR complies with this
Guideline, if it is applicable.

Comment 14-6

The commenter contends that MTA did not properly
circulate the Revised FEIR. On October 22, 2004,
MTA sent copies of the Revised FEIR by 2-hour
courier to each of the following libraries identified in
the notice of availability: Canoga Park Branch Library,
Mid-Valley Regional Branch Library, North Hollywood
(Amelia Earhart) Library, Northridge Branch Library,
Panorama City Branch Library, Sherman Oaks Branch
Library, Superior Court Law Library, Valley Plaza
Library, Van Nuys Branch Library; and West Valley
Regional Library. Copies of the courier receipts are
available for inspection upon request. Also that same
day, MTA hand delivered a copy of the Revised FEIR
to the MTA Library. Additionally, the Revised FEIR
was made available on MTA’s web site that same day.

Accordingly, the Revised FEIR was properly circulated

7 _4 2
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and made available for public review on October 22,
2004.

In addition to having access to the Revised FEIR,
COST was also offered a free copy of the Revised FEIR
on Friday, October 22, 2004, which COST did not
accept because it demanded twelve copies free of
charge. Therefore, COST chose to defer receiving a
copy until MTA could determine how many additional
copies it had printed and could provide. MTA provided
five Revised FEIRs to COST on or about Monday,
October 25, 2004 and, when more copies were available
by the end of that week, MTA provided more copies for
a total of twelve copies without charge to COST.

A detailed discussion on how the MTA’s model
considers a rider’s total origin-to-destination travel time
is contained in the “Service and Travel Forecasting
Methodology Report,” prepared by Parsons
Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August 2002. A
copy of this report is available for review at the MTA
library.
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Comment 14-7

The commenter contends that MTA was required to
circulate the entire EIR. However, MTA explained that
is was proceeding under CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5()(2), which provides for the sole circulation of
the Revised EIR because it has only revised portions of
the FEIR. (See page I-3 of the Revised FEIR.)
Moreover, MTA made the FEIR and all referenced
documents available to the public at the MTA Library.
The FEIR was also available for review and download
on MTA’s website. Accordingly, MTA appropriately
circulated the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-8

The commenter contends that MTA improperly limited
public comments to the Revised FEIR. However, as
discussed above in Response No. 14-7, the CEQA
Guidelines authorized MTA to limit public comments
to the Revised FEIR. Further, the CEQA Guidelines do
no limit their applicability to the span of time between
an original EIR and a revised EIR. Thus, MTA
properly requested that comments be limited to the
Revised FEIR. Nevertheless, without waiver of this
limitation, where possible, MTA has endeavored to
respond to comments it received that were outside this
limitation.
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Page 4

10,

altematives, with respect to the various impact catagories. The Revised Executive
Summary and “Financial Analysis and Comparison of Alemnatives™ sections,
meanwhile, do purport to compare all of the new and existing alternstives organicelly,
but does 30 only in swmmary fashion, using tables and minirmal narrative. This bvbrid
approach to the EIR, in which the y di all of the a ives but the

detailed chaprers do not, deprives the public and the decisicnmakers of a meaningful
opportunity 10 compare the project as proposed and the original alternatives to the
three Rapid Bus aliernatives, which is the underlying purpose of presenring the new
alternatives in the first place. In ths regard, it bears noting that this is nota
circumstance in which MTA was ordered to reanalyzs s sinple impact category, such
85 aesthetics. The analysis of alternatives implicates all impact categories, as well as
verious performance and financial eriteria. Hence, the analysis should have been an
organic one and blended with the original analysis. We request that MTA respond in
the Fipal EIR, with a blended analysis in all of the various impact categories, and then
recirculate this document for public review and comment.

- Eailuze to Condyct Scoping Before Preparagion. The CEQA Guideliges provide for

pubhc agen:les to conduct “scoping™ with persons and organizations “it believes will
d with the envi | effects of the project,” and is particularly helpful
in 1dumf\-1ng the range of aliernatives to be analyzed in an EIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines sec. 15083.) Hzre, to our knowledpe there was to our knowledge no
ms performed whatsoever, wllh any oma.ru zamu or member of the public,

ding COST and its b the litigation over this project
spanning more than two Years, and lhc expertise that members of COST manifestly
possess conceming possible Rapid Bus al ives, MTA never d with

COST concemning the scope or nature of the DRFEIR. Indeed, although Thomas
Rubis, 8 member of CDST winke leum to MTA staff mn]mg ey wnﬁc proposals

gy and p | route alig £ o consult
with MTA, those chcrs weTE :l\h:r ignored or answered wnh 8 :cfussl to meet, Mr,
Rubin discusses these [etters in more detail in his letter of today™s date.

- Eailure to [sues Notice of Prepamtion (NOF™). An NOF was not issued for the

DRFEIR. This violates CEQA-

ru:ﬁ.es ﬂm the pmjact md m mmml altcmauvcs weTe t.w-nhlawd in rh: original FEIR.
based upon “existing physical conditions" &s of May 2000, when the Notice of
Preparation was published for the original FEIR. (DRFEIR, p. -2.) It goes on to say
that “the environmental setting, or baseline, for analyzing the [Rapid Bus)
Alternatives is, except &35 noted berein, the same 25 that used in the Final ETR.™ {Id.}
As stated above. a Motice of Preparation should have besn issued for the DRFEIR,

14-9

14-10

14-11

14-12

Comment 14-9

The commenter suggests that MTA was required to
compare the RB Alternatives to the Project within each
of the environmental impact sections of the Revised
FEIR. As the commenter noted, MTA compared the
RB Alternatives with the Project in the Financial
Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives and
summarized those comparisons in the Executive
Summary Sections of the Revised FEIR. The detailed
bases for these comparisons are contained in the
individual impacts sections for the RB Alternatives in
the Revised FEIR and the Project in the FEIR.
Therefore, MTA adequately compared the RB
Alternatives to the Project in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-10

The commenter contends that MTA was required to
conduct further scoping to help identify the range of
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR. As discussed in
Response to Comment No. 4-2, MTA evaluated the RB
Alternatives and found that they represent a reasonable
and good approximation of what multiple Rapid Buses
can do in the Valley. The commenter’s reliance on
CEQA Guidelines Section 15083 for requiring
consultation with the public and agencies during
scoping is misplaced. Section 15083 pertains to the
initial preparation of an EIR for a project rather than a
revision to an already prepared EIR, as is the case here.
Moreover, Section 15083 only suggests that scoping
can help agencies determine the range of alternatives to
be analyzed in an EIR. Here, the Court of Appeal’s
decision specified the additional alternative to be
studied, namely multiple Rapid Bus routes. (See pages
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28 and 32 of the Court of Appeal’s decision.). The
Revised FEIR complied with the Court of Appeal’s
decision by analyzing three reasonable variations of the
multiple-route Rapid Bus alternative.

Comment 14-11

The commenter contends that MTA had to issue a
Notice of Preparation for the Revised FEIR. However,
CEQA does not require an additional Notice of
Preparation for a revision to a prior EIR. As explained
in the Revised FEIR on page -2, the Notice of
Preparation for this Project was issued in May 2000.
Thus, MTA was not required to issue a Notice of
Preparation specifically for the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-12

The commenter contends that it was improper for MTA
to use the year 2000 as its baseline or environmental
setting. The commenter asserts that year 2000 data is
stale and MTA should have used the most up to date
data. On page I-2 of the Revised FEIR, MTA explained
that the Revised FEIR utilized the same environmental
setting as the FEIR to provide a proper comparison of
the benefits and detriments of the RB Alternatives to
the Project and to be consistent with the Notice of
Preparation that was filed in May 2000. Further, the
Revised FEIR only revised portions of the FEIR to
include the analyses of the three RB Alternatives. (See
page I-1 of the Revised FEIR.) It did not rewrite the
EIR. Thus, the environmental setting or baseline
sought to match, as closely as possible, that of the
FEIR.
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Page 3

and this situation illustrates one of the reasons why. A substantial new apalysis
prepered more than four years afier the criginal Notice of Preparation should not use 14-12
stale information nnd d.m. The data and information used should all have been as up-
to-date as poasibl , since the svaluation of new al ives requires that
these alternatives be compared to the existing project and the original alternatives, the
information and data used te cvaluate the project and original alternatives should hive
been updated to the present as well. Here, because no NOP was published for the
DRFER, MTA should have assessed existing physical conditions “as they exist . . . m
the time envi) ] anabysis is 1,” which here would be some time after
the July 19, 2004, decision of the Court of Appeal requiring MTA to consider the
Fapid Bus alternatives. (See CEQA Guidelines sec. 15126.2{a).) Indeed, the use of 3
year 2000 baseline for the evahualion of aliermatives in year 2004 ensures that mmy
changed circumstances and four years of relevant data will be systemntically ignored.
For mmp]e. as Mr, Rubin discusses, the pow-documented safety and performance
experience of a similar busway facility in Miami, Floride, and of a light-rail fine in
Houston, Texas, are relevant to the comparison of the Rapid Bus allernatives to the
busway option. Yet they are ignored becavse of the methodology used here,

13. Improper Mixing of Year 2000 and Year 2004 Data. The DRFETR docs not, in fact, 14-13
rely solely on year 2000 date, but notes that “If vear 2000 data were unavailahle, this
year's conditions were used,” (Id.) This methodology is inproper under CEQA
becanse it results in an apples-to-oranges comparison between the busway project and
the new allernatives,

14. Poorly Devised Alternatives. As set out in more detail in Mr, Rubin's comment
letter, the alternative routes dmem hcn: wppear to be derived from relatively brief 1 4-1 4

ert ¢ about p | east-west routes in the study area made during
Lixpmceutmgsonlhncngmal?ﬁ'lk, (See DREEIR, p. RS-6.) Although these
comments were certainly an illustration of the fact that MTA had not properly
cvaluated an obvious alternative, none of them qualify as systematic analyses of ideal

Rapid Bus aligr or groups of alig That analysis was best left to the
agency itself, which p the expentise 10 evaluate such maners. Indocd, the
agency's obhsauon to mnmd.er hle al ives is on inds dent one, and is
not d di nna by ofwhat l:hmz alternatives will be,
(_& ion v, Board of Regents, 47 Cal,3d 376,

405.) Hm as\{: Rubm zxp%ams, ihenmtes and gmupsare in scverd TESpects
1!I0g|c.alo‘nthe|.rfm=. resuling in poorer performance in key metrics such as travel
time. Mr. Rubin, who does possess some of the expertise that would be heipful in
de\'m.ug a:ppmpmtc routes, offered the meet with the agency, was rebuffed, and then

1 written ing routes and methodologies, all well before the
issuance of the DRFEIR. T}mapmrlo bave been ignored.

Comment 14-13

The commenter contends that it was improper for MTA
to use some year 2004 data in the environmental setting
because it results in an “apples-to-oranges comparison
between the busway project and the new alternatives.”
As the Revised FEIR explained on page I-2, the
environmental setting had to be augmented with
additional information in limited circumstances, such as
where year 2000 data were unavailable. The Revised
FEIR further directed the reader to each section of the
Revised FEIR for a discussion on any modifications
used in the environmental setting or baseline. For
example, year 2000 data was not available on
community facilities and services adjacent all of the
routes in the three RB Alternatives. To conduct the
impact assessment of the RB Alternatives, the Revised
FEIR used Year 2004 data by conducting field surveys.
(See page 8-4.4-13 of the Revised FEIR.) Using this
2004 data only served to analyze the impacts of the RB
Alternatives to adjacent community facilities to
determine if the RB Alternatives would create a
significant impact upon such facilities. Thus, the use of
2004 data on community facilities and services adjacent
to the RB Alternatives does not create an improper
comparison where the impacts of the BRT on
community facilities used year 2000 data. The result of
the impact analyses was compared to find that neither
the BRT nor the RB Alternatives would create a
significant impact on community facilities and services.
Accordingly, it was proper for MTA to utilize year
2004 data in certain limited circumstances as described
in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 14-14
The commenter contends that the three RB Alternatives

analyzed in the Revised FEIR are poorly devised. See
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Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the three RB
Alternatives as a reasonable and good approximation of
the performance of multiple Rapid Bus routes through
the Valley. As discussed in response to Comment 14-
10, the Court of Appeal’s decision required that MTA
consider multiple Rapid Bus routes as a feasible
alternative in further proceedings on the FEIR. The
Court of Appeal explained that the multiple Rapid Bus
routes alternative was suggested in comments. The
routes in these comments do, for the most part,
correspond with the routes embodied in the three RB
Alternatives considered in the Revised FEIR.

However, this does not mean that MTA blindly studied
the routes specified in the comments. Instead, MTA
staff and consultants considered whether variations of
these routes might perform better and, in fact, made
modifications to the commenters’ proposals so that they
could be improved and compared. In all, eight separate
east-west routes and six north-south routes were
analyzed in the three RB Alternatives to serve the
Valley’s population. Thus, the three RB Alternatives
are reasonable ones to consider and to compare with the
Project. Please see the responses to Comment Letter 20
that address Mr. Rubin’s specific comments concerning
the routing of the RB alternatives and the travel-time
performance of the RB Alternatives.
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Comment 14-15
The matrix at page RS-39 indicates that the Orange
Line will have a resultant “potentially significant”

essential nuture of this analysis, this omission is & serious ope.

PR impact on air quality during construction. Although the
Lo FEIR in the Summary Section (the main text in the
1 St A Qi It o i T i RSse 14-15 Final EIR determined there would be a significant
i tha Ve a " ially L 1 1 1 1 1
i e g, Ths i Pm“,‘@“‘ﬁ““‘m“”"““#,\.:,mﬂ impctuner gdv_erse air quallt)i impact during construg:tton) _
O e S e e indicated that the impact of the Orange Line on air
rather, there is o analysis at all in the DRFEIR of air quality impacts from BRT uality was not significant, the analysis in the main text
: g ) Y
construction, much less significant impacts. Please explain te basis for this 3 . : P
conclusion of significance and the scope of the impact pee- and post-mitigation. (Section 5.8 of the Final EIR) of air quality impacts
16. o Analss of Quigincte-Deaoation Trevel Time AE GBI e ot 14-16 during construction revealed that the impact could not
0 1si iring furth ysis was "3 failure into i N . :
S el o taratios” xasmt ine e il o be mitigated to less than significant. The matrix of the
individual riders tak 1 from their origin to their destination), in the selection - : '
ik o e s ":::1,-355;: e e Fapid D hcyives o Draft Revised FEIR contains the correct resultant
t evaluation of this metric, Rather, the section entitled “F FaL 1 i 1¢ M 17 b 1
e o o e e “‘:‘“";,,Inm&m nnpalctd oi pOt(‘EI‘ltid”}{ f;lgénhcanf; _ The section
© vall | on a number of key s o Sl -
;::I’l?ﬁnse?n?wm]ed‘;rm“_”m: S e diet e o :mtle . S:grgﬁcant T'rade rO;lfs. 1ntt.he Igﬁancm] -
i ings” of various alternatives, but again es 00 referonce - i
irkiper g I ekl e e nalysis a_n omparison o terpa 1ve Chapter of the
comprehensive discussion of this essential metric. One should be developed and the Draft Revised FEIR has been modified to address the
1 irculated for public " . ; i .
i . —_— temporary and localized air quality impact during
ez o et “Uppee-Bomd” BRT Taayel Tie Estipae. Tt . ? ; . i
ety i VA KR Himl rua time for BRT i an appropriate 14-17 construction of the Orange Line and is contained in
% B ted with the 40-minute “upper bound : 3
e bou i estitum, s o of“;:,@i%':m mm.e,g@vmdm.« Section 9.4 Errata of this document. There was no need
ceded in the original FETR that it would require percent paonty g =
e siop i 8 tations — sssumions hat sisply canio be made — 10 for further analysis in the Revised FEIR because the
accomplish this trvel time. Morcover, in any event MTA docs not explaia the effect full analysis was already contained in the Final EIR
of the time range on various i that manifety depead upou travel time. I be s . e : 1
only place where the new Rapid Bus atematives are sysiematicaly compared to B The basis for the conclusion of significance is found in
and the original alternatives (the chapter entitled “Financial Analysis omparison ) . ) .
of Altematives™), MT4 caleulstes various metrics without reference to the effect of the Air Quality portion of the Construction Impacts
the rangs values. For example, the charts relating to “Cost Effectivencas™ and . : s
~Operaring Efficiescies” simply provide estimates for “Full BRT,” even though section of the Final EIR.
substantial differences in run time would pecessarily affect these calculations,
(DRFEIR, pp. 3-6-12, 1) Meanwhile, a table in the section emtitled "Travel Time
Savings” estimates time savings only for the Lower-Bound Estimate. Given the

Comment 14-16

The discussion of origin-to-destination travel times in
the Court of Appeal’s July 19, 2004 decision appears to
focus on the lack of information regarding the part of
the trip that leads to getting to the transit facility (length
of time driving or walking to the nearest station) in
determining the overall origin-to-destination travel
time. This level of information is highly atypical to
report and, in fact, the transportation demand model has

no built-in summary feature that allows a calculation of
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average trip times spent on other modes used in an end-
to-end trip involving BRT (or rapid bus) users. (Also
see Response 11-7.) Because of the multiplicity of
possible origins and destinations and the multiple
arterials identified for rapid bus service, it is a challenge
to provide meaningful comparisons of travel time. The
endpoints of Warner Center to North Hollywood were
retained for the BRT alternative and the rapid bus along
Victory Boulevard, yet would seem to be unreasonable
endpoints for routes along Sherman Way, Roscoe or
Reseda since these would involve travel paths that
would not make sense. The intent of providing cross-
valley travel times was to at least provide an
understanding of the average speeds that could be
expected along each of these arterials. The reporting of
average travel times is meant to be a way of allowing a
potential user to understand how long it would take to
get from one point to another. The potential user is
then able to add on additional travel time tailored to
his/her own personal circumstances.

It should be noted that while the travel time table
cannot include a meaningful expression of the average
time taken on other modes (whether another bus route,
automobile access, or walk/bike/other), the
transportation demand model does in fact account for
the time taken on each of these “legs” in the traveler’s
decision-making process. The model also is sensitive
to the introduction of new alternatives in making the
decision of what mode/route to use.
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Table 8-3-4: Countywide Change in Transit Passenger Travel Time (minutes)

BR
Valley | Base | 2020 No | Valley il

Statistics | 1998 | Build TSM Lower | Upper | RB-3 | RB-5 | RB-Network
Bound Bound

Average

fj?se“ger 18.46 | 18.74 18.76 18.70 18.71 | 1872 | 18.71 18.69

mnutes

Traveled

% Change

from No . | 2 .1 sl N 3

Build

Source: Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc., 2004.

San Fernando Valley Page 9-51
"East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep reir



N E N EN B EBE EE D B B B B D B B BN BE S =
Responses to Comments

ATH SFY/HC PLAKNING  Faw:?13-922-5358 How 212004 12;02 k.07 Comment 14-17
The continued use of the 28.8-minute run time for BRT
as a lower-bound estimate allows decision makers to

MrMut understand the environmental impacts and changes to
Hovember 22, . N . . .
Puse T ridership that occur when an aggressive policy of transit

priority/pre-emption is allowed. This calculation

L allows 20 seconds of “dwell time” at each stop, which
' '\: is considered a reasonable average in the transit

' industry.

Thank you for the oppertunity to comment on this docurnent,

Jobn A. Henning, Jr.
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Comment Letter 15 Response to Comment Letter 15

----- Original Message----- Comment 15-1

From: Rosie Rivetor [mailto:pupenator@yahoo.com] . ~
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:00 PM The comment is acknowledged for the record.

To: martinr@MTA.NET

Subject: Revised FEIR Comment 15-2
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives to
consider in the Revised FEIR. See response to

November 22, 2004 Comment No. 14-13 concerning the data used in the
Roger L. Martin Revised FEIR. In addition, the Revised FEIR does not
Project Manager merely compare distance traveled, but rather a number
SFV/No County AREA team of factors.

MTA

One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012

SUBIJECT: Public response to the FEIR
Dear Mr. Martin: 15-1
Let me start by saying that | am absolutely disgusted with your entire
agency. Not only do you waste precious taxpayer resources on
frivolous, partisan projects that are destined to fail but you lie to the
public about what you are doing. This EIR is more of a joke than the
original EIR for the Orange Line. The purpose of this EIR was to do a
real TRANSPORTATION (you remember transportation, right?
Getting people from point A to point B which is why the agency exists)
analysis of a grid of rapid buses on major streets across the San
Fernando Valley. It was not just an exercise for the MTA in proving
how inept you are at analysis. When is the agency going to serve the
needs of the transit dependent population and not the interest of
politicians who use the MTA to award frivolous contracts and put more
money in their own pockets.

Since this EIR is so incomplete, inaccurate and blatantly misleading, 15-2
there are many places to question but I'll keep mine to a few specifics.
First off, as one of the people who

P 9-33
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sat in a room after the Draft EIR was introduced in 2001 and came up 15-2 Comment 15-3

with the idea of a rapid bus grid based on the subway grid in NYC I As noted in Section 8-1-1 of the Revised FEIR, SCAG
have a few questions. See in NYC there is not just one subway line, does report socio-economic data by Regional Statistical
there is a network grid with routes on the Westside the Eastside and Areas (RSAs). The San Fernando Valley is made up of

going North/South all over the 12 mile by S mile island. This system
moves millions of people everyday across all economic levels. It was RSA 12 (West San Fernando Valley) and RSA 13 (Est

this thought that brought the grid idea to the forefront. This small San Fernando Valley) as illustrated in Figure 8-1-4.
group of citizen, none of which are transportation experts, came up

with an idea and hastily drafted a grid to illustrate the idea which was Ridership is determined through use of a transportation
then presented to the Metropolitan Transportation AUTHORITY demand model. See response to comment 11-2 for
(meaning those who are supposedly experts in this field). Why did the discussion of how an alternative can lead to greater

MTA take that drafted grid, prepared by non transportation experts and
build their entire EIR on it? Why didn't the MTA use their expertise
and do a thorough study on all East/West and North/South routes in the
Valley to determine the best streets to use to move the MOST people?
Why was the data used for the Orange Line based on different figures
than those used for the Grid? And why in almost every case did the
MTA compare the Orange Line to a rapid bus going in opposite
directions where the rapid bus was traveling in some cases up to 3/4 of
a mile farther due to directional constraints?

total boardings, yet fewer incremental new riders.

Per figures I received from the MTA, at the present time there are 15-3
roughly 400,000 people that ride the bus in all of Los Angeles County
everyday. Based on the 2000 Census, in Los Angeles County there are
roughly 414,767 household or 11,98% of the population that do not
have vehicles with roughly 200,000 of them having a household
incomes below $12,000 a year. Now, 1 am no transportation expert but
I do know an awful lot about demographics and keeping this in mind,
none of your data adds up. First off, I called SCAG which is the agency
where the MTA got it's demographic data and they do NOT calculate
demographics for just the San Fernando Valley. They could not even
give me the zip codes for that area so how than can the MTA provide a
sourced reference when the agency they source does not

Page 9-54
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calculate that number or have the individual part of that data? Since |
could not replicate your data, based on a polygon of the SFV (from the
118 freeway to Ventura Blvd and from Lankershim to Topanga Canyon
- the busway ends and the entire Valley) roughly 9.37% of the County
population lives in this area or 939,000 people. The number of
transportation dependent is roughly 33,000. Of those transportation
dependent, 21,000 live more than 1/2 mile away form this Orange
Line. Keeping all of this in mind, my question is, what type of crappy
math did you use to come up with the figures to show that a grid of
buses that services 21,000 riders (and remember, this is just the
transportation dependent, not the rest of the population of the area
away from the busway, 69% of which live below the poverty line
making them perfect public transportation candidates) will move LESS
people than one line that services only 11,0002 Would it not be faster
and much less expensive to taxpayers to offer a Rapid express bus that
makes no stops to get commuters from the redline station at
Lankershim to Warner Center? This would take care of commuters
that live outside the SFV. Why put in a busway where 13 of the 14
stops do not service transit dependent riders, that slows traffic for all
commuters when you could offer a rapid bus on Victory that makes
exactly the same stops as the Orange Line, uses Rapid bus technology
to change lights just like the technology that the busway will use, flows
with the traffic instead of disrupting it and costs pennies on the dollar
compared to the nearly 1/2 billion cost of the busline? The
intersections that cross the Orange line are already so confusing that
there have been at least 5 major accidents and the bus is not even
running. If people are already getting hurt in car on car accidents
without a bus at confusing bus intersections, how many people are
going to be killed when a bus is involved? How many lives have to be
lost before the MTA stops the project like they did down in Miami?
Two years later and the buses still stop at every single intersection. And
finally, how is the MTA going to pay the taxpayers back the nearly 1/2
billion dollars that they wasted on this stupid, ineffective and 19th
century project?

15-3

15-4

15-5

15-6

Comment 15-4

The first stated goal of the San Fernando Valley East-
West Transit Corridor Project is to improve east-west
mobility by connecting important activity centers,
provide bi-directional transit service and provide
opportunities to intercept traffic passing through the
Valley. Designing service that does not stop in the
Valley, but merely passes through, does not meet this
goal. Further, Rapid Bus and/or BRT service is
designed to have stops approximately every mile,
offering commuters within the Valley the opportunity
to avail themselves of the service.

If a bus has partial signal priority technology, it would
facilitate traffic flows whether the bus is in the
exclusive bus lane or on Victory Boulevard. Locating
the bus on Victory slows down the service, as the bus is
operating in the same traffic as other commuters.

Comment 15-5
Please refer to Response 13-2.

Comment 15-6

The financial investment in the Orange Line project
will provide a premium transit service benefiting the
commuting public in San Fernando Valley and greater
Los Angeles County. It makes available a transit
alternative to reach multiple destinations across the
Valley, offering predictable travel times and frequent
service on a quality system. Additionally, the Orange
Line provides for nearly 13 miles of bicycle lanes and
paths, 10 miles of pedestrian paths and extensive
landscaping on an unused, barren strip of land
extending across the Valley.
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Now, in the EIR you say "Total boardings for Rapid Bus routes are
shown as they operate from end-to-end. Therefore these boardings
cannot be directly compared to boardings as reported for the LPA,
which only reports those boardings occurring in the fixed guideway
portions of the route (that is, board and disembark at stations along the
project). Also, boardings do not distinguish between whether transit
riders are merely shifting off other bus routes, or whether new riders
are attracted to transit." That makes no sense to me. How are
boardings on a route "from end-to-end" different than those "occurring
in the fixed guideway portions of the Orange Line [BRT]? Doesn't the
BRT run "end-to-end" as well? I'm assuming you're only counting
boardings on the Rapid Bus routes that occur on the routes? Explain.

Also, I understand the difference between "linked" and "un-linked"
trips. However, | don't understand why you assume there would be
more un-linked trips on the BRT fixed guideway than say on Victory
Blvd. Since Victory almost totally parallels the BRT, why would
Victory attract more linked than un-linked trips on the BRT? After all,
the speed you have calculated for Victory is almost equivalent to that
of the BRT; i.e., faster travel time isn't the answer. And don't respond
by saying the big, fancy new buses you plan to put on the BRT coupled
with the parking lots and stations means more new people will ride the
BRT. That is speculation and based not based on hard data and
transportation modeling. I want a real, detailed explanation of the facts
and figures of your ridership models. Where was this derived from?
What was the model method you used? Please provide a detailed break
down similar to that used in the appendix of the SCAG 2004
transportation report on the model you used?

Why didn't the Appendices include ridership data? Where is the
detailed facts and figures including methodology and sourcing of your
ridership figures? How am I supposed to

15-7

15-8

15-9

Comment 15-7

There is only a single route pattern assumed for rapid
bus routes along individual arterials, which makes
reporting boardings on these routes very
straightforward. For the BRT facility, there are several
bus routes with different origin points (Chatsworth,
Thousand Oaks, Warner Center, and Porter Ranch)
which make their way onto the busway, as described in
Section 2-2.6.3 of the February 2002 FEIR. Counting
the boardings for these routes in their entirety would
include boardings on segments outside the busway such
as Topanga Canyon, Reseda Boulevard, and a western
extension to Thousand Oaks. If boardings were
counted in their entirety for the four routes serving the
busway, the totals would be 25,500 to 31,800 (upper
bound and lower bound respectively).

MTA agrees with the commenter that boardings do not
distinguish between whether transit riders are shifting
off other bus routes. However, a comparison to the
output of MTA’s model on new daily transit riders
indicates nearly the entire ridership (i.e. boardings)
would shift from pre-existing transit to the RB
Alternatives. On the other hand, the Orange Line has
much less of a shift in riders from pre-existing transit as
is shown in Table 8-6.5 on page 8-6.9 in the Revised
FEIR. For example, the RB Network is forecast to
generate a nominal 1,300 new daily transit trips but
overall boardings of 56,900. The BRT is projected to
attract upwards of 6,300 new daily transit trips while
having 24,700 boardings.

Comment 15-8
Boardings and “linked” trips are generated through
MTA’s transportation demand model. See response to

11-2.
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In addition, although the BRT parallels Victory RB
line, there are certain critical traffic generators that are
within half-mile walking distance from the busway, but
almost or beyond one-mile from Victory. This
difference in accessibility would also contribute to the
reason why the BRT attracts different ridership than the
Victory BR line.

The report that documents the mathematical
assumptions underlying the forecasting model has been
submitted to and accepted by FTA during the course of
planning for the Eastside Light Rail Corridor project.
This report is available through a Public Records Act
request.

MTA’s model determines links v. unlinked trips
through millions of calculations on numerous
dimensions. For a more detailed discussion on how the
MTA’s model utilizes linked and unlinked trips, see
“Service and Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,”
prepared by Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglass
in August 2002. A copy of this report is available in
the MTA library for review.

-57
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believe your facts and figures for ridership when there is no supporting
data? It is inconceivable as in intelligent person to believe that the
RB3 Alternative only generates 1100 new daily transit trips especially
since those routes are basically in the same corridor as the BRT. Once
again, explain your fancy math because as a data analyst by profession,
I just don't' seem to how this adds up.

With the budget issues in the state of California and the City of Los
Angeles and the traffic congestion on the freeways, one would think
that as the MTA you would be able to come up with a cost effective
solution that really offers options to get people out of their cars. But
unfortunately, the Orange Line which you so biasly support in this
poorly compiled EIR is not the answer. As a former transit rider who
lives with 1/8 of a mile of a stop, even I would not get out of my car to
sit on a bus. Unlike a great city like New York, San Francisco or
Chicago which seems to understand the need to transport their citizen
outside of automobiles both efficiently and cost effectively, Los
Angeles once again proves the ineptitude of both it's leaders and it's
public agencies by spending the limited money we have available to
improve our city on frivolous, expensive and wasteful projects. Your
data does not add up, your ideas are misguided, you conclusions are
biased and your EIR is a down right embarrassment. Shame on you for
wasting our money, shame on you for endangering our lives and shame
on you for lying. IF this Orange Line was the great answer like you
profess it to be, there would be no need to massage your data or
exclude important information or compare routes in opposite
directions. If this was the right thing to do, the truth would have been
obvious,

15-9

15-10

Comment 15-9

Ridership data such as boardings, new transit trips, etc.
are provided in Section 8-6 of this Revised FEIR.
Typically, ridership output and other output data from
MTA’s model is voluminous and cryptic to the lay
reader. MTA’s model output reports are available for
review upon request. The MTA’s model methodology
for determining ridership is set forth in the “Service and
Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,” prepared by
Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August
2002. A copy of this report is available in the MTA
library for review.

Comment 15-10
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Regards,
Elle Saling
Van Nuys, CA
Page 9-58
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Comment Letter 16

----- Original Message-----

From: Grant George [mailto:grant@grantgeorgedesign.com]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:31 PM

To: martinf@MTA.NET

Subject: Regarding the FEIR

Importance: High

November 22, 2004
Dear Mr. Martin:

After reviewing the current FEIR, it is completely obvious that the
MTA did an extremely sloppy job (once again) when "re-evaluating”
the BRT plans versus alternative routes (as they did when the first
"evaluated" alternative routes for the original EIR)...that is, if any
comparison was really in fact done because the conclusions are so
ridiculously illogical. I certainly hope you can shed some light on it for
me because it appears the MTA wrongfully assumed their new BRT
was the best solution, when in fact it makes no logical sense at all for

passengers.

First, for example, the current FEIR states that signal priority cannot be
given to all the Rapid Bus routes in the various alternatives. That would
impede the flow of the North-South traffic. Now, the truth is that a
person's total travel time is more important than the speed of the bus on
any given route. Let's suppose someone lives on the comer of Reseda
and Sherman Way and they work in downtown Los Angeles. The final
leg of their trip in getting Downtown is to take the subway from
Lankershim Blvd. to Downtown during rush hour traffic. Wouldn't that
passenger's travel time be faster to use the Sherman Way Rapid Bus in
the RB3 Alternative even if the Sherman Way

16-1

16-2

Response to Comment Letter 16

Comment 16-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 16-2

All Rapid Bus routes will be equipped for transit signal
priority, but all routes may not be provided the same
level of priority. It is hypothetically true that it could
be faster for someone at the corner of Reseda and
Sherman Way to travel by bus on Sherman Way to the
North Hollywood Red Line Station than to travel down
Reseda to transfer to the BRT bus to get to North
Hollywood, but that does not mean that a Rapid Bus
route on Sherman Way would provide the best transit
service for the entire San Fernando Valley. Indeed,
MTA’s model forecast demonstrates that the Orange
Line will generate more new riders than any of the RB
alternatives. (FEIR, p. 8-6-9.) Moreover, a passenger’s
travel time is merely one component of a person’s
decision to take public transit. For a discussion on how
MTA’s model takes in account total transit time, see the
report entitled “Service and Travel Forecasting
Methodology Report,” prepared by Parsons,
Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August 2002. A
copy of this report is available in the MTA library for
review. The BRT project, which links several major
employment and high-density residential areas of the
Valley, results in higher overall transit ridership.
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Rapid Bus is slower than the BRT - because - otherwise that person
would have to take a local bus 2 miles down to the BRT or walk that
distance to reach the stop at Reseda and Oxnard? Isn't it true that a
close Rapid Bus is more convenient and more likely to be utilized even
if the BRT itself is a only slightly faster?

Secondly, why doesn't the Sherman Way Rapid Bus go to the North
Hollywood Subway station in the RB5 Alternative? How can you
make a firm comparison when it's not completely evaluated?

And lastly, I understand that ridership on the Ventura Boulevard Rapid
Bus went up 23% in the first year of its existence. Presumably, these
were new riders to the system. Have you calculated the ridership on
the Rapid Bus Alternatives using the same percentage over local bus
ridership? Since no data is included, its hard to tell what figures you
have used. Please explain to me how you calculated the new riders on
the Rapid Bus routes in the three alternatives?

Once again, it is obvious the MTA has rushed to concoct a illogical and
poorly conceived FEIR in the interest of quickly resuming their project.

Grant George

16-2

16-3

16-4

16-5

Comment 16-3

Connecting the Sherman Way Rapid Bus to the North
Hollywood Red Line Station would result in four
overlapping Rapid Bus routes on Lankershim
Boulevard. This could cause traffic impacts with so
many Rapid Buses attempting to access the North
Hollywood Red Line Station.

Comment 16-4

MTA’s model is encoded with the Ventura Boulevard
Rapid Bus line and is considered in the overall
calculations of ridership on the RB Alternatives. A
detailed discussion on how ridership is modeled is
contained in the “Service and Travel Forecasting
Methodology Report,” prepared by Parsons,
Brinckerhoff, Quad & Douglas in August 2002. A
copy of this report is available in the MTA library for
review.

See response to Comment 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
study in the Revised FEIR. See Response 11-2.

Comment 16-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 17

----Original Message-----

From: Jessica George [mailto:jessicagee@adelphia.net]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:44 PM

To: martinr@MTA.NET

Subject: MTA FEIR

November 22, 2004
Mr. Martin:

1 looked through the new FEIR and a major red light when on for me.
The major issue of safety and security for ourselves, our children, our
homes and our personal property.

This document doesn't identify any problem with neighborhood
security for the Rapid Bus Alternatives. But what about the BRT? The
Revised FEIR states: "An adverse significant impact under CEQA to a
neighborhood's security could occur if the physical proximity of the
alignment, or transit stops, to a residential neighborhood would provide
substantially enhanced access to the neighborhood by people whose
objective is to engage in crimes against persons or property, and also if
there is opportunity to exercise that objective."

What is the MTA planning to do about the alleys of crime that will be
constructed behind our homes? These are the areas between the sound
wall and the residents' fences of their properties. Do you really think
that putting a high fence at either end and planting the area with
shrubbery and ground cover is going to stop criminals from climbing
into our backyards?

171

Response to Comment Letter 17

Comment 17-1

The comment is acknowledged for the record. Please
refer to Response 11-6 for information on safety and
security.
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- . 171
Your failure to secure the existing fencing around the project currently

has not kept thieves, narcotics users and dealers, prostitutes and joy
riders/dirt bikers off the porperty. And what about the public safety in
the wee hours of the morning when "drag racers" hoping to trims time
off their commutes come spewing off the BRT roadway into the
streets?

What are you planning to do to prevent this criminal activity and
danger to citizens? Have you even considered this? Clearly this safety
issue is not discussed in writing in the FEIR and warrants additional
consideration.

J. George
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SommantLetine 15 Response to Comment Letter 18

-----Original Message-----

From: Petra Devlin [mailto:devlinpetra@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2004 12:48 PM

To: martinr@metro.net

Subject: EIR comments

Petra Durnin

6211 Blucher Avenue

Van Nuys, CA 91411

November 22, 2004

Roger L. Martin

Project Manager

SFV/No County AREA team
MTA

One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012
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SUBJECT: Public response to the FEIR
Dear Mr. Martin:

The FEIR your agency presented is woefully incomplete.
It's as if you were told what the final analysis should be and
then went and found data to support that.

I noticed you didn't show the TSM routes on any of the
maps showing the Rapid Bus Alternatives. Is the TSM
included in those alternatives in terms of cost? Also, were
the new riders coming to TSM because of the upgrades
factored into the ridership model when calculating ridership
for the Rapid Bus Alternatives?

Why didn't the Appendices include ridership data? How
am I supposed to believe your facts and figures for
ridership when there is no supporting data? I can't imagine
how the RB3 Alternative only generates 1100 new daily
transit trips when those routes are basically in the same
corridor as the BRT? What's the explanation?

Please explain the population data in Table 8-1.1. I don't
understand where that population is supposed to live
UNLESS high density housing is built along the transit
corridor, i.e. which comes first, the chicken or the egg? In
any case, how is that data calculated? Did you extrapolate
from the San Fernando Valley data with a percentage
change?

181

18-2

18-3

184

Comment 18-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 18-2

All TSM improvements (as described in Section 2-2.2
of the February 2002 FEIR) are assumed in all of the
Rapid Bus Alternatives, and are included in terms of
cost and ridership projections.

See response to Comment 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
analyze in this Revised FEIR.

Comment 18-3

See response to 15-9 regarding availability of ridership

data. The RB3 alternative does differ from the BRT

alternative in ways, which may contribute to the
relative lower amount of new transit trips:

e The rapid bus routes are on streets with existing
transit, so are more likely to shift existing transit
users rather than generate new transit users;

® Several bus routes directly bringing in riders from
Chatsworth, Thousand Oaks, and Porter Ranch,
which feed the busway facility in the BRT
alternative. This leads to combined service levels
that become more frequent as the route proceeds
eastward.

Comment 18-4
The comment is acknowledged for the record. Please
refer to the response to Comment 10-2.
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Recently, local buses were taken off Ventura Boulevard to
be used for the Rapid Bus on that street. Are you planning
to do the same with the Rapid Bus Alternatives presented in
the Revised FEIR? If so, how many of the buses now
operating locally would switch over to Rapid Buses? And,
if some or all of the buses on a local route are used, why
would the number of buses would be increased on the street
as you contend? Also, you say elsewhere that automobile
trips would be reduced with more use of a Rapid Bus on a
route. Wouldn't that mean the traffic might go down, or at
worse, stay about the same?

Do you realize that your analysis is directing the MTA, an
organization that is not concerned with transportation at all,
to go ahead and finish its highly dangerous, ill-conceived
and poorly executed busway project that WILL lead to
numerous deaths??

Sincerely,
Petra Durnin

Van Nuys, CA

18-5

18-6

Comment 18-5

Ridership projections are based on a transit service
plan, which does not change assumed headways for
local bus service. In practice, MTA would evaluate all
service types in a “family” of local bus, limited stop,
and rapid bus service to see whether refinements to
headways on any of these services are warranted.

The analysis included in the Draft EIS/EIR and the
Revised Final EIR does reflect the fact that traffic
volumes on many streets are lower in the future with
the BRT and Rapid Bus Alternatives due to the mode
shift of some travelers from auto ridership to bus
ridership. These differences are reflected in Table 8-3-
6 where background traffic volumes are generally
shown to grow less by 2020 with the transit alternatives
in place than under the No Build scenario.

Comment 18-6
Please refer to Response 13-2.
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Comment Letter 19 Response to Comment Letter 19

WTA SFN/AHE FLAKNIKG Fan:213-972-6358 m_h’NiLJE‘EfIIEIHH I]::\B P.GSM o Comment 19_1
' The comment is acknowledged for the record.

COUNTY OF Los ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF ’mwmmnm @

Mr. Roger L Mart
Project &

San Ferando Vall
Hekcplan Tvancon iy
Lo Angeles, CA 880012-2052

Dear Mr. Marlin:
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT FINAL
F
REPORT FOR THE AN rzmm%vw Rl
EAST-WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR POROJECT '
Tha Mudﬁnﬂaﬂuh@lhﬁnmwhmh«ﬂmhmwmh
Department, et of tho project as descrided In the Notios wil not. Impact 19-1
fcilites under the juriadiction of thi Departmerd, ¥

MmhrMmtmemmmwm
this notice, i
furiher asgistonce, please contact Brywn Moscardini st (213) 351-5133, rRma e

Bxecutive Offiors 433 Souey Vermont Avense . Log Argales, CA 02T . (13) Tag-zes1
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Comment Letter 20 | Response to Comment Letter 20

Comment 20-1
Per the commenter’s request, as a courtesy, MTA
THOMAS A. RUBIN, CPA, CMA, CNIC, CIA, CGFM, CFM intends to notify of the commenter of the availability of
o s e final Revised FEIR.

Oakiand, Caiifornia $4602-1937
Home Office TelephonefF AX: (510) 531-0624
LAUSD: (213) §33-7483  Mobdle: (213) 4476801
arebinBearthlinhact

a-mall:
B&RnFLM::m November 22, 2004
Mn:pr SlnFu'mndonlfqlNonhCamAme
&rﬂmny?hu
Mail Siop: 99-22-9

Lot Angeles, California 90012-2952

COMMENTS ON DRAFT REVISED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT,
SAN FERNANDO YALLEY EAST-WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR

&ibdidfnfﬂhm&p.ﬁ&dfdhﬂ!&mﬂ{mlnhmnmwhlm
Angeles County Metropoli Authority's (MTA) DraR Revised Final
wmwmk)hmhmvmqmw:ﬂﬂuuu
Corridor, October 2004'.  Where the plunal pronoun, “we,” appears, and clsewhere, | am

g a3 the suthorized tve of COST, although other COST supporiers will abso
bcwwmqmly. &

On page I-3 of the DRFEIR, it states, “Once the public conment period has expired, MTA will
evalumie and respond 1o the significant enviromnental issees raised in comments. The comments 20-1
and responses will be incosporated in the Revised FEIR. Once compicted, the Revised FEIR will
hmwmm&mmmﬁmmmwnrmm
Bcdvmdemdhduurymnd.umbe v and apy

on the i sbove. of the vaynhwlpmodotm
conteanplated between the end of the comment period and the anticipsted MTA Board actior’,

» T Ui botior den Adachsgnts, “DRFEIR" will refier %o the October 2004 docusmsen sad “FRIR” will refer i
the Fimnl Ewvironmental Impact Repont (FEIR), San Farnando Valley Eas-West Traosdt Corridor tha the MTA
Mdbmmdnpdul‘m

mn.-—ﬂ—imnmmmwumwwm

MM}MMM sates, “Comments ca (he drakt Revised FEIR may be submittad,
in writing, o of bufors November 12, 2004 " snd *Upos complerion, the Revived FEIR will be prescrted 10 1he
Mbatro Board Docember 13, mumummnﬁwmhrmvmsuwu
'rmc:m\wm

the final dey i of M ber 22, wnd the day of the MTA Board

smooting, December 13, lhmpmu!erﬂ!hp WMIMMNMMW
Sﬂqmudlh‘l’l-il.wqm and wvailabaliy of this & everal
ﬁpwmhmﬂqmﬁmmli 10 altow the mensbers of the MTA Board aad the
public 10 review it i detail - is not Bkety,
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Comments Ou DRFEIR, Sea Fernande Valley Eavt-West Trassit Corrider Page1
November 11, 2004

we believe thet the meeminers of the public, as well a5 the MTA Board Mombers, will have very
Tittle time 4o review the fiml document prior 1o the date scheduled for MTA action. | ask thet |
be immmediately notifed of the dake, time, and place of svailsbility of this “final” RFEIR a3 poon
5 (hess can be ressonably amticipaed and thet such notification be done by e-miail and telephace
o the contact poimts in the lctterhesd sbove. Ba abo sdvised thet | will be in contect with your
(M. Martin's) office on 8 repulae basia so make inquirics reganding the saticipated svailability. |
will be asking for printed copies of the document, &s well 3 web-besod availshifity’.

mwwmmmmmmwmmmamm

are, undoubsedty, very wellknown to MTA marmgement From
Wmmlﬁly”yu!nfdﬂmﬂmhﬂ,luﬂmthd“ﬂﬂ!m-y
professional qualifications in the transportation industry as sn expert snd expert witness (Exhibit
.

Mmmwnm.ﬁwwcumdmmmﬂmudmﬂ:

MTA failed in its respossibility 1o propesly plete the California Exvi J Quality Act
[CbQA):uqumu&nFElk COST successfully challonged thet FEIR snd, through the
implementation of the Decision of the Court of Appeal of the Stme of Californis, Second

Appellate Division, Division Seven, July 19, 2004, Case No. B164434 (DRFEIR, Chagaer 8,
Technics! Appendix §-A), MTA was requined 0, ~.._on any farther proceedings on the EIR, 1o
address the shemative of maltiple Rapid Bus routes”.” :

The MTA-preferred Aliernative, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on the portioe: of the former “Burbank
Branch” milrond line between North Hollywood and Warner Conter, has, since the sdoption of
the original FEIR, becn momed by the MTA Bowrd a3 the “Orange Line.” Although that sorm is
not utilized amywhere in the FEIR, it will be wtilized in this comment letter 1o refer o the BRT
Alermtive approved by the MTA Board of Direclors in its sctions of Febraary 2002, for the
sake of comvenience and simplicity.

In the comments following, | submit an sbundance of direct evidence to ds that MTA
lmflsledmprupuiy{ulﬁlilumpombﬂﬂywmudmorwmm
routes in this DREIR, While the of this d are many, by fir the most

important is thet MTA, mbumnnn&am-rmﬁceﬁm»mﬁew

1 While | cortainly sacounge MTA t contiows with its practice of nuking CEQA, NEPA, and other

Mmuﬁh:h@hmnqmmmmwum-hm form of
ﬂvqr In the case of the DRFETR, for cxample, #one of the six sppendions wory availabry throwgh this source,
one secton (1514 Cultues] Rasources) was mot originally evailsbie, 3nd two pages of snother ssction ware miming
Tt took me sevaral bours 1o downlosd sad prist this material, tven with & high-speed jaternct comection sad the

waitahility ofboth the requinsd color sed lge-docuesent {117 177) pristers, Much of the muerial in tho
DRFEIN, panicularty the Gpones asd tabies, are &fFicult 10 review solely on comemuter scress.
ek Disposition, page 11

201

20-2

20-3

204

20-5

Comment 20-2
It is acknowledged that your resume has been included
for the record.

Comment 20-3

MTA acknowledges that the Revised FEIR was
prepared to address the alternative of multiple Rapid
Bus Routes pursuant to the Court of Appeal’s decision.
The commenter’s statements about the materials
available on MTAs website are noted for the record.

Comment 20-4

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 20-5

The commenter suggests that MTA did not properly
address the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes.
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives to
analyze in the Revised FEIR. The Revised FEIR
thoroughly addressed the alternative of multiple Rapid
Bus routes by analyzing three variations of the
alternative. The Revised EIR contains full analysis of
each of the three RB Alternatives and compares them to
the Project. Thus, the Revised FEIR properly addressed
the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes as required
by the Court of Appeal.
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Cemments Ou DRFEIR, Sen Fernande Valiey Eant-West Translt Corrider Paged
November 12, 7004

mwﬂwﬂmwhmwmmm
wumawmmmwwbwmww
siend construcied three

romtes and other easily provements, bas very
poor maltiple Rapid Bus line ahtemati st pecaonsofhe Rupd
Bus and the Ovenge Line Abemetive. "mspnuwm 0 meeting the

requirements of CEQA, umumn.mﬁcmwww decision, fails
the st of reasonsblenrss sad propriety, umﬂubuqnmhhenfm‘h‘:
Tesponsibilities to the tramsil niders, Wxpayers, residents, and other users of the Los Angeles
County arban trnsportation rystem,

While this “make the Orange Line ook good by rmaking Rapid Bus look bad™ action of MTA
was certainly not uncxpected by COST, it is, never-the-less, very disappointing. Anticipsting
anmummwwﬁwﬂhm“m*mmmﬂmm
mmummmnmmum‘umuwmmmw
Appeliate decision was issusd. These b me snd Roger
Mma'smrmmmummahmmawm
Officer, County Wide Pisnming & Development and o-mails, faxes, hand-delivered jotiers, and »
presentation to the MTA Board in which | wged cooperation in this matier. In my Jetier of July
13, 2004, kand-deliversd to M. Snoble's office (Exhitwt [T} and receipted, 1, as the suthorized
reprosentstive of COST, wged that COST and MTA meet early and contismlly throogh the
development of what became the DRFEIR. The very first sochascal item on my Hst of aclivities
was, “The methodology for identification, analysis, rating, making, and sclection of the routes
for the ‘multiple Rapid Bus rostes’ aliermmtive mandmied by the Court.”

Despise my also sending this same doctnent by facsimile and e-mail, and despite multiple phone
messages left for Mr. Snoble, and despite “cc'ing” the MTA Chair, MTA Chief Counsel, and
mawamumwlmmmmumwmmw
possibie way by telephone o e-mail, MTA did not respoad pntil a letter of Mr. Snoble deted July
29 (Exhibit 1IT) - but not mailed and facsimiled by MTA wotil Augast 2, the following week, and
those sent to my Oukland residence, where | did not receive them until | retumed home late on
Friday, August 6. Despite all of my ateempts 10 convey Lhat time was of exsence, MTA evidently
was 1ot of the same opinion and did mot avail itell of any of the tzlephone or e-mail comact
points thal would have provided a faster means of communication.  Further, Mr. Snoble’s Jefier
lemullbewumylwﬂ refused 10 even identify the person responsible
for preparing the DRFEIR, and cssentinily indicated thmt while MTA would receive any
comments in writing, it would not engage in any interactive sctivity akin 10 “scoping” under
CEQA,

Despite this response, | made 2 second attempt 10 gain inpul 1o the DRFEIR process. 1n my letter
10 Mr. Snoble of Seplember 16, 2004 and the stiached technical appendix of over threr dozen

20-5

20-6

20-7

20-8

Comment 20-6

The commenter suggests that the three RB Alternatives
are sub-optimal. MTA believes that the RB
Alternatives provide a good and reasonable
representation of what the alternative of multiple Rapid
Bus routes can accomplish in the Valley. For a more
detailed discussion on MTA’s reasoning for choosing
the RB Alternatives, see Response to Comment No. 4-
2. The Court of Appeal’s decision required that the
alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes be addressed
on any further proceedings on the FEIR. Thus, MTA
found three reasonable variations to cover a spectrum of
multiple Rapid Bus routes. However, the commenter’s
call for MTA to generate the optimal mix of Rapid Bus
routes is not supported by any facts that this is feasible
for MTA to do. There is no modeling system available
to generate the optimum assemblage of bus routes to
serve the most riders. There currently is no transit
model in existence that can determine optimum transit
routes. Instead, MTA’s model and other agency transit
demand models calculate the performance of transit
routes that are manually coded into the models. Even at
this level of analysis, the task is substantial. MTA’s
model utilizes hundreds of thousands of input data and
evaluates that data with hundreds of thousands of
calculations using nine dimensions of socioeconomic
data, three dimensions of census data, six factors that
influence a person’s decision to take transit, and the
characteristics of the street network and transit. A
detailed discussion on the intricacies and breadth of the
modeling effort is contained in the “Service and Travel
Forecasting Methodology Report,” prepared by Parson
Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas in August 2002,
Moreover, the possible permutations of multiple Rapid
Bus routes are in the thousands, if not the hundreds of

thousands. Conducting modeling on hundreds of
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permutations of multiple Rapid Bus routes, let alone
thousands, would also be extremely time consuming
and would likely take years to perform. Each model
run takes at least one week to conduct a complete
model run.

Comment 20-7

For a discussion on consultation with the public, see
Response to Comment No. 14-10. The commenter
characterizes Mr. Snoble’s letter to Mr. Rubin dated
July 29, 2004 as a statement that MTA “would not
engage in any interactive activity akin to ‘scoping’
under CEQA.” However, Mr. Snoble’s letter does not
make this statement. Rather, Mr. Snoble informed Mr.
Rubin that MTA would consider Mr. Rubin’s
suggestions while preparing the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-8
MTA considered Mr. Rubin’s letter dated September
16, 2004 in preparing the Revised FEIR.

San Fernando Valley Page 9-70
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Felr



Responses to Comments

Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernande Valley East-West Trassit Corrider Page 4
Nevember 12, 2004

pages® (Exhibit 1V), sent on bebalf of COST, 1 set forth te techmical issues, and spproach o
addcessing them, memmm:nmmwﬂmemmmm

" Agnin, deapite reccipted hand-detivery of this d 1o the

smmmmmammmemﬁmwmw s.nn:ar
amyone else from MTA,

More dissppointing, we have been uneble to find anything in the DRFEIR that indicates that
MTA responded %o our input, issues, and concerms in say way. Our inpul was ignored —
assuming that our Jetler was even read. This is most dissppeinting.

Why has MTA refuscd 10 meet with COST to discuss the matiers comprehended in the DRFEIR?

The ose consolation that we have is that, &1 least, our efforis to prepare this section ketier with its
many technical isstues and discussions wes aot wasted — i is, i fact, the basis for many of the
comments on the deficiencies in the DRFEIR contained in this beiter.

The short comment period, together with not being ahle 10 actually obtain copies of the DRFEIR
for four days after the official snaouncemeat snd five days after it was made available 10 the
press/imedia, coupled with the absence of detail data in the DRFEIR snd the labe resposse to my
MMAummmmm&mﬁhIHMM«ﬁ

poorty d and i fe d “hard copry” reports, bas prevented me from doing
mhmﬂmaw&mnﬂmdmmpmormAswmmplnn(mdd
rundt. What ] have found to dete raises s , s | beve indicated below.

Buldﬂwdﬂmlnnmdwmmmymﬂpudmmﬁmwm
1h¢m&mpofﬂumoddmfhh¢ywﬂundmofﬁlamﬂﬂzmA
decision-makers and mmmmmﬁdﬁmmmmmhmmm
what | have seen to date, ] am unable to form an opinion that such

My specific comments follow in two Attachments and [ enclose a number of Exhibite. ANl and

cach of these are pant of our comments and should be reproduced as such in the “fisal™ RFEIR.
mtl:lunml 1 ul:mryufthenmlngmﬁmwmh.AWZHalhnfﬂ!M

Teu i

4 The Comeents in the Artachment (o this ketier are 30 be irested 23 commenis on the DIRFEIR in the same
maneer & if iy woere inchuded in tee body of this keger,

Atactmments
Exhibits

20-8

| 20-9

| 20-10
| 20-11

20-12

20-13

Comment 20-9

MTA evaluated Mr. Rubin’s letter dated September 16,
2004 and determined that it did not raise any significant
environmental issue that MTA was not already
considering in the Revised FEIR. In addition, see
Response 31-6.

Comment 20-10

For a discussion on consultation with the public, see
Response to Comment No. 14-10. In addition, Mr.
Rubin acknowledges that neither he nor any member of
COST is a transit planning expert. Accordingly,
meeting with Mr. Rubin would not have provided the
MTA with any expert assistance in developing the
specific details of the RB Alternatives. Moreover, Mr.
Rubin was proposing a process of evaluation by
repetitive iterations of numerous variations of multiple
route Rapid Bus alternatives that would likely take
years to process, but offered no reasonable assurance
that the process would merit the effort.

Comment 20-11

MTA concurs with the commenter that his efforts have
not been wasted. MTA considered his suggestions in
preparing the draft Revised FEIR and herein addresses
the significant environmental issues he raises in his
comments. In addition, to the extent possible and
without waiver of MTA’s right to assert that it is not
required to address comments concerning issues outside
the Revised FEIR, MTA responds to Mr. Rubin’s
comments herein.

Comment 20-12

See Response to Comment No. 14-2 for a discussion on
why the comment period for the Revised FEIR was

M,
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proper and on MTA’s compliance with Mr. Rubin’s
Public Record Act request.

Comment 20-13

MTA intends to attach Mr. Rubin’s entire letter,
together with its voluminous attachments and exhibits,
in the final Revised FEIR at Mr. Rubin’s request.
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Comment 20-14
See Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion

i R s PP ik il Woag on “public outreach” (i.e., consultation with the public).

Nevember 11, 2004
ATTACHMENT 1 Comment 20-15
SUMMARY OF MOST SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS This comment duplicates Comment Nos. 20-7 through
The mmber i porebons o cnch below refers £ the paragraph number or | 20-14 20-10. See the responses to these comments.
A nmmof iy no public h or public participation of any type in the | 20-15
preperation of the DRFEIR (25.-28., 30, 187 -. llm:n
The by COST 10 p : icipats in the p s of e DREER were rebuffid 20-16 Comment 20-16
ﬁ'mcﬁmx f;,m‘m i B i, The commenter’s general statement is noted for the
el ?.t_mm ?:'cmmm “c.,';'.m“’b,"'f'.;..."'m"’““,,.”.,-“f record. As to the review period, please refer to
o ssesiplisbpmpaipniad 20-17 comment responses 14-1 and 14-2.

D.  The Rapid Bus Alernatives are very poor.  The cholor of Rapid Lines in each
anhmﬂ&elmwmlmmwwopmﬂmd

wmimagisstive. Even afier MTA's tasipormtion model Sometimes
referred by MTA as ils “umpnnnm:“w model’™} chealy ;:’wéa superion COI‘I‘I meﬂt 20'17
results on the Ji ited options that were modeied, MTA did not make adjustments that ; ‘ %
b it s ) R o TR 20-18 See Responses 4-2 and 20-6 for a discussion on MTA’s
161.-174, 172192, 428-430,) : . ;

E MTA claims that the selection of the Rapid Bus lines in the Rapid Bis Altermatives reasoning for choosing the RB Alternatives.

wits dictaied by the Second Appeliate Order that directed it o consider Rupid Bus,
However, no such requirement exists in the Order.  Of the three Rapid Bus
Alernatives in the DRFEIR, two were taken from single schiences in one e-mall and

mmmmw&u.:;:jdwwwr?mhxmi: Comment 20-18
s ot o wtwrs 0 12 s T n&fmmlm o o See Responses 4-2 and 14-14 for a discussion on
Mnkumml &ww' &”ﬁ.,mml?ma maives s commuricns CO8T 20-19 MTA’s reasoning for choosing the RB Alternatives.
F. MTA made sl chusges ;iww Bus lss in the COST map, which See Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion
OWR 13- 1 £ . - .
CEQA process were dictetcd by the Seoond Appellae Order. (185.-126.) 20-20 on consultation with the public.
G. MTA significantly a key perfi the Wamer Cemer o
North Hollywood end-#o-end rua time, I'onhc\-'acwykapdnmllubyfotmnw
utilize & far longer, slower route for no transportation purpose and by sanREming a
wmnﬁxvmmmmwmwmmmmm Comment 20-19

performance relative to the Orange Line Ahermnative. (31.-53, 91.-96,, 120.-134)
The commenter suggests that MTA made changes to

the Rapid Bus route network proposed by COST that is
purported contrary to MTA’s contention that such
alternatives were dictated by the Court of Appeal. The
Revised FEIR stated that the Court of Appeal
mentioned two comment letters and COST’s suggested
network. (Revised FEIR, page RS-1.) MTA looked at
those suggestions and determined that would be a
reasonable mix of multiple Rapid Bus routes to study.
MTA does not contend that the Court of Appeal

dictated that MTA must evaluate only the suggested
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variations of the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus
routes. See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a more
detailed discussion on MTA’s reasoning for choosing
the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-20

The rapid bus end-to-end run times used in the
transportation demand model do not integrate any
specific loop routings at either end of the rapid bus
routes. Run times for rapid bus routes are automatically
determined through the transportation demand model as
a function of highway speeds in the forecast year.
(Highway speeds in the forecast year are typically
slower than existing highway speeds.)

Bus speeds (and therefore resulting travel times) are
automatically calculated using a percentage of the
modeled highway speed, depending on category:

Urban Suburban

Roadway  Roadway
Local Bus 65% 76%
Rapid Bus 78% 91%

These percentages account for the stop patterns that are
typical for the bus service type.

Also see Response 20-34.
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Comments On DRFEIR. Sen Fernande Valley Exst-Wesl Transil Corridor Pages
Nevember 21, 2004

H

MTA made the Orange Line Wamner Cener b North Hollywood rem time sppesr
significantly shorier by improperly mrismveasuring the route length, semming higher
MMMMManmwﬂmm
assumptions the lime required for traffic signal delaya. (59,96, 120.-127)
mAMMmqmammbuM_mmm
4 s that is far slower 0 accelersie then the pions it otilized in
mmmwmmmm.-ll9..lx.]

The bus purchased for the Orange Line, opersied with & full patsanger load, would be
in significant violation of the California bus wxbe losd statutes. Even though MTA
was sware of this — and execuled & change order 10 thicken the rosdway on ity
mhuwluﬂemy — it has taken o action 1o recakcule the higher mamber of buses,
costy, to operste this bus legally with lower maxizwum pesenger

and higher
Tonds. (144.-160.)
MTA has wken no notice of the Los Angeles Mayor James Habn's “Stroct Smant™
program, which has as one of its main slensents, better timing of waffic signals o
major areerials o speed traffic flow, with the first sireet to be improved Viciery
Bouevard and Roscoe snd other potentinl Rapid Bus streets also on the hist Faster
Rapid B travel on Viciory would improve Rapid Bus Aliernative scores relative o
those of the Orange Line alicrnstive. [250.-232.]
MTA claims that the Rupid Bus speed i it has ackieved ehewhere will
IMymhm&HEaunvmmmlkwwmwmhmdhﬁuﬂw
priocity 1o betier get Rapid Buses through signalized intemections, bwl its own
published ronte schedules show thet buses that make limited slops — withost the me
wmmmmmqwmmwwm
that Rapid Bus will be able to atilize - g 1pecd
over 20%, mnmAmmllmumbhiwdelhuhmqu
(247.-260.)
MTA bas done its Orange Line ridership projections assuming seversl large froe Park
& Ride lois, which are a significam inducement to ridership, but does rot nssume any
Park & Ride Jots for use of Rapid Bus passengers, even though every single Orange
Line Park & Ride Jot in on at loast one Rapid Bus AMernatives Rapid Bus route, most
arc 00 MTA-owned property, most are actually well slong in comswruction - and one
has been completed and i in use pow and MTA Bas 5o legal way 10 preverst Rapid
Bus passcngors from wing it If there ware Park & Ride lots svailable for Rapid Bus

there would undoubtadly be more of them. (261.-268.)

mum.wwwmmmawmm
Bus because it "preciude(s) the construction of & high-capacity transit system in the
Valley ..." However, the Viciory Rapid Bus line plus Victory local ndership m the
RB-Network Alternative are grester than that projecied for the Orange Line Upper
Bound range. If the Orange Line Upper Bound i comaidered » “kigh capacity transit
sysiem,” then how can an Al ive thal produces greater ridership in & commidor
be so considered? (208.-209,, 280.)

20-21
| 20-22
20-23

20-24

20-25

20-26

20-27

Comment 20-21

The original 28.8 minute run time calculation from
Warner Center to North Hollywood was based on
measuring distances from engineering drawings and
assumed an extensive system of signal priority
including full preemption at street crossing between
stations. Discussions with LADOT led to the addition
of an “upper-bound” travel time estimate of 40 minutes.
See Response 20-75.

Comment 20-22

The acceleration rates used in the run time model,
which generated the original calculation of 28.8
minutes are not significantly different from those cited
for the recently-ordered Metro Liners. Using a sample
2,700-foot section between Tampa Avenue and Wilbur
Avenue (per comments 20-83 through 20-85), the run
time model estimates 55.6 seconds, as compared to the
55.9 seconds as calculated by Mr. Rubin in comment
20-85.

Before MTA accepts the articulated bus, the bus OEM
is required to certify that the bus it built meets the
vehicle performance specified in the contract. Hence
MTA made no adjustment to the Orange Line end-to-
end run time.

Comment 20-23

See Response 20-22. MTA’s specification requires
the bus OEM to provide vehicles that conform to
federal, state, and local codes and regulations. Before
MTA’s acceptance, the bus OEM must certify that the
vehicles it built comply with federal, state, local codes
and regulations.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro reviseo reir

Page 9-75



IE Bl I N EE S B B EE BE B DE T B D BN BE BN e
Responses to Cemments

Comment 20-24

The specific details of Mayor Hahn’s “Street Smart”
program have not yet been developed or announced to
the public, so it would be difficult to reflect the effects
of this program in the MTA travel demand-forecasting
model. It appears that the Mayor’s plan will provide
progressive signal timing along certain major arterials,
such as Victory Boulevard, which may be counter
productive to the real-time transit signal priority system
installed as part of the Rapid Bus program and may
make it even more difficult to provide transit priority in
both the east-west and north-south directions of a grid
street system, like the San Fernando Valley. The
analysis of the Rapid Bus Alternatives in the Revised
FEIR was conducted based on assumptions consistent
with those used for the Project in 2000-2002, at which
time the “Street Smart” program had not yet been
conceived. Additionally, in order to make the
appropriate comparisons between the RB Alternatives
and the Project, the environmental setting and policies
in place at the time the Project was analyzed were used
to evaluate the RB Alternatives. Thus, it is
inappropriate to consider the “Street Smart” program in
the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-25

Other east-west Valley streets might not experience
quite the same travel time savings as Ventura
Boulevard because Ventura Boulevard is the heaviest
east-west street and the signal timing on Ventura is set
to favor east-west traffic. There is simply not as much
green time available along the other east-west corridors
because the signal timing favors north-south traffic
north of Ventura.
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Comment 20-26

The concept of implementing rapid bus is that it can be
done at minimal cost. Therefore, no park-and-rides
were assumed in the rapid bus alternatives.

Comment 20-27

Please refer to response to comment 20-136.
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernande Valiey East-West Transit Corvider Page 7
November 22, 2004

o

AH of the actions thal MTA has tsken that make the Orange Line faster and the Rapid
Bus lines shower bave major impacts on their relative ratings.  Traved time bs & prime
factor in modeling ndership demand, the faner the ransit trip, e more riders
Therefore, ail of the MTA actions, both active decitions and what may be {or may not
be) errors of various types, serve to significamly diminish the relative parformance of
Rapid Bus vs. the Orange Line, the propsr comparison of which is Lhe entire purpose
of this CEQA exercise. (14.-143))

MTA sppeers 10 have utilized two rpietety differemt method ng tracved
mmmmmmmmsmm !um&ugeune,udu
individual, specific, by-se g = using techriques that 1 have

mmhmu tavel times.  For the Rapid Bus
mmhlwmﬂtddﬂucﬂcmbymw‘htumﬂu
8 20% travel time irsprovement factor into the Jogic of its transporiation plansing
model. However, from what we bave seen of the oulputs of the Rapid Bus moded
runs, the actusl speed improvements are far smaller. MTA does have the Lechaical
capability to calculate Rapid Bus run times wsing the same techmique as it wtilized for
W%(Mamﬂymuﬁdmamﬂlmumhﬂm
end Lankerhim/Oxoard Ahernatives in the FEIR, both of which have subsiantisl
elements of Rapid Bus operations). Havisg two complewely different nun time
projection techniques makes it very easy for cignificam differences 1o be emered
without opportunity for detection ~ gven if the public had access to the detailx of the
transporiation model runs, which it hus not snd would have huge difficultics in
making sense of, even il it did 1f all nm time calculstions were performed using the
same technique ~ the one utilized for the Orange Line - m;nyd:ﬁumm
mmwﬁumhrwlmmmamummrmmm
i 1o be sbie 1o und ] if they were witling w0 frvest the time,

(69.-70.)

MTA corends that, while local bus servios does not have & negative impact on other
surface traflic flow, Rapid Bus may. How can & transit option that has buses moving
faster, making fewer stops, making stops oa the “far side™ of intersections so that
traffic movements such as right tams and right turns on rod are nol impeded, znd,
mast importsot, cery passengers that, st least in pan, came owt of cars, have a
negative impact on surface traffic flow? (239.-246.)

Simcc Ihe FEIR wms adopted, MTA has adopted a County-wide Rapid Bus
Implementstion Plan which includes several North-South lines in the San Femando
Valley. However, the North-South Rapid Bus lines in RB-Network are significantly
different from the North-South Rapid Bos lincs thet MTA has sdopied for
implementation — snd cven significant diffevent from the Repid Bus line that has been
operating on Vaa Muys for many months. While the inclusion of Exst-West lines -
which MTA had none of in its adopted Rapid Bes implementatioa plan - does explein
some portion of the differences, it most certairly does not explain all of them. Why
did MTA go 1o a great deal of trouble lo design what, one atsmacs, wars the best set of

20-28

20-29

20-30

20-31

Comment 20-28

Travel time calculations for the busway portion of the
Orange Line is calculated differently than for rapid bus
alternatives because of the different street environment
in which they operate. The rapid bus routes operate in
the street environment with no separation from
vehicular traffic. Therefore, it is appropriate to use
highway speeds, factored to account for making
passenger stops.

The method of using highway speeds (by facility types
and area types) and a set of locally calibrated
adjustment factors is the standard and only acceptable
procedure by FTA to derive the bus speed when buses
operate in mixed-traffic environment. In fact, FTA
developed the INET computer program to facilitate the
implementation of such a critical modeling task.
Comparing the base-year scheduled bus run time with
the modeled run time has validated the set of locally
calibrated adjustment factors.

For an operating environment with an exclusive lane, it
is appropriate to use a run time model, which is able to
account for specialized conditions such as transit
priority and reduced number of crossings. The run time
model used for the original BRT run time estimate is
based on distances between stations, maximum speeds
(considering curves and operating environment), dwell
time at stops, and defined intersection delay based on
priority/pre-emption assumptions.

LADOT revised this original estimate based on their
own method, which the MTA used to provide the upper
bound estimate for their analysis.
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A particular route’s travel time is not the prime factor in
modeling ridership. Numerous other factors affect
ridership and are utilized by MTA’s model. Moreover,
travel time on an alternative is less important than the
total origin-to-destination travel time for riders, which
the MTA model accounts for. For a discussion on how
the MTA’s model accounts for a rider’s origin-to-
destination travel time, see the report entitled, “Service
and Travel for Casting Methodology Report”, prepared
by Parson Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas in August
2000. A copy of this report is available for review in
the MTA library.

Comment 20-29
Modeling of the performance of transit is extremely
complex and intricate. Please see Response 20-28.

Comment 20-30

The MTA does not contend that Rapid Buses would
typically have a negative impact on other surface traffic
flow. The only times that this could potentially occur
would be if the addition of Rapid Buses to a particular
street increased the total volume of traffic to above the
capacity of the street. This typically does not occur
however, because many Rapid Bus routes have
balanced the bus volumes on the individual streets;
adding Rapid Buses and reducing Limited or Local
service. If such balancing of bus volumes did not occur
and a roadway was carrying volumes at or near its
capacity, the addition of Rapid Buses could cause some
degradation of the overall traffic flow.

Comment 20-31
The RB- Network was generally studied as presented
by COST. Staff evaluated the COST alternative as

presented with the understanding it was a good faith
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effort to address transportation needs in the Valley as
perceived by COST. Since the COST alternative was
presented to the Board in July 2001 and carried forward
in litigation by COST (where it had the benefit of legal
counsel and consultation with this commenter) staff
concluded that the Metro effort to analyze alternatives
should include the COST network. Some minor
modifications were made to adjust the routes to
conform to the plan’s study area and to enhance
comparability with other alternatives

The study team had a number of other goals in
preparing the document, including: to re-create the
decision point when the Board initially considered the
project (with the addition of new RB alternatives); to
utilize as much as possible the previous data and
documentation prepared for the project to allow an
“apples-to-apples™ comparison of alternatives; to save
time so that the Board and the public could reconsider
this issue as soon as possible; to limit the expenditure of
additional public dollars in evaluating the new
alternatives by utilizing the previously prepared
information; and, to keep the analysis consistent with
the earlier effort so as not to skew the analysis with
later plans and policies adopted by the Metro Board
based on the previous approval of the SFV BRT.

Staff did not redo the previous modeling work for the
No Build, TSM, and BRT alternatives for the reasons
expressed above. Had we done so, each of these
alternatives and the new RB alternatives would have
benefited from the additional north/south RB service
later studied by Metro in the SFV N/S study for future
adoption. The RB-Network is the only alternative
studied that was enhanced by both the TSM network

and additional RB north/south service.
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valley Exst-West Transit Corridar Pagen
November 22, 2004

¥alley North-South Rapid Dus lines # could and then sssume a very diffarent sel of
such lincs in the RB-Network Aliernative? Abso, since MTA. has abrendy sdopted
plan for significant North-South Rapid Bus linet, why is the cost of thess limet
| in the RB-N: k Al ive? (The proper way of handling this wosld
uubmwmmunmmmmmmuum-nm
routing snd cost modifications thet may bo sppropriste to e
metworks for the virions Rapid Bus ARematives, in alf, wmﬂl[mm
the No Build, perbaps not the TSM) of the Ahermativer ) (192.)
MTA has projected major traffic congestion worsening by 2020, whick # claims
would increase Orange Line ridership becswse more people will wse it as traffic
mmmwam;m.mmmmwum
of Finance Dy Unit which now projects ondy growth
mnkwl&mmﬂdpﬁmﬂy«%dhmﬂnﬂulﬂ&ﬂmﬂﬁrm
G:m\humuuWMndwmuuamhﬂn
rte a5 petwork capacity is wnd 1, this 56% reduction in
popu]woupwtbuii‘hdylolllul significant higher positive impact on traffic
congestion changes (230-235,, 237.-234,, 269.-271., 2M4.)
MmsndﬂMpdmndm&!amudwmnmmhwedm
over local bus service on the same romis, but the actwal speed calculations done from
dala from the model nuns for the RB-3 Rapid Bus Ahernmtive showed speod increases
urm!ymi%,mdl%m\'my \rmmdmw:yw This
muslnunlmof £ MTA mode] and
g process. ing? mMTAtMnkmdsmmm
mnmfm&:hﬁmaw"wﬁwmw:bymu&mﬁs
Mlswxnm&lllwﬂmnmduyhndummhﬂg
e, special § the data.™ (428.)
Mnnd:lmfuonﬂneﬁapldnualmmﬂuddamlmmdmpha
line on Viciory ~ in addition 4o the new Rapid Bus line on Victory — thet had
MMMWMMMMM“ but no
idership ot all, ab zero b and miles. This may bave
MthmMﬁwﬂmamymﬂmmﬂm
Ahcmatives, therchy significant negatively impacting their performance.  Also,
starting & ncw — and totally in the DRFEIR - limited line undoubued
ook riders away from both the Victory Rapid Bus lines in the RB-3, RB-5, and RB-
network, as well as the pre-existing Victory local, making the Rapid Bus performance
book lower that it should. (428.)
MTA bas takes na notice what-so-cver of the extreme safety problems oa the oaly
Bus Rapid Transit line i the U.S. comparsbie o the proposed Orange Line, the
Miami-Dade Transit South Miami Busway. Like the Orange Line, this Busway,
whmhmd:nim mmmmdmmmdf«wmlkr\e operaies af
grade through jons, and was designed for buses 1o go trough
intersections without stopping at 35 mph, llomerdnwlheufmneiyhldl

20-31

20-32

20-33

20-34

20-35

For a discussion on consideration of subsequently
planned north-south Rapid Bus routes, see Response
20-113.

Comment 20-32

The MTA model utilizes socioeconomic forecasts
prepared by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG), the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the six-county region. The
growth forecasts adopted by the SCAG Regional
Council are the only official forecasts for the region
that are recognized by the Federal Transit Authority for
use in environmental documents on transit facilities.
The use of the SCAG growth forecasts by the MTA is
consistent with all of the other County Transportation
Commissions, Councils of Governments, Counties and
Cities in southern California.

Comment 20-33

It is unclear from this comment how the quoted speed
improvement percentages were calculated. However,
looking at the more detailed related comments (20-234
—20-239), it appears that the speed values calculated by
the commenter were determined by dividing VMT by
VHT. As recognized by the commenter in comment
20-236, “vehicle miles traveled divided by vehicle
hours traveled, which is a close, but not precisely
correct, measure of vehicle operating speed,” so this
method of calculating the speed of the Rapid Buses
versus local buses is not precise. It is also an apples to
oranges comparison, since for the Vanowen corridor,
the local service travels all the way to Burbank,
whereas the Rapid Bus goes to the North Hollywood
Metro Red Line Station. A 20 percent speed increase
assumption in the RB Alternatives does not translate to

a forecast 20 percent overall speed increase. Many
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factors in the MTA Model’s effect the overall speed of
a Rapid Bus Alternative. Moreover, the MTA Model
was found to adequately forecast bus route run times in
the AM period, midday period. MTA’s model tested
twenty bus lines: 2, 4, 14, 16, 18, 22, 26/51, 28, 30, 33,
40, 45, 60, 66, 204, 207, 210, 251, 420 and 561:

AM Bus Run Time Validation

EB/SB WBINB
MTA Line Model Actual Model Actual Modeled vs. Scheduled Time for MTA's Top 20
Line 204 50 62 50 67 Lines
Line 22 93 89 96 96 140 -
Line 28 41 43 42 39 -
Line 207 51 59 52 61 120 >
Line 4 108 95 109 102 = t
Line 30 65 61 61 66 8 »
Line 60 104 101 91 100 Z 100 y MR
Line 40 79 98 75 90 = 80 N ,:1.
Line 18 64 64 56 59 o .,
Line 66 64 47 57 B3 E 6 1 Pod
Line 16 47 45 47 54 b o b
Line 26/51 77 87 77 80 5 b +
Line 45 56 69 60 58 o 40 . |
Line 33 % & 9 8 5
Line 14 68 62 66 59 ? 20
Line 420 83 100 103 93
Line 2 117 108 123 128 0 '
Line 210 73 83 75 88 0 50 100 150
Line 251 62 72 55 75

: Modeled Time (minutes)
Line 561 129 123 112 114

San Fernando Valley Page 9-83
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir



Responses to Comments

PM Bus Run Time Model Validation

EB/SB WB/NB
MTA Line Model Actual Model Actual Modeled vs. Scheduled Time for MTA's Top 20
Line 204 58 66 57 58 Lines
Line 22 109 97 108 99 140
Line 28 47 42 46 41 N v
Line 207 5 65 59 62 120
Line 4 120 109 119 111 = 414
Line 30 77 69 76 72 £ 100 s
line 0 112 112 111 110 2 g !
Line 40 90 99 90 103 E 80 L
Line 18 68 68 67 61 @ *
Line 66 67 55 67 54 E - $ 4‘
Line 16 55 57 55 58 o o
Line26/51 92 90 92 82 2
Line 45 e8 70 6 6 g 40 4
Line 33 103 8 102 84 T
Line 14 75 85 74 65 w20
Line 420 105 96 105 99
Line 2 137 127 136 128 0 r
Line 210 86 91 86 94 0 50 100 150
Line 251 63 77 64 76

, Modeled Time (minutes)
Line 561 126 132 127 132
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Comments On DRFEIR, Sen Frrusndo Valley Exsi-West Tramit Corrider PFage
November 11, 2004

pumber of bus-vi -carfrain/pedestrian collisions, injuries, and fatalitics, the advance
loop system wsed lo tnigger the groen lights for the Busway buses wers tumed off in
1mwm3wyhmmmammawdeﬁummm
thelh: “green” ngml Emaﬂunmmﬁﬂnw
gred 1o allow Busway buses w0 go through
num stopping — a1 15 mph - the traffic signal limited priority system
has Dot been turmed back on and there is ao sehedule 10 do s0. Two extensions of the
Busway, designed and coacirocted 0 mest all of the Safety Consultant's
detions, which will probsbly opea o revenree service within weeks, will
require all Busway buses to stop et cach intersection.  The Houston light rail line,
which shares mamy of the design fesures of the Orange Line, has recentty, on 7.5
miles of track, broken the old U5, Mational “record™ for the most light rail collisions
in & year (with over 3 month lefl 10 go before it completes it first year) formerly held
by the San Francisco Municipal Railroad MUN] METRO light il system, which has
73 miles of track. Recent safety improvements have brought the collision re down,
but the most impormnt safety improvensent is & fifleen-second “all-directions™ red
light phase before n trsil can enter intersections — which would appear to have s
significsmt negative impact on traffic flow if it were Lo be applied slong the Orange
Lime comidor, (134.-297.)

20-35

Comment 20-34

The new limited stop bus line on Victory was actually a
part of the original TSM definition included in the
February 2002 FEIR. Unfortunately, this route was
inadvertently omitted in the FEIR’s Table 2-3
summarizing TSM bus service improvements. The
limited stop bus line was however included in modeling
of the RB Alternatives.

The limited stop bus line on Victory was not removed
for the rapid bus alternatives in order to stay true to the
intent of ensuring that rapid bus was added on top of
(without replacing) TSM improvements. In actual
practice, the MTA would evaluate the relative ridership
and service levels of local, limited and rapid bus routes
operating on a single corridor and would calibrate
service levels accordingly.

Comment 20-35

The design of the Orange Line has incorporated
additional safety features not present in the Miami
system. Please refer to response to comment C9-66 in
the Final EIR and Response to Comment No. 13-2
herein. The comparison of the Orange Line to light rail
lines in Houston and San Francisco is not an
appropriate comparison given the different acceleration
and deceleration patterns of trains versus buses and the
fact that several of the MUNI METRO light rail transit
lines run in mixed flow with automobile traffic, not in
dedicated lanes. Ms. Isabel Padron, the Project
Manager, for the Miami-Dade busway confirmed that
signal priority will be activated in mid 2005. She also
noted that none of the Safety Consultant’s
recommendations have been implemented on busway,
but the recommendations were going to be installed on

the busway in mid 2005. (Telephone conference on

M
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December 2, 2004.) Moreover, the Court of Appeal
rejected claims by COST that the Project would create a

significant safety impact. Accordingly, the Orange
Comments On DRFEIR, San Fersande Valley East-West Transit Corrider Poge 18

Navember 22, 2004 Line’s intersections do not cause a significant safety
risk.
ATTACHMENT 2
LIST OF EXHIBITS
Exhibit Titke
1 Thomas A. Rubia (TAR } Reswe
14 TAR Letter to MTA CEO Roger Snoble suggesting cooperation berween COST
and MTA im the preparstion is mew CEQA process, 7/23/04
m Roger Snoble Letier to TAR, 72904, responding to TAR letter of 7723/04
™ TAR Letter 1o Roger Snoble with detmiled technical jssues and d
processes for new CEQA process, 9/16/04
v Warner Cemter Orange Line and Rapid Bus Route Alignments

Orange Line Alignment from FEIR (February 2002)
Rapid By Alignment in DRFEIR Superimposed ou Orange Line Alignment
TR id Bus Ali Py

P Rapid perimposed on Orangs Line Aligrnent
MTA Fress Releases
May 14, 2001 - MTA Releases Draft Environmental Report o Proposed San
Femando Valley Enst-West Busway
July 26, 2001 ~ MTA Board Approves Busway for San Femando Valley East-
West Corridor

January 24, 2002 - High Capacity ‘CompoBUS' MTA’s Next Stop on High Tech
Rosd

Febroary 12, 2002 ~ MTA Isues Final Environmentsl Repost on San Fermando
Valley East-West Busway

Febnuary 28, 2002 - MTA Certifies Final Eavironmental Report on Ses Fomando
Valley Eatt-West Busway; Final Design to Get Underway

July 13, 2002 - MTA Buying High Capacity Buses, Pursusing Other Options fo
Further Reduce Bus Overcrowding

January 17, 2003 - MTA4 Busway Coming fo the Valiey ~ MTA Kicks off Metro
Rapid Transitway Projoct in San Fernando Valley

Japuary 23, 2003 — MTA Bosrd Approves Purchase of 70 Additional High-
capacity 45- Food High-tech Buses

February 26, 2003 — Bus of the Future is Latest Addition to MTA Bus Fleet
February 27, 2003 ~ MTA Board of Directors Approves Purchase of 200 High-
capacity Articulated Compressed Natural Gea Buses

April 3, 2003 ~ MTA Moves Forward with the Purchase of 200 High-capacity
Buses and 1 Major DesignBuild Contract for the San Fermando Valley Meiro
Rapid Transitway

-86
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Comments Ou DRFEIR, Sas Fernando Valley East-West Tramit Corrider Page i

Nevember 11, 2004
Exhibit Titke,
VI MTA Press Releases {concluded)

July 22, 2004 — Metro Board Approves Purchase of 75 New Boses
aw 6, 2004 — Metro Rolls out First high Capacity State-ofl-the-Art 45-Foot

MM‘ZG 2004 — Metro CEO Orders Work 10 Resume on Metro Orange Line
October 15, 2004 — Metro Raises Technology Bar with Super-Sized Merro Liner,
BmwmwﬂedToﬂylanthMM
October 22, 2004 — Revised Environmental Report for Metro Orange Linc
Corridor Released, Study Examines Rapid Bus Allernative

v FEIR, Run Time Entizistes for Bus Rapsd Transit Alternatives
Figure A-1: Run Time Estimate for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) — 288 Mimne,
Lower Bound
Figure A-2: Run Time Estmate for Bus Rapid Tramsit Minimum Opersting
Segmem .
Figure A-3: 36-Minute Run Time Estimate of the BRT Alteraative
Figure A-4: 40-Mimute Run Time Estimate, the Upper Bousd (UB) of the BRT
Ahemative (Base on 36-Minute Run Time Estimate, Figure A-3)

il Run Time Calculations for Metro Limer Bus To Be Uilized on Orange Line

Corteen Avenue to Laure] Canyon Bivd
Tampa Avenue to Wilbur Avenve

White Ouk t0 Batboa

I 4 TMMDM&MRHMLMM

X American  Public T Standerd Bus Pr
Guidelines - l..mnFInorCNG{emrpt}

X1 MTA Board Actions and Relaied Reports (dates are those of the report itself,

which is usually the date of the Board Committee meeting prior 1 the full Board
mecting. the number in parcethcms is the “Agends™ mmber for the Board
meeting)

February 21, 2002 (31} - Approve Implementation of the Metro Rapid Expansion

Septesmsber 18, 2002 (10} - Approve Implementation of the Metro Rapid Five-
Year Implementation Plan

P 9-87
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Cemments On DRFEIR, San Fersande Valley Exst-West Traash Corrider Page 12z
November 11, 2004

X MTA Board Actions and Related Reports (conchded)
February 20, 2003 (27) - Award Comtract for Vehicles (200 Low Floor CNG
Articulated Buses)
May 20, 2004 (7) ~ Authorize Expenditures in the FY0S Budget for Bus Service
Expansion to Support Consent Decree Compliance

July 13, 2004 (27) ~ Increase the Life of Projoct Budget for tha {Orange Line)
bm\uy from 58,100,000 to $10,637,860

I&J;quls , 2004 (28) ~ Execuic Contract Modifications in the Amomst of $1,030219

it Enk

Juty 15, 2004 (29) — lwue Chenge Orders in an Amount Net-To- Excesd
$2,000,000 For Design and Comstruction w0 Upgrade the Busway Pavemcnt
Structurel Section
gmmzi,mamm]-mmmmrwmmm

Xn MTA Metro Rapid Plans and Map (from MTA web site)

Update
Overview
Metro Rapid Services Effective June 2004

Metro Rapid Phased Implemnentation

Xm Citizens Organired for Sman T jon ~ Som Fe do Valley Pablic
Transpertation Analysis - mewerw

X OOST“WhmPapm"mSannngnﬂemilmpnm

xv iHmtive Recond Excerpts from COST v MTA

XV MT&mgWTm-mmmMr«LprhComy Executive
Sumunary, Apmzo,muuwpu]

XV Route Op g by Al fve from MTA Transportation Model

MTA Cover Letter o Public Records Act Request Production
No Build Alternative:

Transporistion Sysiems M Al

Orange Line (Full Bus Rapid Transit)

Minimum Operating Segment BRT

RB-3

RB-S
RB-Network
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Cemmests On DRFEIR, San Fernands Valley East-West Tranait Corrider Page 3
Nevember 12, 2004

Extibi _ Tile
KVIH Thomas A. Rubin Public Records Act Requests for DRFEIR Materials
XX Swte of California - Departnent of Finance — Demographic Research Unit ~

“New State Projections Show 20 Million More Californinn by 2020, Hispasics 10
be State’s Majority Ethnic Group bry 2040, May 19, 7004

XX MTA - Pre- snd Posi-Rapid Bus Conversion - Numbes of Vehicles Assigoed,
AM Prek Period

Xx1 MTA, Final Report - Los Angeles Metro Rapid Demonstration Project, July 2001

xxn City of Los Angeics “Siret Sman™ Program

XX MTA, Selocted Limited Stop Bes Route Schedules

XV MTA, Metro Orange Line August 2004 Monthly Project Stams Report,
Sepiember 23, 2004

XXV Comparison of Capital and Operating and Msi Costs of Als

XVI Muawu Herald Artickes re South Miami Busway

vl DMIM-Harris and R Aleman & Associates, Inc., Sowh Afasti-Dady Busway
Safety Study for Metro-Dade Transit, August 13, 2001
XV Wham-Bam-Ram Tram Ram Couster

XXX Lucas Wall, “Rail ridership figures called “impressive,”™ Hoswom Chromicle,
April 6, 2004
XXX Marginal Hourly Cost of Bus Service
XXX MTA, Mid-City/Wesside Tramst Cornidor Study Draft EIS/EIR, April 6, 2001
(Excemts)
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Comments On DRFEIR, Sen Fernande Valley East-West Tramsit Corvidor Page 14
November 12, 2004

ATTACHMENT 3
DETAILED COMMENTS
L. Comments will generally follow the order of the sppeatance of material in the DRFEIR, in
“froot 40 back™ onder, referenced by page number.  However, there are certain matiers that |
mﬂ-iau wmmmmmmum-:mmorm
section. P ba in this A are ially for each of refe

L Page 12, Eaviroamental Setriag — This section stuses thet the timing of the DRFEIR for
“existing physical conditions™ will be “the time when the Notice of Preperation was published—
May 2000.” It iz proper to set certain of the “existing physicad conditions™ as of that date - for
cxample, we are maware of any significant changes in the location of the Los Angeles River
during this period that would isnpact the DRFEIR. However, there are many obvious changes in
important factual mattera sinoc May 2000, meny of which have long been known ~ such a5
planned changes, such as the opening of the Pasadena Gaold Line. There sre mamy other very
significant evenis that hwve occurred since then that impect other matiers vital to this CEQA
process, and these raster cannot be ignoned because MTA chooses 1o atampt 1o “lock in place™
the world &3 of May 2000. Such changes are discussed in detai in the following conuments.

3, What does MTA consider as "existing physical conditions”™ that it does 8ot have 1o comsider
o7 wmmAmMnmhmmo{mmy
imitistives, including those of MTA itwell, in this DRFER?

4, Page 1-1, Public Comment — This saction states, “... MTA hereby requecsts (s revicwen
bimit their commonts w0 this Draft Revised FEIR bocause MTA already cirvulased the Final EIR
and roceived comments o it™ mwmm&’h&wﬂ&mlmm&ummpﬂ
MTA to porform sa evahation of Rapid Bus Alt
ﬂtmh-ﬁw&umem.nnnmmmmlymthlh
the Orange Line Allernative and, a8 discussed in the
nmmm--mmmmmmm
uisinﬁCEQAprmw pheted, or which MTA improperly bid from public scratiny.

3. How dues MTA exped to respond 10 comparisons between the Rapid Bus Ahersstives in the
MMMMWMWM|MMMFERMM:$¢M
evidence that the Orange Line p has been significantt d by matiers ot
mpdudadmduﬁl!,mtumfmmﬁmmmhmmmdwh
kiwown when the FETR was adopted?

&, Page RS-6, RS-1.4 Threr Raphd Bus Alernstives - “Rapid Bus decreases end-io-end travel
time by limiting stops and implementing signal priority &t imersections.”  While these two

20-36

20-37

20-38

20-39

20-40

Comment 20-36

See Response to Comment Nos. 14-12 and 14-13 for a
discussion on MTA’s reasoning on determining the
environmental setting.

Comment 20-37

See Response to Comment Nos. 14-12 and 14-13 for a
discussion on MTA’s reasoning on determining the
environmental setting. Further, MTA prepared a
Revised FEIR, which only revises portions of the FEIR
to consider the additional RB Alternatives. The Court
of Appeal found that the FEIR was otherwise adequate.
(Revised FEIR, p. I-1.) Moreover, the Court of Appeal
only required MTA to consider the alternative of
multiple Rapid Bus routes as an alternative. To do this,
the RB Alternatives had to be compared to the already
completed analysis on the Project. Moreover, changing
the environmental setting to the year 2004 would
require MTA to essentially throw out the FEIR and start
from scratch, which was not required by the Court of
Appeal.

Comment 20-38

See Response 4-13 and 20-37 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for limiting comments to the
environmental issues raised in the Revised FEIR.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
Metro revisep reir

Page 9-90



Responses to Comments

Comment 20-39

The Court of Appeal required that MTA consider
multiple Rapid Bus routes as an alternative to the
Project. Otherwise, the Court of Appeal did not find
anything wrong with the FEIR s analysis of the Orange
Line. Moreover, the State Clearing House had no
objection to MTA limiting comments to the Revised
FEIR. Accordingly, MTA was not required to
reanalyze the Orange Line or consider any further
comments upon it. In addition, the comment does not
specify any specific events that were not known such
that they can be specifically responded to in this
response.

The commenter asserts the MTA hid matters from
public scrutiny in the Final EIR. However, the Court of
Appeal rejected COST’s repeated assertions that MTA
improperly hid information from public scrutiny.

Comment 20-40

In terms of analysis, the benefits described for Rapid
Bus generally translate to improved travel times. The
MTA’s assumption of a 20% improvement in travel
time is based on travel time improvements that occurred
with the introduction of rapid bus on Ventura
Boulevard, which provides a reasonable indicator of
expected travel time improvement. It is unclear which
purported “Significant Events that were not known and
could not be known when the FEIR was adopted” that
the commenter claims to exist. MTA cannot further
respond with further detail to this comment.

The Revised Final EIR in Chapter 8-6 provides the
performance measures for the Project so that a reviewer
could make comments on the Project’s performance in

relation to the RB Alternatives.
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Comwmonts Ou DRFEIR, 528 Fernands Valley East-West Tramit Corridor Page s
Nevember 12, 2004

idertified features arw certainly among the mowt importaat factors in reducing Rapid Bus
opersting times compared b local bus service, they wre sot the oaly factars. Others include, bat
#re not limited to, use of “far side™ bus stops, by stops et are untique o Rapid Bus and not
shared with other bus lines, coondination of traffic aigmal progressions on Rapid Bus streets 10
bemefit Rapid Bus vehicles and passengers other than through the changing of traffic signal
umo;atmiﬁnmunmlmhmduhhwwhdm&nhdum
veliches, the wse of low-Boor andior bevel bosrding vehi P 10 speed boarding, and other
factors disowssed by MTA in its “Fimal Repont — mnmmw&m
Program,” July 2001 (53 AR 12742-12806). Of course, some of the most bnportant travel time
um.&uuuﬁhpdhmmmmupﬂmmmnduﬁmﬂmm

d 10 fixed g such xs “full” Bus Rapid Transit fike the Orange Line
pupwduﬂraﬂwu.wﬂ:hnnlwntw{mwmmmlmchxbymm
travel origin and destination potats than would ever be posible with these vealy mare expensive
ahcrmtive transit modes, &nd 10 do s0 very quickly. Another major benefit of Rapid Bus is that,
mmmnmmmwmumAMnMummm
Reporns or E: } jmpact 8 , which both sves millions of dolters in stafl and
mmwmmemmmu;m

7, Has MTA taken inio sccount the benefits of Rapid Bus thet it bas not specifically nemed
above, and where can evidence of these be found in the DRFETR?

8. Page RS-8, Figure RS-[ — Map of the RB-3 ARersative Including Routes and Stops —
This is 2 truly temible Rapid Bus network roate design for several reasons.

9. First, it has three parallel Rapid But lines with very little physical separstion — the streets for
the two “outside” fines, on Sherman Way and Victory, sre spproximstely oee mile apart. Three
fines within & mile is simply 100 much of & “dense pack™ for this service ares and transit market,
The “middle” line, on Vanowea, bas & trip origin cachment area of only a quarker mile on each
side because, for potential pessengers that live further away from Vanowen than this, the walk

Morth to Sherman Way or South 1o Victory is shorter (although tbe unlinked snd linked trip

destinations roey bear on (his choice). The lack of utility of this Rapid Bus spacing methodology
can cleasly be secn studying the daily tansit boardings trips that MTA shows for the three lines
in Table 8-6.5: Ridership, page $6-9:

Sherman Way 10,900

20-40

| 20-41

| 20-42

| 2043
20-44

Comment 20-41

Please see Response 20-40. The Court of Appeal
commanded MTA to consider the alternative of multi
Rapid Bus routes to the Project. Accordingly, the RB
Alternatives must be subjected to CEQA review to
adequately compare them with the Project.

Comment 20-42

The RB Alternatives utilize the benefits of the Rapid
Bus program. See pages 8-2-14 through 8-2-32 for a
detailed discussion on the RB Alternatives use of these
benefits. Please see Response 20-40.

Comment 20-43

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA'’s reasoning for selecting the RB-3 Alternative to
study in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-44

See response to Comment 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the Vanowen route as
part of the RB-3 Alternative. For a detailed discussion
on how MTA’s model considers walk distance for a
rider to public transit, see the report entitled, “Service
and Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,” prepared
by Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas in August
2002. A copy of this report is available for review at
the MTA library. In addition, how walk time is further
considered by the model is described in the report
entitled, “Mode Choice Model Development Report,”
prepared by Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas
dated September 2, 2002. A copy of this report is
available for review in the MTA library.

Vanowen 5,200

Victory 13.300

Tota} 22400
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Comments Ou DRFEIR, San Fernaads Vahey Easi-West Transit Corrider Page 16
November 11, 2004

10. The Vanowen Repid Bus line, with approximately ooe-third of the capitel snd opersting cost
of the three lines iaken in total, generates caly slightly more tan one-sixth of the ridesship — its
cost-cffectiveness is well under ane-balf of cither of the other two lines,

1. Obwiously, it is very easy to tignificently improve the “RB-2" alternative simply by
elimination of Rapid Bus service on Vanowen. Not oaly will the costs be reduced, but i is very
likely that & major portion of the Vasowen Rapid Buy riders sbmply utilize the Sherman Way
andfor Vicory Rapid Bus service. In addition, it will almost cerminly be easier for the City of
Los Asgeles Department of Transportation 1o provide superior traffic signal preference, zad far
Jess impmct on other surface traflic in this cormidor, for two parallel Rapid Bus bines separatod by
# nvike than for three parallel Rapid Bus lines scparsied by haif-s-mile. Not only will the capita)
and openating costs be reduced by approximately one-third, mad the total RB-3 Altmmative
ridership reduced very hitthe, but the farchox revesue will also be reduced very little — imposing
lest burden om Lhe laxpayers — and the raffic flow for both Rapid Buses and all other surfacs
traffic will be supenior.

12. Why dida't MTA revise the RB-3 route

particularly by dropping out the obvicust
underperforming Vanowen line, and rerun the snaiysis? mmwmué
sdd another Esst-West Ime further North. Wy didn't MTA do wither of these?

13. Seoond, there is no reason o Jimit Lhese tines 1o operating oo firther East thari Laskershim.
Az a generad rule, the longer the bus rowe, the more ridership on Hnes, and thers are what
appesns 1o be scvern! significant wip penerators farther East along these arterial strocts, Mot only
would the extr bus rowe length, in and of #scll, cxpose longer Rapid Bus lises b far more
potential riders, birt the possibility of being able 1o make longer trips on & single tramsit vehicle
has & multiphying cffcet on ridership. As | sited in my letier to Roger Snobls of September 16,
2004, we betieve thas exsension of the Viciory Line further East to the Burbsnk Central Business
District (CBDYMedis District andfor the Burbank Metrolink sistion offers great possibilities for
anracting large manbers of additional riders,

14. Did MTA examine extensions of the Victery Rapid Bos route further Enst, either sl service
or some part of it, such as every other bus run? Did MTA study such extentions W the twa
destinations sbove, or any others, and, if 30, whet were they? IFMTA did study such sxtonsions,
wiat were the results and why did MTA pot pursuc them? Does MTA have amy ridership
projectiont for sech extensions?

5. Thert is Jess potendial 1o exiend the Sherman Way lioe dircotly further East becauss Sherman
Way ends when it encounters Bob Hope (Burbank) Airpon st Vincland, spproximately one mile
East of Lankershim. However, there are ressons, and ways, 4o continue the Sherman Way Rapid
Bun Lime further East. One obvious one i 10 follow the cxisting Shemman Way routing North of
the Airport, then South vo Burbank, Universal City and through the Cabuuenga Pass on surface
streets 1o Morth Hollywood, of some portion thercol.  Another method it an Essthound routing

| 20-45

2046

| 20-47

20-48

20-49

20-50

Comment 20-45

The suggestion of deleting the Vanowen route in the
RB-3 Alternative is not considerable different from the
RB-3 Alternative already studied in the revised FEIR.
Moreover, the commenter does not provide facts that
support that all the riders attributed to the Vanowen
route would shift over to the remaining and farther
away routes of the RB-3 Alternative. Accordingly, the
cost effectiveness of this suggested variation of the RB-
3 Alternative with two routes would still not be as cost
effective as the single-route Orange Line.

Comment 20-46

The commenter suggests deleting the Vanowen route
from the RB-3 Alternative and claims that it is likely
that riders of the Vanowen route would simply walk
further to the other routes. Removing the Vanowen
route would not increase the ridership of the RB-3
Alternative. The Vanowen route contributes 5,200
daily transit boardings to the RB-3 Alternative.
Moreover, MTA’s model takes into account many more
factors in determining ridership, which would not
forecast ridership to remain the same. A detailed
discussion how MTA’s model functions is contained in
the “Service and Travel Forecasting Methodology
Report,” prepared by Parson Brinckerhoff Quade &
Douglas in August 2002. A copy of this report is
available for review upon request. The commenter
suggests that removing the Vanowen route will allow
DOT to increase priority. The ridership of the RB-3
Alternative was determined using full priority as a 20%
speed improvement. (FEIR, § 8-3.3.1.3, p. 8-3-15.)
Thus, the modeling results did not reflect a lower speed
improvement and removing the Vanowen route would
not change the speed improvement assumption in

MTA’s model. The suggested change to the RB-3

M
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Alternative is a minor permutation. See Response to
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on slight variations
to the RB Alternatives. See Response to Comment No.
20-6 for a discussion on the reasons why finding the
optimum mix of Rapid Bus routes is infeasible.
Moreover, the three RB Alternatives are a good
approximation of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can
achieve in the Valley. See Response to Comment No.
4-2 for MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB
Alternatives.

Eliminating the Vanowen Rapid Bus route in the RB-3
Alternative would likely result in operating cost savings
and potentially some drop in total ridership as persons
on Vanowen would need to walk one-half mile north to
Sherman Way or one-half mile south to Victory
Boulevard. It is unclear that it would improve the cost-
per-new transit rider comparison to the BRT alternative.

Comment 20-47

The commenter questions why MTA did not analyze
his suggested variant in Comment No. 20-46. See
Response to Comment No. 20-46.

Comment 20-48

MTA does not agree with this conjecture based on the
most recent ridership data, which shows passenger
loads on the corridor line segments east to downtown
Burbank of significantly under one-half of that from
Lankershim west along the key corridors (notably
Victory and Vanowen which is mentioned in the letter).
As well, the heavy rail Metro Red Line at North
Hollywood was noted as a major destination for Victory
and Vanowen Metro Rapid travelers that would have
been missed with an extension east or a deviation to do

both (travel to the North Hollywood station and
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continue east to Burbank) would have made the Metro
Rapid travel times uncompetitive with the straight-
through local service on these corridors for these riders.

Comment 20-49

MTA examined the entire Valley in determining the RB
Alternatives. However, MTA did not perform a model
run on the suggested variations to the Victory route.
For a discussion on MTA’s reasoning for selecting the
RB Alternatives to study in the Revised FEIR, see
response to Comment 4-2. See response to comment
no. 6-3 for discussion on consideration of suggested
variances that are not considerably different from the
RB Alternatives.
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Comment 20-50

The commenter suggests extending the Sherman Way
route of the RB-3 Alternative eastward. The
commenter suggests following an existing route,
presumably Line 163. Weekday Average Boardings for
the segment of Line 163 as suggested by the commenter
are as follows, which gives boarding based on direction
of travel:

Line 163, Eastbound, Southbound from Burbank to
Hollywood, 1996

Weekday
Stops Average
Boardings

Sunland & San Fern

San Fern & Strathern

San Fern & Arminta

San Fern & Arvilla

San Fern & 7511 S Frn
Hllywd Way & San Fern
Hllywd Way & Pac Gt 119
Hllywd Way & Winona
Bbk Apt Rd & Lockhd Gt4
Hollywd &Thorton
Hilywd & Way Valhalla
Hllywd Way & Pacific
Hilywd Way & Victory
Hilywd Way & Jeffries
Hllywd Way & Burbank
Hllywd Way & Chandler
Hllywd Way & Magnolia
Hllywd Way & Clark
Hllywd Way & Verdugo

Hllywd Way & Oak

9-9
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pte]

Hllywd Way & Alameda
Hllywd Way & Riverside
Olive & Maple

Olive & Franklin
Barham & Lakeside
Barham & Coyote
Barham &Lk Hllywd
Cahuenga & Barham
Cahuenga & Oakcrest 1
Cahuenga & Wdrow Wils
Cahuenga & 2775 Cahue
Cahuenga & 101 Fwy
Odin & Fairfield
Cahuenga & Iris
Cahuenga & Cerritos
Cahuenga & Franklin
Yucca & Cahuenga
Yucca & Vine
Hollywood & Vine
Hollywood & Ivar
Hollywood & Cahuenga
Hollywood & Wilcox
Hollywood & Whitley
Hollywood & Las Palmas
Highland & Hollywood
Hawthorn & Highland

b
p =]

b2
e=

—_—
=]

[
[= -]
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Line 163, Northbound, Westbound From Hollywood
To Burbank, 1996

Weekday

Stops Average

Boardings
Hawthorn & Highland 0
Hollywood & Orange 59
Hollywood & Highland 119
Hollywood & Las Palmas 14
Hollywood & Whitley 12
Hollywood & Wilcox 21
Hollywood & Cahuenga 34
Hollywood & Ivar 36
Vine & Hollywood 241
Yucca & Ivar 10
Yucca & Cahuenga 9
Cahuenga & Franklin 17
Cahuenga & Cerritos 5
Cahuenga & Iris 5
Cahuenga & J A Ford 1
Cahuenga & 2700 Cahue 2
Cahuenga & Lakeridge 1
Cahuenga & Oakcrest 9
Cahuenga & Barham i
Barham & Lakehllywd 3
Barham & Coyote 14
Barham & Lakeside 6
Olive & Franklin 2
Olive & Maple |
Hllywd Way & Riverside 31
Hllywd Way & Alameda 30
Hilywd Way & Oak 11
Hllywd Way & Verdugo 14

San Fernando Valley Eogreind
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Hllywd Way & Clark 8
Hllywd Way & Magnolia 24
Hilywd Way &Chandler 7
Hllywd Way & Burbank 21
Hilywd Way & Jeffries 2
Hllywd Way & Victory 16
Hilywd Way & Pacific 12
Hllywd Way & Valhalla 4
Hllywd Way & Thornton 20
Hllywd Way & Winona 3
Hllywd Way & 2944 Lock 1
San Fern & Hllywd Way 5
San Fern & Opp. 7511 0
San Fern & Arvilla 18
San Fern & Armita 0
San Fern & Strathern 4
Vineland & Cantara Lo 24
Sum:

L VIt

Line 163, Eastbound Suthbound from Burbank to
Hollywood, 2004

Weekday
Stops Average
Boardings
Vineland & Sherman 29
Vineland & Valerio 23
Vineland & Saticoy 28
Vineland & Stagg 13
Vineland & Strathern Vinstl 25
Vineland & Cantara Vincao — Eol 2
San Fernando Valley Fage 838
@ East-West Transit Corridor
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BRANFORD & Street Break DI —

EOL 0
Sunland & San Fernando 47
San Fernando & Clybourn ]
San Fernando & Strathern 0
San Fernando & Arvilla 0
San Fernando & Arvilla 5
San Fernando & Lockheed 2
Minor Street & San Fernando 6
Hollywood & Tulare 2
Hollywood & Minor Street 5
Hollywood & Thornton Hlltho 52
Hollywood & Valhalla 28
Hollywood & Pacific 4
Hollywood & Victory 29
Hollywood & Jeffries 8
Hollywood & Burbank 23
Hollywood & Chandler 7
Hollywood & Magnolia Hllmag 36
Hollywood & Clark 16
Hollywood & Verdugo 30
Hollywood & Qak 11
Hollywood & Alameda 12
Hollywood & Riverside 33
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Olive & Warner 15
Olive & Minor Street 33
Barham & Lakeside Plaza 12
Barham & Coyote Canyon 18
Barham & Lake Hollywood 13
Cahuenga & Barbara Cahbar 12
Cahuenga & Oakcrest 3
Cahuenga & Cahuenga 6
Cahuenga & Minor Street-1 8

Cahuenga & Off-Ramp
Odin & Fairfield
Cahuenga & Iris

-

Cahuenga & On-Ramp

Cahuenga & Franklin

Yucca & Cahuenga
Yucca & Vine

Argyle & Hollywood Holarg

Hollywood & Ivar 1

Hollywood & Cahuenga
Hollywood & Wilcox
Hollywood & Whitley

e [ jun [ e o | |lo &

Hollywood & Las Palmas 1
Hawthorn & Highland Hawhig — Eol 0

Sum: 575
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Line 163, Westbound, Northbound from Hollywood to
Burbank, 2004

Weekday

Stops Average

Boardings
Hawthorn & Highland Hawhig 59
Hollywood & Highland 94
Hollywood & Las Palmas 17
Hollywood & Whitley 23
Hollywood & Wilcox 17
Hollywood & Cahuenga 19
Hollywood & Ivar 14
Hollywood & Argyle Holarg 282
Yucca & Ivar 4
Yucca & Cahuenga 14
Cahuenga & Franklin 16
Cahuenga & Off-Ramp 5
Cahuenga & Iris 4
Cahuenga & Pilgrimage 2
Cahuenga & Off-Ramp 1
Cahuenga & Lakeridge 0
Cahuenga & Benda 7
Cahuenga & Buddy Holly Cahbar 2
Barham & Lake Hollywood b

Page 9-102
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Barham & Coyote Canyon 4
Barham & Lakeside Plaza 2
Olive & Minor Street 5
Olive & Warner 3
Hollywood & Riverside 31
Hollywood & Alameda 13
Hollywood & Oak 17
Hollywood & Verdugo 21
Hollywood & Clark 3
Hollywood & Magnolia Hllmag 19
Hollywood & Chandler 6
Hollywood & Burbank 16
Hollywood & Jeffries 8
Hollywood & Victory 21
Hollywood & Pacific 3
Hollywood & Valhalla 7
Hollywood & Minor Street Hllt 16
Hollywood & Minor Street 4
Hollywood & Tulare 1
San Fernando & Minor Street 8
San Fernando & Lockheed 0
San Fernando & Arvilla 12
San Fernando & Strathern 0
San Fernando & Strathern |
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Sunland & San Fernando 119

Branford & Street

Break Div. 15 5
Sum; 931

This ridership data from 1996 and 2004 on the eastern
portion of Line 163 is low and would not provide
sufficient ridership to warrant extending the Sherman
Way Rapid Bus route in the RB-3 Alternative.
Moreover, part of the extension is outside the study
area. The suggested extensions to the Sherman Way
route are not considerably different from the RB-3
Alternative. See Response to Comment 6-3 for a
discussion on variations that are not considerably
different from those analyzed in the Revised FEIR.

Extending the Sherman Way Rapid Bus Route in the
RB-3 Alternative to the Burbank Airport Metrolink
station would add a significant amount of additional
out-of-way travel circling the Burbank Airport via
Vineland, San Fernando Road, Hollywood Way to get
to the terminus station. It would make more sense to
extend the Vanowen Rapid Bus route straight east on
Vanowen to Empire Street to reach the Burbank Airport
Metrolink Station. It is not clear however, that either of
these alternatives would be more cost-effective than the
BRT Alternative.
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Cemments On DRFEIR, San Fermando VaRey Fast-West Trawsit Corrider Puge 17
Navember 21, 2004

that, inskead of contimwing South on Lenkenhim 1o the North Hollywood Red Line Station at

Chundler, instesd turms lefi (East) om Victory to Burbank, Asother posxibility i1 4o fwing

SmWayMBthVuMﬂmBﬁHapmwm

Mm@mmaﬂ'm heast on San F d 10 the
ial Burbank discussed for the Viciory Raphd Bas roate sbove.

16, Nmam&mdk&hnmw-ywﬂummmmdl
service of some part of it, such a3 every other bus ron? Did MTA study sech éxtensions 1o the
two destinations sbove, or any others, and, if 50, what wers they? 1f MTA did study such
mmmummmwmAumm' Does MTA have any
for sach i

P POy

17. Of course, if the Victory and‘or Shcrman Way Rapid Bus ruries were ta be extended Enst 1o
Burbenk et af, they would not serve the North Hollywood Red Line stalion.  There is, however,
AR easy asswer to this, that of rouse deviations oo the Esxt ends of one or both of these routes.
As discussed in my letier 1o Roger Saoble of Sepaemiber 16, 2004, onc logica! option 1o explore
‘wouald be 1o have every other Essthound Sherman Way andior Victory Rapid Dua line bus tum
right {Sowth) on Lankershim to serve the Red Line stanion, bat the other buses would contiaue
Eant o Burbank destimations. Going West, after starting North from the Rod Lime station on
Lankershim, truscs could ively turn West on Sherman Way and Viciory, providing one-
bus aecess to far more destinations - any iransit fider on cither Shorman Way o Victory Rapid
But routes could have single bus access w0 either the Red Line station(s) or Burbank, sand vice
wversa for Westhound Rapid Bus riders onginating from the Red Line station{s) snd Burbank,

18 Did MTA examine this type of route variation for the Victory and/or Sherman Way Rapid
Bus routes? Did MTA study such service and, if 5o, what were they? If MTA disd study such
extensions, what were the resuts and why did MTA not persus them? Does MTA bave say
ridership projections for such exensions?

19. Another possibility is 10 extent same of the Sherman Way Rapid Bus line service North 1o
mmmms-mwuqnmeus“makam For the “North
County” » with d in the middle snd Western Ssa Fenando
\'alleyttatmldbenuygmdmmm Otmﬁmmlmudpuﬁyhm
wonhwhile doring penods of higher Rdership, and N peak period
weekday service.

20. Dud MTA i ions of the Sh Way Repid Bus rovtc as siated above, either
al! service or some pant of it, such s every other bus nun? Did MTA study such exiensions, or
any others, and, if 30, what were they? If MTA did sudy such extensions, what were the resnits
and why did MTA not parsoe thern? Doct MTA have any ridership projections for such
extensions?

20-50

20-51

20-52

20-53

20-54

20-55

Comment 20-51

MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in
determining the RB Alternatives. However, MTA did
not perform model runs on the extensions to the
Sherman Way route of the RB-3 Alternative that the
commenter suggested in Comment No. 50. See
Response to Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on
suggested variants that are not considerably different
from the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-52

The commenter suggests another variation of the RB-3
Alternative to alternate service on both the Sherman
Way and Victory routes to the North Hollywood Metro
Red Line station. These suggestions are not
considerably different from the RB Alternatives that
MTA studied in the Revised FEIR. They are merely
extensions of two routes to the east with an operational
variation in routing buses on the extensions or to the
North Hollywood station. See Response to Comment
No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested variants that are
not considerably different from the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-53

MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in
determining the RB Alternatives. However, MTA did
not perform model runs on the extensions to the
Sherman Way or Victory routes of the RB-3 Alternative
or the operational variation to route every other bus to
the North Hollywood Station that the commenter
suggested in Comment No. 52. See Response to
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested
variants that are not considerably different from the RB
Alternatives.
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Comment 20-54

The commenter suggests extending the Sherman Way
route of the RB-3 Alternative to the Metrolink Sun
Valley Station. This suggestion is not considerably
different from the RB Alternatives that MTA studied in
the Revised FEIR. See Response to Comment No. 6-3
for a discussion on suggested variants that are not
considerably different from the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-55

MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in
determining the RB Alternatives. However, MTA did
not perform a model run on the extension to the
Sherman Way route of the RB-3 Alternative that the
commenter suggested in Comment No. 54. See
Response to Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on
suggested variants that are not considerably different
from the RB Alternatives.
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21. Third, for Rapid Bus service on Lankershim, consider extending the service fsther South 1o
the Universal City Red Line station (a distance of approximately 2 113 miles), with stops at, most
ikely, mdﬂ:fwmmm(mﬂu&u&:ﬂ) Magnolia, Camaritio, and

Universal City Red Line stations, the faster opersting speed of Rapid Bus over local bux and,
more important, nod having o tranafer between truses or between buses snd the Red Line, would
be a significant advantage.

22, Did MTA cxamine cxtensions of one o both of these Rapid Bus rowtes farther South, cither
all service or some part of it, such &3 every other bus run? Ded MTA study such extensions o
Universal City, ot sny other destination aloag this corridor, and, if 30, what were they? If MTA
MMMMMMMMMWMMANWM? Does
MTA have any nidershs for sach

PP

23, The Yiciory and Sherman Way Rapid Bus rowes, a1 laid out by MTA in the RB-3
Ahemative, are pot loog, time-wise, and sppear (0 be ne where clase 10 the high end of the one-
way trip time distribuion for MTA bus trips — Table 3-6.6: Yesr 2020 Traswsit Travel Times on
Valley Arterials (in mimutes), page 8-6-10, shows a 41.7 10 45.6 minste travel time from Warner
Center 1o Morth Hollywood {which, a5 is explained below, we believe i3 significantly
overstaied). Marry MTA bes lines, including Route 750 - Ventura Boulevard Rapid Bus, have
significantly loager one-way run fimes, NMMMHHMMMJNWM
aperaling problem tn this regard.

24, Note that, in the sbove, | offer a multitude of options for how Rapid Bus service on Viclory
and Sherman Way could be significantly improved, but | do not make explicit reconmmendations
a3 1o whtich of these should be implemeniad - mor do | claim that this is an exhaustive list of sll
potentially visbic options. The reason why 1 do not make specific, “do this snd only this™
recommendations is that |, and other interested partics with some degree of knowledge of transis
in the Valley, mmmdwmmbmmmmm
reganding, among other things, ridership by line and “onigin-destination™ that MTA does, nor do
mhummumm.mmmmmwummm
them. Our Iack of sccess to such detail date and tools is exsctly why my letter of September 16
st forth » cooperative process lo develop & symem, a network, of Rapid Bus lncs in the Valicy,
hmhmmmmmm mmnmawmh

1o these opportunities has been a very long of COST s approach — one that,
mdm,h-sbmmbetyummful %mmkpﬂncmdmmshm
DRFEIR something we had not thought possible, 2 step back from the previous stats quo.

25. This is no differct than the type of co-operative planning thet COST, and many otber
organizations and individuals, bave been wrging MTA o follow for many years. By mially
dmmqudpﬂwmﬂawﬁkbm—mhm

g Y reg w0 allow on the DRFEIR ~ MTA has made il

20-56

20-57
| 20-58

20-59

20-60

20-61

Comment 20-56

The commenter suggests extending one of the routes of
the RB-3 Alternative to Moorpark Street. This
suggestion is not considerably different from the RB
Alternatives that MTA studied in the Revised FEIR.
See Response to Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on
suggested variants that are not considerably different
from the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-57

MTA examined the entire San Fernando Valley in
determining the RB Alternatives. However, MTA did
not perform a model run on the suggested variation to a
route of the RB-3 Alternative that the commenter
suggested in Comment No. 56. See Response to
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested
variants that are not considerably different from the RB
Alternatives.

The logic of extending three Rapid Bus routes down
Lankershim Boulevard to Moorpark Street is not clear,
since there is no major destination at
Lankershim/Moorpark that would justify this level of
service, which would be running on the street directly
above the Metro Red Line subway.

Comment 20-58

MTA did not model ridership projections for the
suggested variation to the RB-3 Alternative made in
Comment No. 25-56. See Response to Comment No.
6-3 for a discussion on suggested variants that are not
considerably different from the RB Alternatives.
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Comment 20-59

MTA chose the three RB Alternatives as a good
approximation of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can
do in the Valley. For a discussion on MTA’s reasoning
for selecting the RB Alternatives, see response to
comment 4-2. Extensions of Victory and the Sherman
Way routes on the RB 3 Alternatives are mere
variations of the RB 3 Alternatives and are not
considerably different than the RB 3 Alternatives. See
response to comment no. 6-3 for discussion on
consideration of suggested variances that are not
considerably different from the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-60

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR. See Response to
Comment No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested
variants that are not considerably different from the RB
Alternatives.

Comment 20-61
See Response to Comment No. 14-10 regarding
consultation with the public.
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Ty difficult — arguably, totalty impossble ~ for any ideas that did not originste st MTA w0
find their way imio the Rapid Bus Alernatives in this CEQA process. Evem though MTA's
normal process for public involvement and input is not well regarded by most members of the
public, the process wtilized for ths particular document is extremely poor by even that sandard.

26. Given MTA's well-d d lack of for Rapid Bus in the San Fermando

Mdmnﬂm”mnkm
-Mpﬁlwiﬂmnﬂlwkmmkww Ahernatives ia the DRFEIR
are “straw men” - designed by MTA o fil in erder 10 make MTA's preferred Omage Line
Ahtermative look superior,

b1l mummumwuwmmmmmMu.m
Rapid Bus <, o be d and d, mot & poor excase for
kx;ldBummdnmh mﬂ-m&nuﬁumvum-mmwnm
that was opposed from the start to even comsidering Rapid Bus, and presented in a masner tht
was completely shehiered from all public participation snd view ustil i was 100 Jak 0 have say
wmhﬁwwh%ufﬁﬁm

28 anmu{pmmmm civic ofgemizstions, imercsl groups,

jonal and trade ) did MTA moet with 80 discuis the development of
ﬂzkmdBmAllumwuandmeﬂ When did thest meeting occur aad with who? What
were the nesults of these mectings? [hd MTA make sny changes w its plans as a resuit of these
mectings, and, if 50, what were they?

29. Fourth, this Rapid Bus “network,” a3 well as the RB-5 Allemnative, is deficient because it
docs pot have additional East-West Rapid Bus lines locsted forther North in the Vadley. While
the RB-Metwork Alternstives does have such lines (Roscoe and Devoashire), that Alternative
climinates the Sherman Way Rapid Bus Jine, which appears io have — from both logic and the
data in the DRFEIR - maat likely, the second highest potential of any Yalley Rapid Bus line,
after service on Victery. (Sec Duily Transit Boarding data in Table §-4.5, page §-6-9).

wmmmmummmmmmmm? I)dMTA
nmp!yuteﬂuwuoponls pmpnlsﬂmmtﬂm ¥, in
need of careful p | analysis, devel and fine-uning l!dﬁnthumme
lines that would be modeled? Was there amy process a1 A, by MTA, it consultants, or in
comultation with amy other party or partics, fo improve on the initial concepts for Rapid Bus
lies snd setworks?

31. Fifth, the route slignment for st lesst two of thesc lincs — Vanowen and mast particularly
Yictory - st the Waroer Cemer end of the line is 5o illogical and deficient that onfy two

explanations come 1o mind.

20-61

20-62

20-63

20-64

20-65

20-66

20-67

Comment 20-62

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can
accomplish in the Valley.

Comment 20-63

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can
accomplish in the Valley.

Comment 20-64

See Response to Comment No. 14-5 for those consulted
on developing the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-65

See Response to Comment No. 6-1 regarding the
suggestion to add northern Rapid Bus routes to the RB-
3 Alternative and the RB-5 Alternative.

The RB Network was the network originally proposed
by COST. It included a balanced network of Rapid
Buses spaced approximately two-three miles apart
across the San Fernando Valley. The addition of a
Rapid Bus on Sherman Way would place three east-
west routes with approximately one mile of each other.
The addition of Rapid Buses on Sherman Way to the
RB Network alternative would likely add some new
transit riders, but it would also increase transit-
operating costs. It is unclear that it would improve the
cost-per-new transit rider.

M
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Comment 20-66

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can
accomplish in the Valley.

Comment 20-67
The commenter’s dissatisfaction is noted for the record.
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32. Ome is mechnical i on a traly ¢ sar scake

13, The other is worss.

M, Latumndheenwmnndnof&emmmnmdmp,mmmyh
Rapid Bus rovics which, a3 their name clearly indicates, wre designed for speed as their main
mission. In this situstion, speed refers to several clements, but the key particular here ix low, or
ol least reduced, oe-vehicke patsenger trip time. Among the ways reduce on-vehick tavel lime,
one that is ofien most importast is fhster travel speads for transit vehicles, which is the basic idea
mndertying Rapid Bus.

33. However, there is another:  Don't waste time going newhere for no purpose - which is
exactly what MTA has mor done 10 the Victory and Van Owen Rapid Bus lines in their Wamer
Cermier srea aligrments.

36. Let us begin by examining bow MTA bas approached one of the sbaotute key metrics, iraved
time, in comparing the Orange Line sad the Rapid Bus Ahsrnstives. Turning to Table 3-6.6:
Year 2020 Transit Travel Times on Valley Arterials (in misuies), page 8-6-10, we sex that the
mhuﬂmmmqﬂmuhm‘zlmhMMWMCmuw
Maorth Hollywood. As we shall see, this choice of direction of travel for this comparison fermns
out 10 be of great importance to the resubt knd the detcrmination of “wisners™ and “tosers.”

37. Travel time, and differences in travel time & transit alt ives, caa be very i

in transportation modeling. As s general rule, the faster the travel on & speeific option, the more

mnn\owndmadﬂehwlhm &pﬂ'wnd:!’t’umuaw
significam

Holtywood
~ a3 evidenced by MTA's stiempt in the DEIS/DEIR to both significantly sndersiste the Orange
Linc end-ip-end travel time to the laughable 26.8 minutes “lowsr bound” and 10 oversiste the
Rapid Bus tavel lime by using the Rapid Bus travel time between Universal City and 'Warner
m.wmwmm..mmmmmmwmmmmm
more traffic signals - and then 10 miglabel the 50 minale travel time - which
exceeds MTA's own public schedule information - as being between North Hollvwood and
Wamer Center. 1f ] had not discovered these very major “ermons” and commented on them in
wﬁdemlmwr,uﬂmmmsmnmlﬂwmmmm
misstaternents may have become the foundation Tor & significantly sub-optimal decision on this
important study. {Ofmhhﬂmmﬁubudwmmmmwdmmdm
anslysis have any imp 1n the MTA decisi king procesy, a propasition that | would
not be able 1o render an expent opinion on as comect )

38. Why did MTA mislabel the Rapid Bws rouic to be compared to the Orange Line in the
DEIS/DEIR, falsely shawing that the Rapid Bus line, along with the Orange Line, would go from

20-68

| 20-69

20-70

20-71

20-72

Comment 20-68

The comment suggests that speed is a key factor to
Rapid Bus success. Travel time does not invoke a
linear response in a rider’s decision to choose public
transit. See Response 24-3 for a discussion on how
MTA’s model forecasts a rider’s choice to take public
transit.

Comment 20-69

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives that
were analyzed in the Revised FEIR and found to be a
good estimate of what multiple Rapid Bus routes can
accomplish in the Valley.

Comment 20-70
Please see Response 20-71.

Comment 20-71

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 20-72

Travel times as listed in Table 8-6.6 are based on the
future year planning horizon of 2020, not the present
year, so using existing schedules would not apply. The
listed travel times are based on what was represented in
the MTA’s transportation demand model for the year
2020.
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Wamer Center to North Hollywood, while the Rapid Bua line was really going o Universsl City,
n Jonger rovie on a slower siroet?  While does MTA aot use its own scheduled tivel times
(ebtained from MTA's web sitc rip planncr, 83 MTA docs ot publisk & “traditional™ imepoint
schedule for Rapid Bus lines) between Warner Center snd Universal City as the num times for

this rovee? [T MTA’s scheduled run times for the Venturx Rapid Bus linc aro not acourste, why
baven't they been changed? If these schedules are not accumte, but MTA is cootineing &
publish them, then what gther published MTA infc bon is simitark tiable?

39. The following discustion will be casient to follow by reference to three mups that [ heve
provided in Exhibit ¥, “Wamer Cemer Orange Linc and Rapid Bus Rowle Aligmnents ™ Let us
ﬁmmwdnﬁmwinﬂxhibhV.mksd.”OmpuneMiwﬁurEm{Fan-y
2002). 1 wok this map directly from the FEIR - Figure 1-26. Wamer Cemer Tramsit Hub
Design Concept, page 2-64 (8 AR 01593) ~ and “scamned™ it o be order to reproduce and &
build on it, making no changes in this particalar variation other tham sdding the title.

40. Note the trevel peth of Westbound Orange Line buses s they approsch the end of the
Exclusive Busway from the East (right) at the upper right of this map. The Busway, a3 it is
being built, actually curves from Westhound 1o Soutbbound at its very ead, leaving the buses
pointing Sowth a1 the top of the “T™ i ion where Northbound Variel lerminstes whea it
teaches Viclory. The buses exiting the Busway proper cross Victary snd proceed two blocks
vam.tmnwmm)fwmuwhnﬁmmhnﬂlm)
approximalely ooe-half block to the Wamer Center Transit Hub st the Western end of the route,
where the passengers deboard and the bus lays over waiting 10 begin the return trip.

41, Beginning the Essthound wrip 1o Morth Hollywood, the Orsnge Line buses go North
spproximately one-half block, then right (Exst) on Erwin for two blocks, then left (Morth) for ene
block, then across Vicwry to enter the Buswey proper.  Using Microsofi™ Streety & Roads™
software, | measured this distance as 1.01 miles, and confirmes! this distance us roasonabic with
‘my car odometer,

42. Note tha this alignment has the buses going completely around the twe blocks contained by
Variel on the East, Oxnard on the South, Owensmouth on the West, and Erwis on the North.
This type of “sround the block™ alignment, or some variation of it, is found in most bus rowes,
When “around the block” route slignment is wtilized in this menncy, onc direction of travel on
the routs is almost always longer than the other, at Jeast a1 cach end. For the Omaage Line buses,
because the Westbound buses are routed South 1o Cenard, there is an “exu™ two half-blocks of
travel for the Westbound trip over the Eantbound trip, which, with the very large blocks in
Warner Cenicr, amoymis to approximasely 26 miles (the distance between Oxnard and Erwin),
mensured and confinmed by the means discussed abave,

43, Now ket w3 examine the routing of the Viciory Boulevard Rapid Buscy W get from Wamner
Cemter 10 the comner of Victory and Variel for theit Eastbound trips to North Hollywood — which,

20-72

20-73

Comment 20-73

The commenter has spent a good deal of time
describing the routes of the BRT and the Victory Rapid
Bus, bus misstates the fact that the travel time
comparisons in the Revised FEIR (Table 8-6.6) are for
the eastbound direction on each alternative. The travel
times reported are for the average of both directions,
eastbound and westbound, which minimizes ant
differences by direction due to one direction being
slightly shorter than the other direction. The Victory
Rapid Bus was taken all the way west to Topanga
Canyon because that was the way it was shown on the
COST proposed Enhanced TSM Network. It should
also be noted that the travel demand model does not
differentiate between right turns and left turns at
intersections, so a bus route with more left turns is not
penalized over one with only right turns in the model.
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by happy coincidence, is located almost exacily s the Westbound emrance 10 the Orange Line 20-73

. Because both the Orange Line and Victory Rapid Bus routes go through this
imersection, the messurement of travel distence and time from the Wamer Center Transit Hub to
kere is & very valid comparison.

44, Note that, for this “strect-runming™ section of the wip from Wamer Cemter o Nowth
Hoitywood, thers is oo exclusive busway for the Orange Line, nﬂusu.forlhmpm,l
mmymmmmwwmmewm

43 Twnqmmn&zzammwunmm.ﬂmwm
" puge I-24, we bave the Rapid Bus rowe alignment’. The relovant portion begies

with the second “buller™

) Tum West on Victory Boulevard;

Tum south o Owensmouth Avenue; and

Layover at the Warner Center Tramsit Hub.

FmﬂnWanmCmeﬁaMhywumpﬂ:hﬁdeﬂdmm

ga Oxnard Street,

Tum porth on Topangs Canyon Boulevard;

‘Turn east on Erwin Street;

Tum nocth en Cwensmouth Avenue;

Turm east on Victory Boulevard, ™

45, Thip routing can be more casily undersiood by refermce 1o the second map in Exhibit V,
“Rapid Bus Align in DRFETR. Superi d on Omage Line Alignment.”

47. In comparing the Eastbound travel from Warner Cemer segments of the Orange Line and
Viclory Rapid Bt alignaents, we note some very tignificant differences:

oooo pnooo

+ There st 8 st two considerations other L the “noa-dicused™ route aligaenents [mck si, 8t Orangs
Line buses swot ewter wed exit the Bupway st Victory/Varid sed ali Orsnge Line aad Victory Rapd Bus buse s
begin and ond trigs ol the Wirner Ceoter Tramsit Huob) st o bivve & bearing on the comparative travel times: (a) tha
comparaive speecs sad rates of soseration snd Ybraking of the G0-foot ptkcdsted CNG buses that will be willized
o the Orange Line vi. the $0:45-foot bues weed cn Rapid Bus isea, sad (i) the difference between the Orange
Line buses hving 10 suter the busway by heading Noerk from the iotersection of Variet end Viciory v1. the Rapid
Buses heading West on Victory, Whike these do impact the time compariions for fiis stresl-numing soction of the
trige, e diFeromcrs powerated are relstivaly mimot compaeed 1o the rovle ligaments dictsted by MTA for the

% Ovangs Line and the Victory Rapid Bus fine.
i The Victory Rapid Bus routes for the RB-3 und the RB-Network Altermtives sie ideatical but for the RB-
§ Abernstive, the Viciory Rapid Bus route does nol turm right oa Erwa, but contimees North on Topsega Ceayon 1o
Victary, where & nares right
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A While the Orange Line Eastbound trip begins with the bus pointed North, thereby 20-73
shifting the .26 mile “round the block™ axtra route Jength to the Westhound trip; for
the Victory Rapid Bus alignmens, the Eastbound trip begins with the bus poimied
Sourh, Whilc onc dircction of almost all bus routes with such “srownd the block™
ends will almost atways be longer at ut least ome end of the routc, whet is significant
here is that MTA has arranged that the extra distance is added to the Oraage Ling on
the Westhound trip - which is mor wed for time comparisons — whils the extrs
distance is added 1o the Victory Rapid bus on the Exstbound trip — which e wilizod
for time comperison®

B.  The Orunge Line alignment has the Wamer Cenier “round the biock™ sizment on the
Eazt side of the werminus, while the Victory Rapid Bus has it om the Wesr side of the
termina.  This Jengthens the Victery Rapid Bus route by two blocks ~ two long
blocks, or approximately another 44 mile (et of one other, minor adjustment)’.

C In seting up bus rowte alignments, it is almost always desirable 0 minimire the
number of turns, where possible. Nowe that the Orange Line alignment from the
Wamer Center Transit Hub to the entrance of the Orange Line Busway proper bis the
shsolute minimurn sumber of fums oo the strest, two, one Tight mm sed one Jeft
turn'® (plus the relatively tight right tumn from the Northbousd entrance 1o the Busway
to Eastbound on the Busway). The Victory Rapid Bus slignmest, however, requires a
total of five ums 10 get from the Wamer Comer Transit Hub 10 Easthound om
Vietory, four right and one lefl. Tomning  bus is 2 ti ing proceas, requiring
slowing, waiting for & saf imerval W commence the tum, making the tum, and then

" movement 12 the
West, vice Use Eam, addu slightly ooy distance this the value indicated sbove, bl Victary batwesn (wansscuth
sl Conogs ris slightly North of Easl, therebry “cutting the come™ sad reducing the cversll travel dimance by ¢
small amoumt. The botal Vicrory Rapid Bos rouse distance ia 1.71 miles, compared 10 1.01 miles for tim Orange Line
iravel distarce, & difference of .70 mwfer. 70 milw - 76 miles for (he ~round-the-block™ movement on e
Exstboond, vice Westbound, leg. teaves 44 miles, which | have artributed b ull 1o this sonnd effecy for the instant

r Thern it owe other not-illogical akgaeent for Use Orznge Line buses leaving Warser Caster, Nonk on
Owaspmcnath 10 Victary, right (Exm) on Victory for twa blocks, then bofl (North) i the Wes ond of the Busway 1
Wariel. While thix ix aiso ome lefl nd right terit on the stren, it i bons desirabbe thus the sltgnowent thal MTA has
Mhﬂniw&uahﬁmmmmmhwm»hmﬂm?mml
Tavidy-traveled stroe, rather than a ket from Erwin ook Varid, 8 8 much fess Meavily imveled intersaction, which
alicws the Orange Line bmses 1o procesd divectly Nonth oo Variel 1o the busway entraace. MTA's outieg fom
Waener Center to the Buswsy entrance does sppesr 10 be the superior option
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Feruande Valey Eavt-West Transit Corvider Page 15
November 21, 2004

50, There is, of course, lmamhwmymmmmlﬁwwm 20 73
apples comparizon - come up with a Victory Rapid Buy ali d o 5
wxmmmuwmnmmmmmm“m very
effectivaly ~ to minimize the Orange Line Exstbound trip time. Lot ws refor 10 the thicd mep in
Exhibit V, “Supenior Rapid Bus Alignment Superimposed on Orange Line Aligameont ™

51. Under this design philosophy, the Eastbound trip al itself, North ome-
mmwrb!mbw\'nmmdnmmu)m\'m Clneuithiyamm

4 iona (the minii Mcudﬂlmnu(}mpmwmd
achuslly 3 shorrer distance — .56 miles on this slignment, approximetely 05 mile, or

minimized, buses on this alignment are Jiksly o bive gresder successes in gaining “groems™ st
imersections because, as 8 general rule, affic lights are ofien set up o be timed 10 be in
sequence with the other traffic signals along the same alignment.

52. {(Ahhough the Westhound end of the trip to Wamer Center is not shown on thia map, the
Victory Rapid Bus slignmem would be set up, Jike the Orange Line alignment, to heve the longer
“round-the-block™ atigament for the Westboand tip [in this case, meost likely, West on Yiciory
to Comoga, icfl {South) two blocks to Oxmard, right [West) one block to Owensmouth, aod then
right {Morth) ooe-half block to the Wamer Cemer Transit Hub rerminus J)

53. Had MTA utilized this elignment for Victory Rapid Bus in the throe Rapid Bus Ahernatives,
then we would have hed # fair and meamingful comperison — snd a very significant tine savings
for the Easthound Rapid Buses.

54. To be fair, therc are many reasons wiry a particular bus route slignment is choson over othor
options. However, if there are such reasons in this particular, I fail to note them. For example, i
there was & Rapid Bus stop for the Viclary Rapid Bus routz on Topanga Canyon, then the
Westhound jog, adding the two exira long blocks of travel, could have had & purpose. (The RB-3
Sherman Way routc alignment does have & stop ot the inersection of Topeage Canyom snd
Sherman Way and is & siop ;t this hocation, as shown on Figure R5-1 — Map of the RB-3
Allemative Inchuding Rowtes and Siops, pege RS-8.) Howevey, there is ao such stop shewn for
the Victory Rapid Bus route on any of the route maps for the three Rapid Bes ahernstives showa
oa pages R3-8-10 (Mor is there a Rapid Bus stop oa Topanga lor the Vanowen Rapid Bus rouse),
Nor doca there appear to be any reason for such & bus stop, as MTA is routing most Topenga bus
trafflc into the Warney Center Transit Hub, where passengers can board the Victory Rapid Bus

i The improved Vasowen Rapid Bus line routing spprosching and eaving the Wisrner Conter Tramsis Hub -
mMMwmmmthmwm~-ﬁnh-hnﬂ-
proposed for the Victory Rapid Bus lne, namely, sterting From Wiestbound on Vancwen, trs Jedt [Sowth) 0a
Conoge, thea right (We) oa Ounard, then right (North) om Osensmouth into the Trussir Hub, The Essbound rip
weorald be chat Noak oa Owensraouth, then righs (Eam) on Venowen,
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernanda Valley Enai-West Transkt Corrider Page 26
Nevember 22, 1004

line. {Of course, there is no Orange Line stop on Topangs, 30 there is no nesscn to inchade soch
# Rapid Bus stop for comparative parposes),

55 Sometimes, romes arc aligned o aveid dangerous bus movements. In many cases, this

hves either climinating 8 lefl turm or performing s lefl fum ot 3 les dengerous intersection.
mmhlhmﬁMAstmhMmddemCm.
however, a5 an examination of the maps will quickly show.

56. There are times when different routing will allow buses to take sdvastage of better traffic

signal progressions.  Again, there iy no evidence what-so-cver that this could possibly be an
explanstion for the MTA's Victory Rapid Bus rouling. Since MTA's routing adds considerable
length w0 the Victory route, that disadvantage would appear to be impossible for superior traffic
signaling to overcome, 30 we can safery ignone this as a rationale, &3 well.

57. Why did MTA choose such a dissdvantageous routing for the Victory Rapid Bus line leaving
Wamer Center for its Easthound 1rip? WMMT»MMH:IMM“
“around the block™ movement in the Westbound Orange Line trip ~ which i nor the tims-
measured direction of travel in the DRFEIR — bt included the “around the block” mevement i
the Eastbound direction of travel - which is the time-mexsured direction of treved in the
DRFEIR? Why did MTA armange the “sround the block™ movement for the Viciory Raps
alignment on the West side of the Wamer Center - which adds almost & half & mile of trave! for
Victory Rapid Buses for no apparent reason — bot on the Eaxr side of Wamer Center for the
Oranpe Line, whers it shouid obviously be for both? Why did MTA not utiline the very obvious,
“due North on Owensmouth, righl on Yictory” routing for the Viciory [and Vanowen) Rapid Bua
line leaving Wamner Center Easthound? How much time does MTA believe could be saved on
the Eastbound Viclory Rapid Bus line from Wamer Center by use of the aligament 1 bave
proposed over the alignment in the DRFEIR?

58. Obviously, there is 2 iderabd disad [ d on the Victory Rapid Buses,
wmwedm&wpumbum,m@MTAlmmmmm; Let us pow see what
the impects due 1o ravel time,

59. Tuming so Table 3-6.6. Year 2020 Transit Travel Times on Valley Anterials (in minutes),
page 8-6-10, for “BRT Right-of-Way,” “Wamer Center - Narth Hollywood,” we have 25,840
minutes,

60. The 28.8 minute “Lower-Bound™ tioe is left over from the "oniginal™ DEISDER and has
been compleiely and thoroughly discredited. In my (and Richard K. Stone's) cemment letter of
July 3, zmummasmm»muwmrwmmmmvmi.

7-323/42, 12 AR 02542-561, 56 AR 1341038), | provide v on why this
28.8 minute trave! time was mmpossible. lnnymﬂlum,lpumwlhﬂ.t}mﬂ!s
trave] time, the Orange Line buses would have 10 have end-ta-end operating speeds of 29 mph

20-73

20-74

20-75

Comment 20-74

The travel time as reflected in the MTA’s transportation
demand model and what is reported in Table 8-6.6 in
the DRFEIR do not incorporate detailed routings at
each end of the rapid bus routes.

Comment 20-75

The 28.8 minute run time calculated for the busway
route is based on specific assumptions regarding
distance between stations, maximum speeds given
curvature and station spacing, and potential intersection
delay. As stated earlier, because full transit pre-
emption was the desired goal, no intersection delay
between stations was counted. At stations, the LRT
was assumed to have the capability of advancing or
extending the traffic signal “green time” by up to 10
seconds.

While the MTA maintains that full transit pre-emption
is the desired goal, as a practical matter it has also
included analysis of LADOT’s 40 minute run time
calculation since any transit pre-emption or transit
priority must be done in coordination with LADOT.
The ability to achieve the 28.8 minute run time is
physically possible; it is a matter of operating policy
which potentially adds significant delays to this travel
time. While the LADOT does not believe full transit
pre-emption is achievable, future conditions may allow
a re-visiting of the amount of priority/pre-emption that
can be granted. Leaving in the analysis based on 28.8
minutes ensures the environmental impacts associated
with the project’s optimal speed are identified and
addressed.
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Comments On DRFEIR, Sus Fernands Valiey East-West Transit Corrider Page 17
Nevember 12, 1004

and the Red Line traing had 30 mph opersting speods from North Hollywood ko Umion Station.
and then asked - and answered: 20-75

“Here is the main question: How can this BRT aligmnent, which has @ slower top spesd
than the Red Line; mmmmmmﬁuwmmm
significant speed ictions; has slower - ¥ 2.0 mph i ve
3.0 for indtial acccleration); snd has several signali along the ali
muynhmmlbmpﬂqnmwddrmnmu&ﬁdm:?

‘There is a simple answer — it can't. [t is pimply impossible. Not even close.”

61 mmmwmm(mvmz,wnmum&w.hmu
impact of some my detailed comments™, and even while habi
ﬁm“ﬂm{l“m]mumﬂmﬂmummwﬂmm
for emviroamental clesrance purposes, and the BRT could polentially opersting with this
nmtime,” MTA did add the 40-mimzte “upper basnd™ end-to-end rem time in the FEIR. (While |
would like to claim credit for forcing this coocossion, #t is clcar thet il wacs the metivns of the City
of Los Angeles Depariment of Transportetion in forcing MTA 10 usderstand that ity traffic signal
priority assumptions in the 28.8 mimue nen time model were fitally Rawed, that led to the 40-
minute “wpper bound™ run Kime, )

62. Why does MTA continue to preiend that the 28.3 minute end-to-end Orange Line travel time,
making all sistion stops ss this route was discussed in he FEIR, could sctually somehow
heppen?

63 MTA appears determined 10 maintain [hat this is some possibility tat the 26.3 minvic end-
to-end run time is not impossible, at least for purposes of CEQA. Howewer, in the “real world,”
not even MTA believes it is curment possible, as can be pusily determined from the following
excerpts from MTA press releases, showing the progression of Omange Line travel time estimaies
from the original DEIS/DEIR to the FEIR to the present day (these may be found m Exhibit V1,
“MTA Press Relesses™:

A, “MTA Releases Draft Environmentsl Report on Proposed San Fernando Valley Enst-
West Busway,” May 14, 200] - “The travel time between Noh Hollywood and the

i For extmpie, whars | pointed vt thal there wars pece restrictions on the Orasge Ling Boswry - such a3
35 paps on Chardler {which MTA had agreed o i am atiempt ko overcome one of the local residents’ chjections 1o
BRT on the Chandier aligrences), which MTA admits in its respomss was ignored in the 23.5 misne rostime
extimate. Referoncing the sowce of the 25,1 minute ron time projections - Mamuel Padion & Amocixies, Figure A-
1: Run Time Estinste for Bus Rapid Transh (BRT) - 28 B Miouts, Lowes Bound, 13 AR 03265 - we tee "Max
Wd‘ﬂiﬂ”mﬁw Guidenwy o Chandler Eant aad West of Lasrel Croyos, respectively.
(Exhvibl ¥TI

Page 9-11
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valley Eset-West Transit Corrider Page 1%
November 21, 2004

planned Wamer Center Transit Hub would be approximstely 30 mismes, inchudi

- 20-75

B.  "MTA Board Approves Busway for San Fermando Valley Eant-West Comidor”,™ huly
26, 2001 ~ “The dedicated right-of-way wil produce & travel fime betwosn Morth
Holtywood and the planned Wamer Center Transit Hub of approxiostely 30 mimstes,
in¢loding stops.”

C.  “MTA Imues Final Environmenial Report on San Fernando Valley East-West
Busway,” Febwrusry 12, 2002 ~ “*When the busway opens, a comnmuter will be sbie lo
make the trip from the future Wamer Center Taansit Hub to Nerth Hollywood in
approximately 35 1o 40 mimutes, including siops,’ said MTA Beand Cheir John
Fasara ™

D.  “MTA Cenifics Final Environmental Report on San Fermando Valkey Eas-West
Busway, Final Design to Get Underway,” February 28, 2002 - A trip from the
‘Warner Center Transit Hub to North Hollywood will take approximmely 35 o 40
minutes, incloding stops, ... "

E. “MTA Busway Coming to the Valley -~ MTA Kicks off Metro Rapid Transitway
Projest in San Femando Valley,” Jumuary 17, 2003 - Trips made between Wamer
Center and the North Hollywoed Metro Red Line will now ke shout 35-40 minutes
using Metro Rapid Buses, .."

F.  “Mewo Raiscs Technology Bar with Supor-Sized Mrtro Line; Bos Prototype Unveiled
Todsy in North Hollywood, ™ October 15, 2004 - “The Metro Orange Lise will whisk
passengers in approximasoly 40 minutes from Wamer Center in the West- San

Femando Valley to the Jine's futare North Hollywood Station, ...~

64. Nowe the progression of end-to-end travel times — from "approximately 30 misanes™ when the
DEISDEIR was rejased and when the Locally Preferrcd Altermative was spproved to
“approximately 35 to 40 minuwes™ when the FEIR wes spproved 1o, mowt recently,
“spproximately 40 minuics™ — the fast withow even the mention of the 33 mimstes.

65. Why docs MTA continue 1o discuss the clearly impossible 28.8 minwle travel time in the
DRFEIR, but show a far more reslistic 35 1 40 minutes in its press relenses? Why was the latest
time estimui in the October |5 » straight 40 mimetes, with no mention of 35 mimges? Whet
changed that caused the peopie wha do MTA's press releases 1o drop the 35 minutes?

6. | will, onc last time, quote mysell and my-<c- from my fenter on the
DEISDER - “In our opinion, buscs on this BRT alignment will be doing very well if they
achieve North Hollywood to Wames Center average operating speeds of the Blue Line - 24 mph

1 The action tsken s the Board's adenption of whal we sow know s the Orange Lioe w tbe Lecally
Prefared Alernative, sof the approval of the FETR and the projoct, which was the subject of the February I8, 2007
press rebeas following
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Ferzando Valley East-West Tramsl Corridor Fage s
Nevember 21, 2004

‘What will this more realistic speod sssamption do 10 the end-w0-end ravel time? 13,9 miles at 24
mph will tke approximately 34.7 minutes - we'H round this 1o 35 "

67. For this purpose, | will be very kind 1o MTA and use its ows, oft-released, "35-40 minuies™
&s the Wamner Center ko North Hollywood wavel time, not even using MTA's own, most recemt,
Fot “spproximately 40 minutes * {1 will, however, below give detailed tochnical rexsons why 35
minutes is unlikely)

68. Tuming back to Table 3-6.6: Year 2020 Tramit Travel Times on Valley Arterials (in
mimstes), for the thwee Victory Rapid Bus ren times (one each for the RB-3, RE-5, and RB-
Network Altcrnatives), we set 1 “Victory BlvdLankershim Bhd" “Warser Center-North
Hollywood™ trave] time of 41.7-45.6 mimwics.

69. What methodology was urilized 1o develop the 41, 7-45.6 minute time range? 1s this the same
metbodology thal was wilized w develop the 28.8-minuie Orange Line time? The 40-mimste
time? The 35-mimne time? Lf different methodologies were wtilized, why? How can we be sure
that different methodologies will produce compemible, refiable, ad accursie end-io-end and
‘other rn times? .

70. MTA appesrs 10 have utitized two detely different methods for calculating travel times
Fwdn&mlmnﬁﬁwkmdﬂum For the Orange Line, it did individusl, specific,
- using i that | have shown to be comsistenthy

wndummmutmum FulhRademAlmMrAmmnnadlhc
wmwmmmuwmm;-mmmmwmmmm
logic of its g model, from what we have seen of the outputs of
kmnmmmmmwwmr-mu MTA does harve the
technical capability 10 calculste Rapid Bus run times using the same technique as it otilized for
mummnnmmummamm-mmw&mm

XOnard Al ives in the FEIR, both of which have substartial elements of Rapid
Buanp:rmm} Having two completely different rum time projection techniques makes # very
easy for significam differences 1o be emeored without opporturity for detection - even if the
public had access 1o the details of the transportation model runs, which it has not and would have
buge difficulties in making sense of, even if it did. 1F all run time calculations were performed
using the saore technique — the one utilized for the Orange Ling - then any differences in
sssumptions would be there for qualified, imlerested parties 10 study and for even non-technical
reviewers t0 be able to understand if they were willing to imvest the time. If the Rapid Bus nm
times are the product of the MTA tnsportation planning model, aren'l the various parameters
and assumptions input into this mode! for purposes of particular model run largely developed by
MTA staff? lsn't this a casc of, what the MTA stafl gets oul of the mode! nun being largely
determined by what it puts into the model logic and tells the model to do?

20-75

20-76

20-77

Comment 20-76

As already discussed, the lower-bound BRT run time
was based on a run time model which accounts for
station spacing, curvature, maximum speeds, potential
intersection delay, and dwell time at stations in order to
estimate a run time. The upper-bound BRT run time
was provided by LADOT.

Lower-bound EIR Rapid Bus run times listed in Table
8-6.6 are based on the MTA’s transportation demand
model, which automatically accounts for run time of a
route as a function of future traffic speeds. These are
the travel times that are used as a basis for estimating
ridership. The addition of upper-bound rapid bus run
times are to acknowledge that there may not be the
ability to grant the expected transit priority on so many
arterials. The upper bound rapid bus run times
represent what might be expected if there is about half
the assumed transit priority. Once again, this range is
provided as an acknowledgement that the amount of
transit priority is variable. Transit priority is watered
down as more parallel streets request it, since it
becomes more difficult to maintain cross-traffic flows.

Comment 20-77

Calculating run times using different methodologies
was necessary because of the different operating
environments of rapid buses operating in mixed traffic,
versus buses in an exclusive busway. Computing the
run time for RB alternatives as if the RB lines were
operating on exclusive right-of-ways, as suggested by
the Commenter, would violate the common modeling
practice and would not be acceptable to FTA. See also
response to 20-28 and 20-29.
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Comments Os DRFEIR, San Fernando Valley Exst-West Trassit Corrider Page
November 12, 2004

71. Comparing this Victory Rapid Bus end-1o-end travel time 10 the comparsble gare for the
Orange Line, we find that MTA is showing thet the Orange Line is between 5.6 minates (high-
end o high-end) and 6.7 minstes (low-end to Jow-end) faster (45,6 - 40 minotes = 5.6 mimnes,
41.7 - 35 minutes = 6.7 minutes).

?Zlhvelhnwnabuwﬂmmnlmmliawufﬁlwmhmm
Warner Camer has added contiderable distance ~ ?ﬂmﬂu Wh&u’hﬂl‘ﬂ.
subgected it w0 traffic delays from multiple added sod tams
mmiﬂ:mhwmhufk!&?m&ﬂaﬂmlldubhmm
- snd would be eliminated by aa obviously supericr, snd totally possible sad practical,
aliemnative routing, namely the "due North on Owensmouth, right tam on Vickory™ ooe [ have
discussed shove?

73. Thia has 10 be approsched in several steps, for ressons that will become clear a3 | proceed
thwrough the following.

73. First, bow Jong did MTA assume thm 7t would ke for the Vicwory Rapid Bus buses w0 g
from the Wemner Center Transit Hub to the Yictory/Varicl intersection?

74, 1 was unable 1o obtain this information from MTA, despite puiting in s Public Records Act
mﬁfmﬂmthnlfm&ysdmwnpmpyufwm determining the noed for
this — evidently, MTA simply did not do this calculetion for the Rapid Bus Altamaatives oxing tee

same methodology 3 it did for 1he Omange Line BRT Alternatives. From what | bave been
provided, it appears thet this was simply never ealculaied or tesied.  However, | will ask the
question here, doea MTA have this information? 1f so, how was it calculated or tested and what
are the values? GlmﬂmMAuMhmwﬁmmbﬁnmm‘M"

Orange Line Aliemnative and the “MOS™ Alherr which has bic “street maoniog™
(see Figures “A-1" and " As*ruw“ﬁdr“oﬁnpmmd&m‘a-?twhhm"
Alternatives), why did MTA use a different - and fally non-comparable or less

Mddonmmmmaumvdm?

75. Therefore, 1 took my own car out to Wamner Center and mn my own bests t0 approximase
what the bus travel time would be.

76. | parformed three nuns on the DRFEIR Victory Rapid Bus alignmemt froc the Warmer Center
Tramit Hub to the Victory/Veriel Intersection on the eveming of Monday, November 15,
beginning at spproximately %45 p.m. and extending for over one howr. This is, mosd definitely,
& non-peak rush hour period and traffic was fir lighter than would be expected during pesk
periods, thereby making timed travel periods likely significsntly shorter than they would be
during the most active times of ridership. In my tests, | made hle cfTorts to app

the speed and conditions of a bus on these streets, which is one reason why | choose to nof do

20-78

20-79

20-80

To confirm whether the MTA reflected the 20% speed
improvement for rapid bus (compared to local bus), a
method using the ratio of VMT to VHT as provided by
line in the transportation demand model is not
dependable. The better method is to confirm the
produced transit travel times directly from the model,
which was done in preparing Table 8-8.6 (lower bound
rapid bus travel times).

To report the defined travel times in Table 8-8.6, it was
necessary to manually extract and add together times
from separate "links" in each of the defined paths. In
the process of reviewing travel times to confirm that
rapid bus did in fact incorporate an automatically
calculated 20% speed improvement over local bus, it
was found that there were errors in some of the
calculations used in this table. Therefore, Table 8-8.6
has been revised. The corrected information does, in
fact, confirm that the rapid bus speeds are generally
improved by 20% over local bus speeds.

It should be noted that based on the revised Table 8-8.6,
the east-west travel times on local and rapid bus routes
appear unusually optimistic compared to the BRT run
time. This is another case where the rapid bus
alternatives were given favorable assumptions in the
transportation demand model.

Comment 20-78
The MTA model did not use the specific routings for
the ends of the rapid bus alignments.

Comment 20-79
See Response to Comment No. 14-2 regarding MTA’s
compliance with Mr. Rubin’s Public Records Act

Request. The MTA’s model calculated the travel time
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of the Victory route from Warner Center Station Transit
Hub to Victory/Variel intersection as part of
intermediate calculations of the overall travel time of
the RB Alternatives.

Run time calculations for the Rapid Bus alternatives
were solely based on the MTA transportation demand
model and were never estimated using the run time
model used to generate the busway run times. See
response to comment 20-77.
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Commeats On DRFEIR, San Ferzande Valley East-Went Transit Corrider Page 21
Nevember 12, 2004

these tests during rush bowr (driving & car “like 2 bwa™ during rush bour on busy streets is not
scanething | woald recommend )

77 Asldumbcbdw these test rans for the DRFEIR Victory Rapid Bus alignment was one of
thes different alignments | timed. For all three of these, I attempied 1o be as fair and consistem
s possible, including:

A Atempting %0 sccelersie from stops, tum cormers, and brake m rates and
similar to thet of transit buscs, and using the ssme techmiques for such for all three
routes, ignoning any differences caused by differing characteristica of the different
wvehicles used on different alignments.

B Malking right tams on red lights - & far more difficult movement in a bus, particularly
during periods of high traffic flow, sach &3 during peak hours — only when there was
& large amount of clearance from on-coming ¥mffic. A3 a practical matter, for real-
life bus operations during peak hours, right turns on red by buses al intersections such
s from Oxzmard 1o Topenga woald be extremely problematic,

C. 1 did not exoced the posted speed limits,

D TMWMCennrhmuMﬂlumwnﬁhhhshymmmﬂ:ﬁu
nide™ of the signat; o O uth and Promenade Mall {locaied

imatcty hall way b Crrand in the Seuth and Erwin m the North) - that
|gtmummﬂlwploaxhupmhdwbefmu:ywwmn
mmm Mmimrudlﬂofmymmpnh "limit line™ (the line
mmhmm:«mml
np-!ulm“yun in their direction or are oth the:
:mhmmmmsmmﬂmmhmmww

E At the other end of the wip, | stopped the timer when my vehicle passed the “Nmit
line" m the intersection of Victory and Variel, 111 had to stop for a “red” light a1 this
imersaction, the timing comtinuing until the light tmed “green” and | reached e
“limit line.”

78, My threc test neny for this 1.7] mile distance were 3:02, 4:37, and 4:49 minutes:seconds, an
average of 4:49 minutes;seconds, or 4 82 minutes - wmwrpmdofk:vﬁu{mghdynm
21 mph. This is sctually s rather high speed for s bus on this aligament, congidering the sumber
of hurns and signalized intersections, and it s very doubiful to me if it could be maintained by &
bus during peak, of even mid-day, periods.

79. Does MTA agree that these values are fairly produced and valid? Docs MTA sgres thal
doing thesz tests during the evening period when traffic was light, compared to rush hours and
mid-day periods, produced trave time resulte that were likely significantly shorter than if these
1ests were performed during heavier traffic times?

20-80

Comment 20-80

These comments all present information about run
times based on driving each of the rapid bus routes,
documenting times and distances, and comparing to
MTA times and distances.

The MTA used 2020 as its planning horizon for its
ridership forecasts, so travel times should also be based
on 2020 rather than current-year travel times. As
discussed in response to comment 20-20, future bus
speeds are automatically calculated as a function of
future highway speeds, based on factors that reflect
observed data.

As explained in the response to comments 20-28 and
20-29, a separate run-time model is used when there is
a separate operating environment to mixed traffic.
Rapid bus run times is appropriately calculated as a
function of highway speeds.

For a discussion on MTA’s model forecast accuracy on
modeling run times for buses, see response to Comment
20-33. For the discussion on how the RB Alternatives
were encoded into MTA model, see Response to
Comment 20-78. In addition, the data presented in the
Revised FEIR on the run times of the RB Alternatives
are forecasted run times at the year 2020. Thus,
comparing the commenter’s “test runs” for a portion of
the Victory Rapid Bus route does not offer a valid
comparison.
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Comment 20-81

Please see Response 20-80.

Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valiey East-West Transit Corridor Pagens

Nevember 22, 1004 Comment 20-82

8. Now, bow long did MTA calculate it would take Orange Line Buses o pet from the Wamer 20-81 Please see Response 20-80.
CmetmeﬂubmmiuofﬂeBmyw Teming to the variows ns time

eatimaies that MTA bas produced for incl in the A tve Recoed (see Exhibit V1I),

urumummmwmruwm The run time estimates - Manual
Padron & Associstes, Figure A-1: Rum Time for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) — 24.3 Misute, Lower
BMFERTMAMTMHMTWISARD!Z&‘!MFim;\!
Run Time Estimmte for Bus Rapid Transit Minimam Opersting Segment, 15 AR 03266 — arc for
trave! from North Hollywood 1o Wamer Cester, using the longer, “round the block™ Westhound
route alignment — the wrong rowte for our cument parposes,

81, The third, hawever — MoCormick Rank Interneticsal, Figore A-3: 36-Minue Run Time
¥ of the BRT A ive, 15 AR 03267 — i for trave! between Warner Center and North
Holhywood, the direction we are looking for.

82, For ravel between “Warmer Center” and “Buswary Start™ we have a “Total Time Seconds™ of
102 — or one minwbe and 43 sconds.

23 Thercfore, between try 4:47 minute estimate of the tme.required Victory Rapid Bus buses to
travel from the Wamer Center Transit Hub to the intersection for Victory and Vel over the
insipid MTA alignment and the 1:43 minuie projection that MTA uses for Orange Line buses 1o
make essentially the same trip, we have a difference of 3:06 minutes.seconds, or 3.1 mimtes.

u.&mmdmmlwyuwnhngmmwdmmhmw,lhcv%nw
Bua taking slmost three times &1 long a5 the Orange Line buses? Even the extra .70 mile they
MTA imposcd on the Viciory Rapid Bus rome for no valid purpose doesn®t appear (o explain &
difference this big.”

85 The readers who might ask this are someet in questioning it. Referring beck t Figure A-3,
the 36-Mimute BRT Run Time Estimate, note the “Langth Feet” between Wamer Center and
Buwsway Start of 3200 feot, or approimassly 61 mile.  The sctual distance, per my
messurements, is 1.01 miles, or 40 miles morc. The 3,200 foot figure is an ervor — of worse,
Obwiously, it takes more Hime to travel 1.01 miles than it takes to travel .61 miles.

26, Doet MTA agree that the distance from the Warner Center Transit Hub 1o the Busway
entrance in Figure A-3 is incomrect? Does MTA agree that the time o travel thiy distance is

undersisied because of this error?
87, Also notc the “Sigral Deday Seconds™ humu!hucpwusuﬂlm .3 minate. For 20-82
#n Orange Line bus 1o go theough four signali <rossing Two major

sireets signalized sgainet its direction of travel {Conoga and Victory) with only 18 seconds of
signal delay ia simply not going to happen. On my test trips slong this rowte, | peoerally hit “red
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Responses to Comments

Comments On DRFEIR, San Fermando Valley East-West Trans Corrider Page s
Nevember 22, 2004

lights,” and often bong oncs at that, at s Jesst two of the last fhyoe intersections, Erwin/Conogs,
ErwiniVariel, and Variel/Victory. 20-82

88 Doss MTA agree that 13 seconds of signal delay time to get through the four signalired
i ions along this slig is significantly understated? Has MTA dome it owa “real
world” testa? Does MTA expent that the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
would gran it any type of waffic signal priority for this “strect running™ portioa of the Orangs
Line route, similar to the early tripping of “greens” or delays of “reds™ that MTA has proposed
for the Orange Line Busway proper? If so, what are the details of such traffic priotitics sl each
imersection, including those “street running” ions for the Westh 3 trip w0 Wamer
Cemer by Orange Line buses?

9. | ran my own tests on the FEIR Orange Line alignment Esstbound from Warner Center, and
recorded times of 4:02, 3:09, and 3:30 minutes:seconds, an average of 334 minwtes:seconds, or
3.57 minutes — or 1:49 minutes second, 1.8 minutes, longer than the “A-3" timing.

S0. Now, ket us start with the time difference for travel between Wirner Cemter snd North
Hollywood the: MTA presents in the DRFEIR - 5.6 10 6.7 minutes, as caleulated sbowe — and
subtract out the 3.1 minutes disadvantage that MTA has ¥ d, and we bave n i
difference of 2.3 10 3.6 minutes,

91. Now, going back 1o the third map in my Appendix V - Superior Rapid Bus Alignment

i on Omange Line Alignment — 1 submit that, with the very dosble ahernative Rapid
Bus routing 1 lay out here, Rapid Bus will be faster from the Warner Center Transit Hub o the
Victory/Vanel intersection. With ooly one right tom and one change of direction for Repid Bus,
va. two right and 8 left tum for Orange Line buses and three changes of direction (counting the
right tum from Northbound Variel entering the Busway proper to Easibound), sad, from my
observations, a likelibood of significantly longer traific signal delays, bow much differetce are
we left with?

92. Again, T did my own test nums, which produced 2:47, 3:06, and 2:37 minutes.seconds, and
average of 2:50 minutes, seconds, or 2.8 minutes,
93. Does MTA agroe that this kest was valid and produced reasonable resuls?

4. The “Superior” Victory Rapid Bus alignment is actually 44 seconds, or .7 minabes, faster
than the FEIR Orange Line alignment, not the 3:06 minwies:seconds slawer that would sppear to
be indicated,

95. Let's subtract this .7 minutes from the 2.5 to 3.6 mimutes above, and now we are down to 1.8
10 2.9 minuses differcnce, and that is with travel time measurements done during 1 period when
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Comment 20-83
Please see Response 20-80.

Camments On DRFEIR, San Fernande Vatley East-West Tramht Corridor Page 34
Nevember 22, 2004

b travel speeds are far higher than will be encountered during when the vast majority of transit 20 82
tripa will be taken. &

$6. Does MTA agree that the sbove change in the differences between Orange Line and Victory
Rapid Bus line and-to-end travel times, due to these various adjustments as discussed above, are
valid? Does MTA agree that, if the time trials had been done dwing rush hour and/or mid-day
periods, than the likely resull would be that the end-to-end travel imes between these two
Ahematives would be even closer?

wmammmwwMummuhmmwrmM

Natural Gas-powered vehickes — Soe Exhibit VI, "Metro Raised Techmology Bar 20-83
m&ws.-dm“mnumwummrwmmmm October 15,
2004, memmunﬂthﬂ:Mﬂmmlﬁmllmk
exchaive Transitwary doe o open in 2005,

98, 60-foot articulated buses, 50% longer than the corment American sndard 40-fool buses, have
wmmnmmmmﬂymwnmlyme
camying capacity, However, there are also dissdvantages,

In this p is that articulmied buses are g lly slower 1o
mm%fﬁmmmeMnmaluuad In frct, a8 it turms owt, the Merro Liner
bnsesime P ics that ere significantly less than the bm
P ' isti by MTA in its calculstions of Orange Line running times.,

100. Let us again refer to Figure A-3: 36-Mirute Run Time Entimate of the BRT ARematives
{15 AR 03267) in Exhibit VIL

101. First, bes us examine the travel time between Tamps Avenuc snd Wikbur Avenue, Reading
cross A-D, on the lin that is, vertically, between these two “Station/Imersection” in the right
column, we see that:

Al The distance betwoen the end points is 2,700 feet

B There is & Signa! Delay of 12 seconds at Tamps — which means that the bus will
begin this segment from a stop

C There is 5o Sigral Delay st Wiltur ~ meaning that the bus will mor be stopping st
Wilbur for a traffic signal

D. The Maximum Speed oves this segmemt will be 55 mph

E There is 8 20 second Dwell Time at Tampe - which mesns that the bus will begin
this segment from s slation stop - and no Dwell Time at Wilbur, which means
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Responses to Comments

Comment 20-84
Please see Response 20-80.

Comments On DRFETR, San Fernando Valley East-West Tramit Corrvider Page 34 .
November 11, 2004 Comment 20-85

(e o s o s S gt ok Ol vl i 20-83 Please see Response 20-80.
stopping at Witter for @ station

F.  The Total Time Seconds'® 1o cover this distance is 32 seconds {actuatly, $1.87)

G.  The (average) Speed is 35.49 mph

102. Does MTA agree that the above p Jon is & [ Ily correct rep of the data
from “A-37"
103, Now, let us tum to Exhibit V1L, specifically my calculstions for the Tampa to Wilbar
segment of the Orange Line, and the time-spocd-distance schedwic for the Orange Line buses. 20-84
Thmahkﬂmmnudenfdwbmsddmhhnfmmlbbﬂdmmﬂwﬁmﬂyhb

 “Veliicle Perfi " of North A Bus ] the winning vendor in this

mmﬂm&rhﬁhmwwmmmamhuﬂmmmmuhm
Linc. These may be found in Exhibit X, specifically the table beginning i the middie of page S
and exeending lo page 6, “ALLISON TRANSMISSION DIV — Vehicle Full Throue
Acceleration - Stan with Brakes Locked - Cluich Fan Engaged™ This is what is commonly
known a8 @ “Time-3peed-Distance” Table, showing how many seconds, and how maary foet of
travel, it takes this particular bus to resch a specified speed with a “Gross Load™ of petsengers on
level ground from a dead stop. This ik the teble o wlilize to determine how long it will ke a bus
10 travel 8 3pecified distance from a dead stop.

104 Does MTA agree that it is proper 10 wilize this Wbz for these types of snalysis? 1f not,
what should be altered?

105, We know that the dinance w0 be waveled is 2,700 fect aad that the Orangs Lioe buses will 20 85
be starting from » stop on this segment, 50, going o the “dist 87 (distance in feet) columm, we go o

down it until we reach 2,700 fect. We find that &t will take this bus $3.16 soconds 10 2,507 feet
and 56,13 seconds to cover 2,716 feet. Using simple interpolation, we find that it will uke this
b, under full acceleration, approximately SleMbmiﬂiemﬂn(lHl2mw
~ which is 4.05 seconds more than is calculsted in the MTA run time model’”, (Actnalty, it will
take & bit longer tham this. MTAMM:MMWJQS”WMW
Linc intersections, and, under the above calealation methodology, the Mefro Limer buses would
be doing just under 48 mph when they reached Wilbur at the end of the segment, so they will
Mwummmmmmmmsmuummmummmw

speed 10 go through the i or this p & thiz difference in time is minor
and will be ignored )
o “Total Time Seconds” includes Sigual Dielay Tire and Druell Times a1 mations at the enda, but mot the
hgndm.ol’tlnw

Figure A-1 rounds all tiwwe to tha sesrast second. | bave recalovlaned the seconds to lumdrodeha i s

schedule tht mey be found in Exhibic VI
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Comments On DRFLIR, Ssn Fernande Valley East- West Transht Corrider Page 37
November 212, 2004

A The distance between the end points is 6,150 feet

B. There i3 a Signal Delsy a1 White Ouak - which means that the bas will be stopped st a
teaffie signal 10 begin this segment

C. There is a Signal Delay st Balboa - meaning that the bus will be stopping st a traffic
signal 1o end this segment

D. The Maxirvan Speed over this segment will be 55 mph™

E. There is Dwell Time st White Oak, but not at Bathon, which means a station stop st
both the beginning, tat not the end, of the segment

F. The Total Time Seconds 1o cover this distance is 120 seconds (scoully, 119.94)

G. The {sverage) Speed is 34.54 mph

112. Does MTA agree that the above presentation is a factually correct represeotation of the data
from “A.37"

113. As my calculation in Exhibit V11 shows, in this scgment, the very low rate of acceleration
means thal the AMetro Liver Tequires 4,926 of the toml 6,150 feet of Usis segment te reach 55
mph  This, and the use of the 3.6845 mph/second rate of braking from the Corteen 1o Lawrel
Canyon segment, trapslates into an actual scgment trave! time over 23 seconds longey than MTA
has assumed.

114, Does MTA agree with my cakeulstion? 1f not, what sre it bjections and whet

conciusion would it daw? If MTA offers up difTercnt data and/or values, then whry was oot this
il produced by MTA in response to my Public Records Act tequest on this sublect? (See

Exhibit XV1IL)

113. There is one additional facior thal mey cause fusther travel time overages compared for
actual Orange Line operations over MTA's calculated travel times, At thoss locations whero
Mmmmllmwﬁﬂalmmmmm-mmm
Woodman, and Valley College ~ the buses will actuslly stop neice, the firt time upon reaching
the traffic signal, the second lime when they reach the sistion [almost all Orange Line stations,
and all b Supulveds i the Easthound direction, are “far side™ stations, meaning that they are on
the “far side” of a traffic signal for a0 approsching bus]. It takes more “vehicle in motion™ time
10 stop w & maffic signal, then start from a stop, go a short distance, and thea nop &t & sation,
than 1o simply go through the interseciion al geed withowl siopping and then only siop it the
station. | am unable to determine how the MTA “A-3" gnd other run time calcalations handle
this sitation, if a1 alt and, therefore, have made no adjustments for it. However, from what dsts
1 bave and bave been able to analyze, 1 do not believe that there is an explicit adjustmvent for this

b Undike the “78.9 mimute” rven time cakculation for the “lpwer range,* witch sssumod & 33 mph masrum
spwed oa Chusdicr, the calaulation of the J6-minste run time by MTA did reflact the agraed-upon 35 mph lower
maximum speed on Chadler

20-88

20-89

20-90

Comment 20-89
Please see Response 20-80.

Comment 20-90
Please see Response 20-80.

The bus signal priority provided by the City of Los
Angeles is that (a) provision of priority for far-side
stations is more beneficial for both transit and traffic
flow due to the typical very short “green-hold” time
(the City’s loop detection allows for very precise timing
to avoid unnecessary impact on cross-traffic with
typical green hold times of just over one second); and
(b) allocation of priority time to the single Orange Line
will be much easier than allocation of signal priority to
many more Metro Rapid lines (both in terms of
numbers of lines and intersections, and the competing
needs of these lines and intersections with attendant
impacts on central signal control processing of
continuous interventions). The deployment of BRT
with far-side station locations preferred is consistent
with industry best practices.
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Comment 20-91

Please see Response 20-80. Before MTA accepts the
(Comments On DRSEIR, S Fernande Valy Eot-We Trami Coridor_ Peget articulated bus, the bus OEM is required to certify that
Nevember 22, 2004 the bus it built meets the vehicle performance specified

in the contract.

factor in “A-3" of the other run time projections and 1 was unsbie 10 determine where sy 20-90

amplich adjust o this factor coull be performed fn these Figures.

116. In the “A-3" and olher Orange Line embio-end wavel time projections, ia there any Comment 20-92
justment for such “double siop” si duscribed above? 1T 50, how was this done and

es-enpphoghee g s by e sl bia o Please see Response 20-80.

stop” segments would add to the Orange Line ond-to-end travel times?

117. 1 bwve, above, rocalculmied the travel times for three of the 35 different segments of the 20-91
Orange Line listed on Figure A-3 and found that the trave] time is uaderstated for two of them by
= Wl of spproximatety 17 seconds, an average of approximeicly nine seconds for each of the
theee, It is doubeful that the average added trave! time for alf 33 scgments would be sine ssconds
(2 ol of 315 soconds, or five-and-ome-quarter ommetes), bul i 1he average was ovem two
seconds - a very low figure — then over one minute would be added 10 the end-to-end travel lime.

118, 1{ it was four seconds, then over two minutes would be sdded.
119. Does MTA agree that the slower mie of scceleration of the Metro Liner buses will ndd end-

to-end renning time %o the Orange Line? Has it made any dotermination of how much would be
sdded 10 the end-to-end trave] time due to this factor? [f so, what is thet value?

120. Tuming now to Exhibit V1, let us do » comperison of Figures A-1: Run Tinse Estimae for 20-92
Bas Rapid Transit (BRT) ~ 28.8 Minute, Lower Bound and A-2: Rwm Time for Bus Rapid
Traasit Minisum Opersting Segment.

121. I will hypothesize that MTA favored the “full™ BRT, as “timed™ in Figare A-1, over the
hummt)psmng&gmuu.s"mm in Figure A-2. Let us pee how the timing of these two
differem o1 support for this hypothesis,

122, First, us explained shove, in A-1, MTA sssumed that the Chandler Beulevard operstions on
both sides of Lawre] Canyon would be at 50 and 55 mph, instead of the 35 mph that it had sgreed
10 in the DEIS/DEIR. The reason for this particular error may be onc of timing — note the date
near the bottom right of Figure A-1, “24-May-00," atmost one full year before the release of the
DEISDEIR. It appears that the decision 10 slow down the Orange Line buses on Chandier was.
made afier Figure A-1 was prepared, and someone forgot — or otherwise neglected - to revise it.

123. Docs MTA sgree that the specification of maximum opersting speeds on Chandler in excess
of the posted speed limit of 35 was incoerect to use in Figure A-17 1f the correct fop speed was
wtilized, how much time would have been added?
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Comment 20-93
Please see Response 20-80.

Coemments On DRFETR, Saa Fernande Valley East-West Transit Corrider Pagn »

Nevember 22, 2004 ! Comment 20-94

124. Scoond, ket us o 1o the other end of the line and check out the largaly street rumming 20-93 Please see Response 20-80.
from DeSota/Variel 10 Wamer Conter and do some comparison of valeey betweea A-1,
Tor the “full” BRT Orange Line, and A-2, for the minimnum operating segment (MOS) BRT.

125, Note that ihe total diriance is the same in both ~ 1.26 miles - snd e “bas-in-motion™
runming times for the three elements are the same - 31, 24, and 1.77 minwtes - but the “delay
tme"(dntouﬂcom}:&ﬁm-wﬂdﬂmﬁfah‘ﬁﬂ'ManAl.
but u totad of 63 sezonds, or | B seconds more, for the Figure A-2 “MOS™ Alernative.

126. How can two evidently identical buses, running the same rewte, somehow hive such
different experiences with traffic sipnals? Even more isteresting, the differences do sot involve
where the “A-1" buses turn off of the Busway, but the “A-2" buses make & Jefl off of Victory, &t
the beginning of this segmemt — where there could be a logical reason for some differences in
timing ~ but s the very end of the segment where they have both bev troveling on surface
meufuau:mﬁesﬂdnm Wukm,ncrﬁmhm‘!m-mm
times in what ppears to be identical

127, This 18 second difference is not, ia and of iself, 8 major factor, bet it doss illwstrate & very
strong and consistent patern that is found troughout the FEIR and DRFIR ~ wherever thes is 20-94
an crror, & missteement, of 8 difference of any type, it ofwayr Arvors the MTA prefemed Orangs
Line Alternative.

128. These differences do pot directly impact the raming time comparnans between the Omnge
Lime and Victory Repid Bus — other than to illustrate 8 pattern of behavior ~ but there 1
sormething oo “A-2" that does impact it In the “MAX. Speed” column, note the “35™ (mph)
maximun spesds for the segments from Bafou/Victory to Desot'Viciory, when the “A-1"
MOS buses are operating in stivel-running traffic on Victory Boulevard, a distance of 5. 14 miles.

129, The actual speed limit an this segrens of Victory Boulevard is 40 mph.

130, And this is exacily the same route thal the Victory Rapid Buscs will be traveling — except
that the Victory Rapid Bus rouse extends further Exst on Viciory, o Haskell, sn additionad 1.50
miles, before the 40 mph speed limit goes back to 35 mph, for & tlal of sporoximately 664
miles where the speed limit for the Victory Rapid Buses is higher than MTA has wtiliaed. The
40 mph speed limil actually extends to Conoga in the West, another long block, but we'll ignoee
that for our cumment purposes

131.1 da not have the detailed algorisms required (o deiermine exactly bow moch time this “less
than speed limit” speed restriction added to the Rapid Bus trip times for this segment, so [ will
use @ simple xpproach.  To tavel 6.64 miles ot & constam speed of 35 mph, il takes 11,38
mimnes, at 40 mph, it kes 9.96 mirenes, a difference of 1.42 mimstes. Because the buses will
be braking and sccelerating for stops and for traffic sigrals, they will not be teveling at &
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Comments On DRFEIR, Saa Fernsnde Valley East-West Transht Corrider Page 0
Nevember 32, 2004

constant 40 mph, 30 Jet's toss oot the 42 minutes (25 seconds) and just say the difference is onc
mimjte, even,

133. Does MTA agree that the speod Limit on Yiclory Boulsvard between Haskell in the East and
Conoga fn the West is 40 mph sed thet i was improperly stated 23 35 mph in the "A-2" ren time
calcuation? How much did this eror improperty sdd 1o the run tee? Was this lower speed
limit sssumption impropesly included in the rm tme projections for Victory Rapid Bua? Were
the run time calculstions for other Rapid Bus lincs m the three Albernatives abw improperty
impacied by incomoct speed limis? 11 30, which lines and what were the mpacts?

required
mop, st ench grade crossing, rather mwuwwmsm This jopic
is discussed in grevier denil in my comments m page 5.4.13.1, Section 54,13 Safety sl
M,m,hhﬂmmﬁwuhmumhmwmanmw

o ; : =
complee climintion of all “fast through istersection™ operations that wory planood for it, MTA
has mo basis for smying that it cannot happes bere and that such safety faciors, direcily impacting
opereling speeds, can be ignored.

135, Finally, there is onc ast potential problem from these segment travel time calcalations
When MTA was cstablishing Line 720, the Wilshire-Whittier Rapid Bus line, the City of Los

Rapid Buses, where “green” signals for the bus may be iriggered esrly or green signals extended
10 allow the buses 1o "make” the light. However, LA-DOT also made changes o the tradTic
signal progression patiern on Wilshire that dbd not imvelve the tremponders on the buses and
“advance loop™ detection devices o trigger these individual changes in siguel tming. In the
simplen termx, LA-DOT changed the imterval between sigmali sl successive signalised
irdersections, based on the “nomal™ travel time of Rapid Buses, 1o give the buses a better clunce
&t petting “green” signals witheu the use of special limited priority messures s equipment.

20-94

20-95

20-96

Comment 20-95

It is not expected that there will a high rate of accidents
due to the operation of the BRT Line, and thus there is
no need to slow down or stop the buses at each grade
crossing. The buses will, for most of the route, be
traveling parallel to an adjacent east-west street, and will
be approaching the cross streets at the same time as
adjacent traffic. This cross-Valley travel will be
controlled by synchronized traffic signaling, enhancing
the safe operation of the busway and all intersecting
streets. (In addition, see Responses 20-80, 20-189 and
20-195)

Comment 20-96
Please see Response 20-80.

The City of Los Angeles did update the signal
progression along to minimize unnecessary interventions
by the control system to provide Metro Rapid priority.
The changes did not fundamentally change Metro Rapid
operating speeds, but rather simplified the signal
processing for the City, given the very frequent Line 720
service along Wilshire Boulevard.
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernasdo Yaliey East-West Transit Corrider Page 41
Nevember 12, 2004

136. | believe thet LA-DOT is, or will be, performing this same type of traffic signal progression
change along the Orange Linc. In such an operation, the timing changes mat be calculored on
the baxis of rates of acceleration and deceleration for butes thet are actually going to be wred on
the Orange Line — Jfkdmm:mwmbmhmm:mrkm:hmﬂ
actudlly be operated on the Orange Line, thire could be & considerable disconnect —

signal progression petiern for the Orange Line could be triggering “green” hﬂﬂ!‘ﬂ'mm
buzscs that aron't there yet

137, Is MTA working with LA-DOT 1o incorporate such changes isto the Orange Line operating
plan? If s0, is MTA ssking LA-DOT to muke changes bo traflic signal progressions on the basis
of the bus sccelerntion rases in the "A-1," "A-2 " “A-3." or “A-4" schedules, or on the bagis of
the sccelcration schedudes of the Metro Limer buses?

138, Also, MTA recontly received the first version of these buses, 23 evidenced by the
aforementioned pres releasc, mmammmmmmﬂ If it did rwn such lests,
Mhmm«mmwm fi ions in the tid 7
Ifnﬂ,ﬁﬂndmwﬂhdmmeﬂhuwwhmﬂnbmmmwmwm
the travel time assumptions for the Orsnge Line buses? :

139, Onc last comment regarding MTA's end-to-end run time projections for the Orange Line:
In the series of press releases above, we can sce how the “official™ MTA run time given fo the
press and the generad public incroased from “spproaimately 30 minutes™ when the DEIY/DEIR
mmwmmmuﬂmmwﬁammmm@dmm
“approximately 35-40 mimtes” when the FEIR was released and adopted. However, the lalest
veruion of the Orange Linc end-we-cnd run time is “approximately 40 minotes” ~ withou the "3§
miine” Jower end of the range - and, interestingly enough, this straight 40 minule projection
comes in a press refease announcing the unvelling of the Merro Liver.

140. Was the “dropping™ of the 35 minite run time done because of the realization that the Aerro
Liner buses would be slower than the performance of butes thal wore utilized o make the
original run times, and/or for other reasoms? What wers the specifics of the change(s), including
the when and why?

141, It ia important to understand the impact of MTA's actions to suke the Victory Rapid Bus
|ine appear slower through the various means detailed shove - it significantly reduces ridership
in comparison with the Orange Line. Speed is sn imporiant factor in sttracting riders, and
MTA’S tactics mesn that MTA's model ruus will project fewer riders on the Victory Rapid Bus
lie, retative 1o the Orange Line, for reasons thel are not vabid — do not exist — in the real world.

142, This is pasticularly significamt in the matier of 1 &ad f ger1, for the
Victory Rapid Bus line that would be boarding m Wamer Center, By‘h:nb-uphnllm
from the Wamer Comter Transit Hub o Victory/Variel, MTA bas, in cffect, added severl

20-96

20-97

20-98

20-99

Comment 20-97

MTA did not perform run tests on the Metro Liner bus
on San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor
because construction of the corridor was not yet
complete. Generally the bus OEM works on the torque
and power curves of a power plant to attain the required
vehicle performance.

Comment 20-98

As project progresses, details of its operation are
negotiated and refined. As stated earlier, policies for
transit priority/pre-emption may be modified in the
future which can, in fact, move the travel time of the
project closer to the way it was originally envisioned.

Comment 20-99

The methodology to calculate rapid bus travel times was
strictly based on its relationship to highway speeds.
There is no sinister attempt to make rapid bus travel
times any slower. The model did not include any time-
consuming turnarounds at the ends of the route, so if
anything assumed more favorable conditions than what
may turn out to be in actual operations.

In terms of the comments on model sensitivity with
respect to travel time, fleet size and ridership, the MTA
model was documented and accepted by FTA during the
course of Eastside LRT Full Funding Grant Agreement
process. The sensitivities of the model are directly
related to (1) the coefficients of travel time components
assumed in the model, as well as (2) the modal shares in
the travel market. The former had been scrutinized and
considered within accepted range by the FTA. The latter
were based on the observed data from regional travel
survey and on-board transit surveys.
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minuies ko the Rapid Bus travel time from Warser Cemter 1o the Victory (and Vanowes) Rapid
Bus stops.  This wmjustified addition of run time works directly 10 move some poientiel
pastengers between these points W0 setect soother option — wder the logic of ranspertation
models such ax that atilized by MTA - thereby onfairly and improperly reducing the Viciory
(xnd Vanowen) Rapid Bus ridership.

143. Under the Togic and methodology of the MTA transportation plannisg mode), bow much
docs this unjustified increase in uavel lime for the Victory Repid Bus line reduoe its ridarship?
}kwmuhdommmmmmdbmwwwmfww
Bus? How mach do they i the costs by iring more buses, and mere vehicle
and more mai 1 meﬂmmmmmmmw
mwmmﬂmmmmmmmmmmnm
with the discredited 28,8 minwte travel time %0 18,700 For the 40 minue trevel tise (DRFEIR,
Table 8-6.5; Ridership, page 8-6-9, How much would further slowdown, past 40 minutes,
impact ridership?
144. Before Jeaving the bopic of Metro Liner bases, theve i one other mafier to consides, On the
“Vehicle Performance™ section, ! direct your attention to page 1, the third line of the detailed
specifications, “24000 ibs weight om drive wheels ( 38.1%)."

145. This appesas to be the weight of Meiro Line with a “Gross Vehicle Load,” the mual
Mtﬁrorm:.ium;ofmm mwmm.gn.qmm
Standard Bus P s means the weight of the bus,
lllmksfnl‘l ammhﬂ,ﬂmmwﬁ.ﬂwmﬂuwhm
Umﬁmofm:wn namwmﬂlmwwndlwm {Sw
Exhibit X, / ican Public Ti
Law Fivor CNG [excerpts .pmﬂuﬂy&e:mﬂ.z,w«m, m(:)mwamw)
Seated Load, (7) Gross Load, end (9) Gross Vehicle Weight, page 6.]

146. ] azk thal MTA either confirm that sbove is the metbodotogy that was utifized 1o

the 24,000 pound load on the drive wheels, and the 63,050 pounds “gross vehicle weight™ on the
previous line in this schedule, or describe the methodology that was uiilized w0 produce these
stutistics.

] The American Public Tramsporiation Association (APTA) is the prissary rade auscciation ksd lobbying
§70up fox the Unised Siakes public: ramit indusiry. K publiches. o séries of Susmdard B Procerwment Gudelines for

60-foot
Stusdard Bus Procurement Guadelines e, for e most pan, idemtical betwaen the varisus other Bas Procurement
Gum&mlhmmmmsnvuhnmm“mlh&ﬁmusmm

20-99

20-100

Comment 20-100

We could not find “Vehicle Performance” section in the
DRFEIR referenced in Rubin’s comments regarding
“24000 1bs weight on drive wheels (38.1%.)” Asa
result, we are unable to confirm if the “Gross Vehicle
Load” defined in American Public Transportation
Association’s Standard Bus Procurement Guidelines
was utilized to produce 24,000 pound load on the drive
wheels and 63,050 pounds “gross vehicle weight.”

MTA acknowledges California Vehicle Code Section
35554. Before the bus acceptance by MTA, the bus
OEM has to certify that the vehicle’s axle loading meets
federal, state, and local codes and regulations.
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147. | pow refer to California Vehicle Code Section 35554, which states, “Notwithstanding
Section 15550, the gross weight on any ome axle of & bus shall not excoed 20,500 pounds,”
(Bection 35550 has mo bearing oa the point | sm making.)

148, Therefore, it would appear that, for a Merro Liner 10 be legally driven on the streets and
roads of California, it would have 10 shed 2 minimum of 3,500 pounds (24,000 pounds - 20,500
pounds) on the drive wheel axle  Since the only way that this load can be reduced is o redwce
the mumber of passengers carried, st 130 pownds per passenger, that would mesn & reduction of
24 passengers (rounded up, a8 it is nol poasible to climinate n “partisl” passenger). The
passenger load et be reduced by this amount over the drive (middle) axle area ondy.

149. Are the MTA oporating plass for this bus besed on complisnce with this sustutory
requincznent?

150. From the data available, we do pot know if the front and rear mxdles will be in complience.
Reducing the 63,050 pounds wotal gross weight by the 24,000 pounds on the drive axle jesves
39,050 pounds to be sphit between the front sad reas axles, an average of 19,525 pounds, or 975
pounds under the 20,500 pound limiL However, in buses, the losd on the from mie is almost
alwsys far less than the Joad on the other axles - 23 the two single Lires on the front axle, s
opposed 1o the four tires in “dual” mounts on the other axdes, cloarly cvidences.  Therefore, it
Mukwgdhmukmhmhﬂmnmoomumhm—
which would require more reductions in the allowable number of 1 gers 1o be “legal.”

151, Has MTA conducted an axle Toad test for all three axies to make the determination of what
the maximum prssenger foad for each axle, and for the bus as a whole, are? 11 5o, what are the
feslia?

152, These is, of course, & special condition that applies to MTA and the Omange Line - the
Orange Line Busway proper is designed 1o be an exclusive busway owned and operscd by
MTA. As such, it is, argusbly, mof a public rosd and the Vehicle Code weight resirictions might
not apply - 10 buses opersting on the Busway.

153, However, the Orange Line croases almost three dozen different streets along its exchusive
busway path and rom on the streets in Wamer Center for approximately one mile or 1.3 miles,
depending on dircction of travel. In these places, operating on city streets, the Vehicle Code
weight restrictions would appear to apply’ .

a OFf course, the 178 Mvtro Limer buses that will aot be wtilized on the Orange Lise (MTA press relesse) will
operate on the public srests and rosds wnd will, 1 sammee, be under the VIO 35554 requerements, but this is an
mmmdmewwmmmmmmmm

20-100

20-101

20-102

Comment 20-101

MTA does not conduct an axle load test. It is the bus
OEM’s responsibility to conduct an axle load test
among other tests in order to certify that the vehicle
meets federal, state, and local codes and regulations.

Comment 20-102

While acknowledging California Vehicle Code Section
35554, MTA takes no legal position on this vehicle
code. Vehicle certification to federal, state, and local
codes and regulations is the bus OEM’s responsibility.
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154, Has MTA tsken a legal position as 40 the application ef VC §33354 1o the Oramge Line
roate and its various parts? 1f so, what is this posrtion?

155. Aasuming thet MTA will sol be abie 10 operaie Matro Limer buscs oa the Oraage Line with
their ﬂ”mmmmmnwﬂyumﬁqﬂmurh

quired 1o handie the anticipated loads with fewer passengers on each bus. This, in tern, woold
increase both the capital and oporeting costs of the Orange Line and would decyosss it “scares™
compared 10 the Ropid Bus alicrmstives.

156, Has MTA performod such uulysh? Has it madc a delermination how it would xvoid
violstion of VC §355547 Has it & d how many sdditional buses, bus nens, sod exponsc
would be peqquired w be in compliance with tis ststwe? What were the resalts of this smalbysis, if
conducted?

157, There appesrs 1o be some evidence thet MTA has been sware of this problem for maany
months. At its July 22, 2004 mecting, the MTA Board adopted item 29, "Authorize the Chief
Executive Officer to lasuc Change Orders bo Contract Na. C06075 with Shismnick Comstruction
Ca.,, Inc/Obaysski Corporstion, ).V, (SOIV) for the Design sad Construction t Upgrade the
Buyway Pavement Strecteral Section for the Metro Omnge Line Projoct for sn Amowst Not to
Exceed $2,000,000, Increasing the Total Contract Valee from $157,607,239 10 $159,607,839.”
(See Exhibit X1)

!stmmpmdmmethwemmndwan
It sppears that MTA, in the above action, may have provided significant evidence that the Mera
Liner buses will have vignificant problems in this regard.

139, Referring to Exhibit XXIV, Metro Orage Line Augun 2004 Mouthly Project Status

Iltpnﬂ.plpl "‘CmNo 3 Tsaﬂklnduul‘dlhuuypmduh we e, “MTA
d that the par posed by the CO675 contracior for

M&m(mmﬁumﬁ&hmnmmxmwmcm[m)

year desipn service life under axle loads d buses p

on the faciliy ™™

160, What was the axle Joad referred to sbove? What dets was wtilized in the dolermination of
the pecessity to opgrade the busway pavement! What passenger loads, and vehicle weight and
e loads for ali three axles, were nsnumed?

161, Page RS9, Figare RS-2 - Map of the RB-5 Akernative Inclading Routes and Stops -
Lhﬂyﬂwm«mupﬂuﬂmlltﬂmwmmmhhmw

thase route align for the Victory Rapsd Bus and the compartive
mmmmmmmum 1 will not duplicate these comments here, but they
most cerminly do apply.

20-102
20-103

20-104

20-105
20-106
20-107
20-108

Comment 20-103

The bus OEM is obligated to certify vehicle
conformance to federal, state, and local codes and
regulations. We do not anticipate changes in the service
frequency. Hence there would be no increase in the
capital and operating costs of the Orange Line when
compared to the Rapid Bus alternatives.

Comment 20-104

As mentioned in the Board item # 29 (adopted at the
July 2004 Board meeting), the City of Los Angeles
expressed their concern that SOJV did not consider the
projected weight of the 60 foot articulated buses in the
calculation of TI using the Caltrans method.
Accordingly, MTA and preliminary engineering
consultant, STV Inc, re-evaluated the TI value. Based
on re-evaluation, it was concluded that the methodology
used in calculating the TI value of 9.5 was incorrect, and
that the TI of 11.0 is the appropriate design parameter to
use for the busway. Caltrans methodology uses
Equivalent Single Axle Loads (ESAL’s) generated by
Truck Traffic, which consist of average axle loads
(measured at weigh station) of various combination of
three axles vehicles, ranging from empty pick-up truck
with trailer to fully loaded truck. However, for the
pavement design of the busway (no truck traffic), MTA
undertook additional measures to ensure that the
Caltrans 20-year ESAL’s projection were properly
adjusted to address a bus only exclusive facility. The
City of Los Angeles Pavement Evaluation Design Unit,
and Caltrans Headquarters Division of Design Office of
State Pavement Design, were consulted on this issue and
also concurred with the revised TI calculation method.
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Comment 20-105

The manufactures estimated gross vehicle weight rating
of the proposed 60-foot articulated bus at the time when
TI was re-evaluated is as follows:

Front axle — 14,780 lbs

Middle axle — 21,080 Ibs

Rear axle — 27,120 lbs

Comment 20-106
What data was utilized in the determination of the
necessity to upgrade the busway pavement?

Traffic Index (TI) and R-value. The 60-ft articulated
bus has 3 axles — each with different loads, the
combined loads of the 3 axles are used to calculated an
ESAL, which is then used to determine the total 20-year
ESAL'’s, which is then used to determine a Traffic
Index used to design the pavement. The R-value is
determined by soil analysis.

Comment 20-107
What passenger loads and vehicle weight and axle
loads for all three axles were assumed?

The estimated passenger loads and vehicle weight
at the time when TI was re-evaluated is as follows:
Peak hours - 100% seated plus 12 standing (53,861
1bs)

12,933 Ibs front axle

15,593 1bs middle axle

25,335 1bs rear axle

Non-peak hours - 50% seated (47,465 Ibs)

11,190 Ibs front axle

14,895 Ibs middle axle

21,445 1bs rear axle
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162. In my

garding the RB-3 Ahemative, [ was critical of the Sherman Wiy Rapid
Bus sdigrament because it fadied 10 take advantage of line i T itics %0 perve the
Burbank CBIVMedia Comier, the Burbank Mctrolink ststion, and/or the Universsl City Red Line
Seation. These comments aiso apply s the RB-S Abernative,

162. Whils [ critiqued MTA's RE)Shumanhﬁénumnﬁmuhcm
Fmagination, the RB-5 Sherman Way Rapid Bes rowte alignment ks just plain bad.

163. B these two Al ives, (here is one significant difference between the Sherman
Way Rapid Bus aligaments st their Epstern ends. Coming from the West, the RB-3 Shermas
Ouls alignmyent twms right (South) M Lankershim, lorminating #t the North Hollywsod Red Line
setion. The RB-5 Skenman Way atig: i Exst past Lankershim, inating st
Vineland

164. Why is this » bed roue design? Let v tum to Table £6.5; Ridership, page 8-6-9. For the
RB-3 Sherman Way line, we scc Duily Tramit Bosrdings of 10,900, For the RB-5 Sherman
Way Line, we see 6,300, 4,100 fewer, 8 reduction of J8%. This is clearly 8 Jes¢ preferable
routing and it should have been rejected and replecod, by the RB-3 rowting if MTA was
wnwilling to isvestigate any of the other optios | have presented abvve.

165. While MTA has been very careful nol to provide amy dets on revenve vehicle miles,
revente vehicke hours, of peak bis requirements by Jine in the DRFEIR, & simple book s the RB-
3 snd RB-5 route maps om peges RS-8 and RS9, respectively, clealy showa that e RB-3
smw.,usmamﬂiwywmumqunmmu
that the savings in capital and opessting costs from the shoricr RB-5 alignment woukd be very
minor, i best.

166, Since the RB-3 Alemative Sherman Way Repid Bue alignment is clearly superior 1o the
RE-5 Sherman Way route shigament in terms of riderthip generated and related factors, such as

why did MTA not modify the RB-5 Sherman Way Rapid Bus alignment 1o be
a1 feast as good as the RB-3 routing?

16?.&kihmTﬁ:H.S:MMthmni&mhmhuyuiﬁquef
the RB-3 Ahernative for incleding the Vi Rapid Bus line it proven. { had observed that,
ﬁ&Vmwhlkﬂmmmmﬁmsmmmmbtmn
walk a bit further North or South and ride the Victory or Sherman Wiy Rapid Bs lines inskesd,
With po chenges o alf or anythiag olse 1 can & ine from the FEIR, the Yictory
Rapid Bus ridership in RE-5 rosc w0 16,100, 2,800 higher than the mme line in the RB-
Alerrative. The first notion would be all 2,800 came from the RB-3 Vanowen riders. The
second notion would be thet most of them did, bat there were some RB-3 Sherman Way ridets

20-109

20-110

20-111

20-112

Comment 20-108

Calculation of run time is addressed in various
responses to comments (for example, see responses to
comments 20-20, 20-28, and 20-76).

Comment 20-109

The suggested variations to extend the Sherman Way
route in the RB-5 Alternative are not considerably
different from the analyzed RB-5 Alternative. See
Response to Comment Nos. 20-50 through 20-55 for a
discussion on how the suggested variations to extend
the Sherman Way route are not considerably different
from the RB-3 Alternative. See Response to Comment
No. 6-3 for a discussion on suggested variants that are
not considerably different from the RB Alternatives.

RB-3 and RB-5 were configured to best test the
alternatives proposed to the Court. RB-3 followed the
proposal to provide three east-west lines serving the
North Hollywood Metro Red Line station. The COST
proposal recognizes that the major destination in this
area of the San Fernando Valley is the Red Line and
service from all three corridors was modeled to provide
fast and attractive service to the North Hollywood
station per the proposal. Other alignment extensions
would have provided minimal additional ridership
access while increasing the travel time to this key
destination and additional operating cost. RB-5 called
for a full network of north-south and east-west services
spaced across the Valley. Existing transit services in
the areas east of Lankershim/Vineland to downtown
Burbank and south of Sherman Way/San Fernando
Road to the Burbank Media District (have had
significantly lower patronage than the other core areas
of the Valley. In the interest of developing competitive
alternatives, RB-3 and RB-5 were modeled to provide
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the best balance of ridership and costs. Note that
MTA’s adopted Metro Rapid expansion plan does not
include services in these areas from the Valley.

Comment 20-110

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
why Sherman Way route as part of the RB-5
Alternative is reasonable route.

RB-5 does not include a Sherman Way Metro Rapid
line; however, RB-Network alternative does include a
Sherman Way line and assume that the writer is
referring to this alternative. The “just plain bad”
Sherman Way alignment closely followed the COST
proposal recommended to the Court. As noted in
comments to 20-109, the service east of Vineland and
south of Bob Hope Airport have historically been low
performers for transit and nothing in the review
indicated that extending the Sherman Way line to the
Burbank Metrolink Station, Burbank Media District,
and Universal City would have improved the cost
effectiveness of this line and alternative.

Regarding inclusion of the Vanowen Metro Rapid in
RB-3, this was also done to provide the Court and the
MTA Board with the results of this alternative proposed
by COST. As the writer notes, the other alternatives
tested provide various results for different iterations of
these scenarios. MTA did not think that RB-Network
was an optimal alternative, but wanted to test it for the
Court. The key elements in RB-Network (notably
Victory and Sherman Way) were also tested in
alternative RB-3 and Victory in RB-5 as well.

M
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that shifted to the RB-3 Viciory Rapid Bans line in onder 10 scoess the Morth Holtyweod Red Line
stion and other destinstions,

168, If we assume that some of the RB-3 Vanowen Rapid Bus ridery did wtiline the RB-3
Sherman Way Rapld Bus line - which is just shout a dead lock cerminty — dn the reduction in
Sherman Way Rapid Bus ridership from the RB-3 t0 the RB-3 Ahernative i3 even mors striking.

169, While what MTA did to the Sherman Way Rapid Bus alignment in RB-5 is bad, the other
three RE-5 Rapid Bus lines - Oxnard, Burbank, and Chandler - can only prodwos one comment:
whatever was MTA thinking? The ridership for these three lines combined i 6,400 — less than
even the neutered RB-5 Shermen Way Rapid Bas line.

170. 1 am forced o admit that, at one point in my consideration of Rapid Boa lices in the San
Femando Valley, | did examine & Rapid Bus alignment that would more or less follow the
Orange Linc alignment on surface strects. However, afler & bt of rescarch, | decided that this
was imlikely tn be a good routing because there were simply not & lot of riders or destinstions
slong most of the rowic, mwﬂymﬂmmwnhwww
service om Victory, The RB-5 Al my good § i ab

this Failed ides, umnmwnﬂu«um&rmm.mmmn
peovide good transit service.

171. ‘There three Southernmost RE-5 routes are all troly insipid. Two, Oxsard and Chendler; are
50 short a2 io be in basic conflict with one of the central underiying realities of Rapid Bus — i
order 1o save sufficient time through faster bus operating speed 1o be meaningfid, the passcager's
trip length has 1o be of some length, and, generally, this means that Rapid Bus routes have to be
of & cerain minimum jength. The Chandier Rapid Bus route is 4.3 miles sad the Onnard Rapid
Blus routc six miles (page 5-2.7). There iy simply no way to save any significant smount of tme
o & 4.3 mile route, or six mile route, trough Rapid Bus wechaiques. And, 38 MTA well knows
from its attcrepts %o operate bus service on Chandler to show that the Omage Line will oot
disrupt the commusity, there are really not all that many people along Chandler that have any
irvterest in taking an Esst-West bus.

172, The Burbank rowte is, well, | can't say better than the first twe, 1 will say “Jess worse™ 1t is
:bﬂlomrnlolmks.bﬂllmliruﬂydnﬂ'lmuympmﬂswtm
served fairly well by other routes. Particularly on the West side of 1405, it is not all that far
from Ventura Boulevard, where the 750 Rapid Bus rowte offers superior aocess lo points of
inserest

173. In the RB-3 Altemative, | strongly criticized MTA for ing three Rapid Bus lines ioto
1nn]bmﬁnuﬂdotﬂmh-50mhmlemﬂlﬂunoflhkﬂ-3mdﬂwmhdm
“local™ bus ridership, with st leasl two of them (Victory and Vaoowen) baving over 10,000
working weekday riders (FEIR, page 1-10). B, in the RB-5 rowting, MTA has crassmed four

20-112

Comment 20-111

See Response 16-3 for a discussion on the same
variation suggested by the commenter here.

Please see Response 20-100 for additional information.

Comment 20-112

Staff concluded that the RB-3 and RB-5 alternatives
offered by commenters were reasonable and worthy of
additional analyses. With the analysis based on 2020
projections of population, land use, and travel patterns,
streets that may not currently warrant service may do so
in the future, and are therefore worthy of study and
analysis.

Regarding Chander Boulevard, it is four lane road
(separated by a median) that directly parallels the BRT
right-of-way and provides direct access to/from the
North Hollywood Red Line Station to Van Nuys
Boulevard. Rapid Bus service on Chandler would
provide the most direct route to the Red Line station for
travelers heading up from the south and transferring at
Chandler. Chandler Boulevard also has numerous
institutional uses, schools, offices, retirement homes,
multi-family housing, and various intersecting bus
services. In the year 2020, the NoHo arts district is
expected to not only be a major transportation hub, but
also an important business, residential, and arts district,
serving as both a trip origin and destination.

Oxnard Boulevard was studied as an on-street
alternative to the BRT during the DEIR. It provides
access to a park-and-ride lot adjacent to the 170
freeway, multi-family housing, Laurel Plaza, Grant
High School, Valley College, the Van Nuys

government and shopping districts, office and
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commercial uses on Sepulveda Boulevard, and various
intersecting bus services.

Burbank Boulevard provides access to multi-family
housing, commercial uses, Valley College, the Van
Nuys business district, the Sepulveda Recreation Area,
and numerous commercial and medical uses in the
Tarzana area.

Clustering Rapid Bus service in the RB-3 and RB-5
alternatives was worthy of study in that people’s
propensity to use transit increases the closer the service
is to their origin and destination. These alternatives
offered very competitive scenarios to the BRT by
providing a number of lines in an east/west direction
that served to limit walking distances and the need for
transfers.

Please see Response 20-100 for additional information.
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Rapid Bus lines (Victory, Oxnard, Burbenk, and Chandler) into one-snd-ome-quarser miles, three
(Mmmmammmih,nm:wua—dmm
& quarter-mile - and, with the exception of Yictory, none of these is 8 purticularty geod tramsit
street, and Chandier is panticular is a very bad transit stroct (which makes resming the Orsnge
Lhnhnhmw.wma:hmnmhmdmhuﬁs
section of the alignment).

174. 1 can ocoly sk the question, did MTA deliberately set out 1o desige soms of the wort
posaible Repid Bus routes? Consider thet » rhetorical qoestion, but, whether it did or not, it
succeeded. Bur, what was the reasoming and the justification for consideration of Rapid Bus on
these rowes? Afier the extremely poor results when ridership was modelod, why did MTA not
aticmpt to improve the Ahemmtive to the point where the performance was betwer?

175. Page RS-10, Figere RS-3 - Map of the RB-Netwerk Aleruative Incinding Rowies snd
Steps ~ Imerestingly, this option has three East-West Rapid Bus lines (Victory, Roacos, and
Devonshire), three thal are simost exchusively Moth-South (Topangs Camyos, Rescds, sad
Scpulveda), two more that are primarily North-South with “disgonals™ st their Northern ends
{Vam Nuys and Laurel Canyon), and one more that i ss skmost “pure” disguaal (San Fernando
Rowd). Evidently, MTA has inchuded all the costs, capital and operating, of all of those lines in
the costs of the RB-Nerwork Ahermative.

176. 1 mow refer the reader 1o Exbibit XII, MTA Metro Rapid Plans, which is taken directly from
the Metro Repid (Rapid Bus) segment of the MTA web site. Referring o the “Metro Rapid
Phased Implementation™ map, it appears that MTA already bas plans for implementing Rapid
Bus on many of the same routes, or close o the same rovtes {primarily North-South), as are
inchuded in the RB-N k Abs ive, (Note that the decision 1o implement these lincs was
made by the MTA Boand at its Sepiember 2002 meeting; see Exhibit X1 - Septemsber 18, 2002
(19) ~ Approve Implementation of the Metro Rapid Five-Year Implementation Plas. This was
several months afier the MTA Bosrd had adopted the FEIR fn February 2002.)

177, Let's examine the four North South Rapid Bus lines in the MTA'"s published Metro Rapid
Plan and compare thers to their six comparable fincs in the RB-Network Alternative. Working
from West to East, we have:

A RB-Network has & Monh-South Rapid Bus route on Topengs Camyon; there is no
comperable line in the Metro Rapid Plan. This is somewhat similar to & Rapid Bus
exiension that COST has previously proposed (sce my Septcmber 16, 2004 Jetier 1o
Roger Snoble), but has some significan difk COST proposed considerati
of Rupid Bus service on Topanga Cenyon &3 an extension of the Ventura {750) Rapid
Bus line, in a manner simitar to how the “local™ Vertura bus lne (150) i extended
part of the way North on Topanga Canyon, but ot 1l the way to North side of the
Valley.

20-112

20113

20-114

Comment 20-113

The commenter correctly notes that the decision to
implement certain north-south Rapid Bus lines in the
Valley was after the FEIR was originally certified. The
FEIR did not consider the effects of these now-approved
lines on the Project or its alternatives. The Revised
FEIR used the same baseline, updating only if data was
unavailable, in order to get the closest underlying
circumstances for comparing the RB Alternatives to the
Project. If MTA were to consider the effect of these new
Rapid Bus lines, MTA would have to reanalyze the
Project, requiring a rewrite of the entire EIR. The Court
of Appeals did not require MTA to reanalyze the entire
Project, but only to consider the additional alternative of
multiple Rapid Bus routes.

Comment 20-114

The commenter attempts to compare the subsequently
approved N-S Rapid Bus lines with those on the RB
Network. See Response to Comment No. 20-113 for the
discussion on why subsequently approved N-S Rapid
Bus lines were not considered in the Revised FEIR. See
Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for choosing the configuration of the
RB-Network. MTA analyzed the RB Network proposed
by COST and found that, with a few minor tweaks, it
would provide a reasonable network of multiple Rapid
Bus routes for analysis. MTA did not extend these
routes to mirror those approved now because they extend
beyond the Project area. In addition, the same east-west
multiple-route benefit would not be achieved by merely
incorporating these existing north-south Rapid Bus lines
because existing transfer points are inefficient and take
excessive time thereby detracting from their use for
interconnecting public transit to the east-west routes of

the RB Network.
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Comuents Ou DRFEIR, Sea Fernande Valiey Easi-West TrassH Corvider Page s
Nevember 12, 1004

B.

r

Both RB-Network and the Meiro Rapid Plan heve & Rapid Bus line oa Resoda, but
there sre very significant differences between the two rowutes. The RB-Notwork line
RIWMMINWWVMEWSG&&MU
in the North, The Metro Rapid line - for §

December of 2005 and June of 2006 ~ has two variants. Thnmﬂummw
service Plummer™ in the Nosth, mmnmmmmmm

ulﬂwhhwm(ﬂam ) North on Sepuilveda,
0 San F Road and appromimatc} Hubberd

mmx«m“ummmm-mnummww

the Metro Rapid Plan line {scheduled 1o begin op 2004

mjmm)mmmm«mmacmmm The
RB-Network Rapid Bus Line ierminates st Chatrworth  The Metro Rapid Plan
mmmmmuwmmmnuub]mh&nfm
Road snd approxumaiely Hubbird.

Most curiously, there is an extaring Rapid Bus line now operating on Van Nuys (Line
761), running from Vas Nuys and Foothill Bolevard in the North io Van Nuys and
Venurs, thea West i0 1405 snd over the hills to Wilshire and Supulveda in
Westwood.  The Rapid Bus line propased in RB-Network siops o Vas Nuys and
Venur madrmyumlmn-pumma\umqmwnﬂuy:m
the RB-Nerwork pian is tha it proposes to shorten the existing line 761,
1 very important rowie providing service from the San Fernando Valley 1o Wetrwood
and the olher Westside destinations. Is this reslly whet MTA is proposing?
RB-Network has & live on Laurel Casryon, the Metra Rapid Plaa does not. The RB-
Network line ums from Van Nuys and Laurei Ceayon i the North to Laurel Canyon
and Ventura in the South.
mmwmm:wumﬂ-mmmmﬂ The

Metro Rapid Plan on between December 2006 and June
mm:mrmnwmwnmmwmmmm
Hollywood Red Linc stetion.

Both RB-Network aad the Metro Rapid Plan bave lines on Sas Fernando Road (in
addition o the Metro Rapid Plan's Lankershim line, which has st beast as much of its
length on San Femando Rosd as it has on Lankershim). The two lines are very
Mﬂm mmwmmmnwsmrmmm

ubberd in the North 10 Burbank Afrport Metrolink sistion. The
Metro Rapid Plan fine op from the link station in the Northwest
# the Clendale CBD and returns w0 San Femaado Road to eventually resch the Los
Angeles CBD,

The “Maetro Rapsd Phased gt i vary shor om stre s rod ather

description dats Sareet masnes for these routws in My AETative above are sy best apprssimation snd may sot be
comact in every detail

20-114

The inclusion of Topanga Canyon as an extension of the
Metro Rapid was deemed inappropriate. First, the key
demand point will continue to be Warner Center for the
Ventura Metro Rapid. MTA has previously considered
extending the Ventura Metro Rapid north to Sherman
Way, but has had concern that this would make focusing
service on Warner Center difficult and detract from
ridership. As well, MTA was concerned that ridership
north of Warner Center would not meet expectations and
that operation of both short trips and long trips would be
needed; something that violates the basic “simple route”
Metro Rapid tenant. On very heavy lines like 720-
Wilshire/Whittier and 754-Vermont MTA has had to
institute short lines for cost effectiveness, but doing so
on a line with less frequency like 750-Ventura would
add unnecessary complexity and degrade service.
Consequently, MTA modeled the Topanga Canyon route
separately.

The COST version of the Reseda line was included in
RB-5. MTA modeled what we believed to be the most
cost-effective alternative for Reseda that was consistent
with the COST proposal. The existing local service
between the modeled end-of-the-line on Reseda and the
MTA Plan version at Sylmar-San Fernando Metrolink
has had significantly lower ridership than the core
alignment along Reseda.

The current 761-Van Nuys Metro Rapid does continue
south to West Los Angeles. However, current ridership
has been less than expected and line adjustments are
being discussed at MTA. Thus the COST recommended
alignment were modeled in the interest of cost-
effectiveness.
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Cemments Oa DRFEIR, Sen Fersande Valley East-West Transit Corridor Toge »
Nevember 11, 1004

178. On both & nerwork aad a rouse-by-rouse basis, besed on the sbove, wity has MTA suggested
2 set of Rapid Bus lines for the RB-Metwork Ahernative that is 5igesficantty difforent from Rapid
Bus lines that it itacif has designed in its Metro Rapid Plan ~ snd, in ose case, Van Nays,
ﬁﬂﬁwy&ﬁmﬁmlkqidhthmAhmwbmﬁﬁrmy
montha?

179. These comparisons come back to ancther question, which is, “how did MTA come up with
the bus lisws in the RB-Network? The answer appears to be, from COST,

180, Exbilrit XIII - San Fernando Valicy Public Transp ion Aselysis - East'West Borbank
Chandics Busway ~ was developed by COST and was presemied 1o MTA st variows public
bearings during the putlic comment period on the DELS/DETR ia 2001. Tha second te lest page
ofﬁudﬂmu—'C,D.S.T,'lALm&TWE-Rlp'dbluﬂﬂ\vﬂ'Ahnu-Hilm
clase 10, but certeinly not identical with, the RB-Metwork Rapid Bus route sirectere.

181. Now, it was centeinly good of MTA to “vespect”™ COST enough w moodel this serwork, but
we wish that it had instead resg d our rep d Wi 0 mest with MTA o desermine
exactly which network, of networks, of Rapid Bus lincs in the Valley that should be modelod, o
clearty evidenced im my two letiers — and detailed wechnical discussion of exsctly this fsmee - to
Roger Snoble of July 21 and September 16 of this year, Exhibits If and [V, particularly Soctions
IL.-V., pp. 4-21 of the stachment in Exhibit [V.

182. In nddition, note Exhébit XTV, fificen one-page advocacy White Papers on virious Orange
Line and related topics, otiginally prepered by me for COST in November, 2002 — aad which 1
have personally acied to bring to MTA's artention™. Papers IX., “A Network of Rapid Bus
Lines, Together with Other Improvement %o Valley Bus Services, Would Provide Par More
Bevefits to Valley Transit Riders than the SFV BRT,” sad X, "MTA Has Refused 10 Even
Consider Rapid Bua and Other Low Cost, Low Impect, Widespread Improvements 1o Valley
Tramit as Ahernatives {0 the Proposed SFY BRT,” clearly show thet COST has been advocating
that the study of » Rapid Bus Network a3 an alicrnative 1o the BRT must begin with amalysis of
which sireets are best suited for Rapid Bus reatment, as well as other, low-cost, high-benaflt
fmprovemests to transit service in the Valley.

133, The Exhibit X111 map — wirich ix very obvioushy the geoesis for the RE-Netwerk Rapid Bus
Tines - was the product of 8 group of concerned and imerested citizens wha get together 1o sec i
they could come up with an oplion thal might be superior 10 what we now keow ax the Ornnge
Line, Unf ly. rone of the ol thyt time had any particular detsiled maining,

] background, or expertise in transit or portation planming, design, of operations ()

o By, smosg olbar mearn, inchuding them aa exhibits 1o 80 cxpert repont | remdered in rv Lobor Commmizy

Siraegy Cemer v MITA = and which MTA specificalty ook notice of in ity reposse

20-114

| 20-115
20-116

20-117

The COST proposal was modeled to provide network
connections between Ventura and Van Nuys.

MTA set out to test a set of alternatives that had been
proposed to the Court. MTA recognizes that in some
instances the COST alternatives vary from the MTA
plan. MTA tested the COST alternatives because the
MTA Metro Rapid Plan had not been developed and
adopted at the time that the Final EIR was considered
by the Board.

Comment 20-115

The commenter is correct that MTA considered COST’s
suggested network that provided the genesis for the RB
Network Alternative. See Response to Comment No. 4-
2 for a discussion on MTA’s reasoning for choosing the
specific configuration of the RB Network.

Comment 20-116

MTA acknowledges the commenter approval of
respecting COST’s proposed Rapid Bus network. For a
discussion concerning MTA’s consideration of Mr.
Rubin’s prior letters see Response to Comment No. 20-7
through 20-11, and Response 20-118.

Comment 20-117

The commenter’s criticism of MTA using COST’s
proposed Rapid Bus network as the basis for the RB
Network is noted for the record. As an initial
assessment, MTA modified COST’s proposed network
to make it more intuitively functional. Once the stops
were identified, MTA modeled the RB Network and the
results are presented in the Revised FEIR. See Response
to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the three RB Alternatives to
analyze in the Revised FEIR. See Response to Comment

M,
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Comments Ou DRFEIR, Sen Fernands Valley East-West Tramsit Corrider Page 50
Nevember 12, 2004

mnmma}srnﬂmm),udndnydmnmemlkdcmbd
models, or ary ether data or tooks thal MTA, has and
Mmtmlsmhﬂmdmn-dwmmwmm Asa
ﬁswm i:llmmunmlmdmtyudnuu:ﬂnofw
for routes to be considered for i g scveral very good Rapid Bus lines, but it was
mmmh-mmm

184, This route structure from COST was clesty an ilhswrstion of & “concept” not & final
pﬂn nwmmummwumuwmu
- and skilled technicimns who were nof Irying ko achicve
nwmwmumummm

LB5. Now, imerestingly, MTA did ot simply ke COST' original map snd present it as ithe
RB-Network, i made several changes to it. Some of these appear to be improvement; others
require some cxplanation, but could be improvements; and sthers are not fully undersiood.
These inchade:

A The COST Supuiveds Rapid Bus linc tcrminsted st Burbank in the Scurk; the RB-
Network Rapid Bus line gocs sll the way 1o Ventura, which is almost cerainly en
improvement.

B.  The COST Topangs ¥a¢ and Devoashing line connec at the cormer of Topangs and
Devonshire, the RB-Network lines comnect st the Chatsworth Metrolink ststion, most.
likely xn improvemend, but more data on wiry this was dome woeld be useful,

C. At the Southern end of the Topanga line, COST imbended it 10 be & continttion of the
Venturs (750) Rapid Bus line; RB-Network has it dermesinsting at the Warner Center
Transit Hub, where connections may be made te the Ventwa Rapid Bus line. Wil |
can socc MTA's ressoning, | can also see the bemefit of oneveiricle travel for what
muu-wmﬂmmmMMm s

are not y mrstuadty

D. mmmmmuummmwaumumw
Airport Metrolink Station, the COST line contirucd Further on Sen Fernando Roed,
literally “off the map.” Whik | can see Metrolink stations a1 being not illogical
termind, there is actally very Hitde Metrolink ridership outside of the moming and
evening nush bours, 80 routing buses here may be more of “we have a site for a tramsit
facility, Jet's wse it,” rather than a trip gencrator service decision, for mast of the dey,
Given the ridership on and nesr San Fernando Romd fo points South and East,
inchuding Glendale CBD destinations and ail the way 10 the Los Angeles CBD, this
RB-Network routing change from the COST map is still up in the air, pending more
published facts end analysis.

186, The point, however, is this  MTA made scversl changes 1o the Rapid Bus netwock that
COST proposed. Why didn"1 #t congider more changes, wtilizing the methodology we proposed?

20-117

No. 20-6 for a discussion on the infeasibility of
determining the optimum assemblage of multiple Rapid

Bus routes for the alternative,
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Comments On DRFEIR, Sen Fernando Vafley East-West Transit Corridar Page 91
November 11, 1004

Why didn't it meet with COST — of anyone outtide of MTA stedf and corsuliants - 1 discas the
best Rapid Bus network for the San Fernando Valley? Th:lmml’wumeuahlyuh
wnwillingness of COST to meet, nor that of other transit org

m Los Angeles.

mnrmmwm-ﬂmwm network, snd sorvioe plaas.
The Orange Line was the product of decades of planning. Why coulda’t MTA mmke the affort 1o
mwnwmmmmm:w»vwmmum
retiber Uag just putting forth first concept ks ns the Al 40 be cvall

188 It is ly simple 10 cite des of how this process showld heve worked  As has
hmmmmdlbavqwhwquhmﬂlymmmbmkmﬂwfumnhwhﬂnh
Roger Smoble — and MTA has chosen 1o ignore i From wos of the had

b

bylhemdmdulRlMBwRB-JuﬂRB—Sa\Mmlumnummﬁ
A T}:leﬂqxdmhneumalmm IIRB-! it had Bar less

ridership than either of the other 1wo lines st app the mme ting snd
mmmummmlm mﬁwdmhms \fmy
) sigmificantly indicsting, aimost that 2 large sep of

the RB-3 vmwmmmmumwmw of rode an
originating bus u few blocks furiber, 1o reach Vicsory and take that Rapid Bug line,

B. The RB-5 Sh Way rovting, i g & Vincland, rather thae &t the Nonh
Hollyuwdkedhmmmmﬂnk&iuwm ia clearly inferior, with & loss of
theee-cighths of the RE-3 ridership — actually, probebly far more, because some of the
RB-3 Vanowen riders undoubledly shified 1o the RB-5 Sherman Way Hoe since there
was no RB-5 Vanowen Rapid Bus.

189, Tins procesa is bosic plaaning 10] — pat tepcther 2 plan, tesl #, kry varistions, do
comparisons, see what works and what doewn”, incorporste the winners sad bose the losers, and
then try some other variations. From the details of the TSM Aliernative service, and how even
more bocal service was added to the Orange Line Alernative 10 serve Orange Lise sistions
(FEIR, Figure 2-8: Bus Routing Plan, page 2-30, and Section 2-2.3.3 Bus Rowting Plan, page 2-
3| dm‘ho(O!mLuwiud-ndehb.lﬂa?xrhﬂmlmlublhlpumu
persons with an undk g of trarsit p ing and m-hmﬂm
Irying ideas, evaluating, ﬁnMunmg. mny, many with othey P i
:mm»mammmmmmmmMcwmmmmw
with ways to make Orange Line ridership as high as it conld be before encoursering obvicus Joss
of cost-effectivencss.

20-118

20-119

20-120

Comment 20-118
See Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion on
consultation for developing the RB Alternatives.

Comment 20-119

The commenter intimates that transit planning conducts
modeling to optimize transit systems. As discussed in
Response to Comment No. 20-6, it is infeasible to
determine the optimal transit system, Rather, transit
professions utilize their own training and experience to
select the appropriate transit system. Transit system
development is not purely computational. MTA is not
aware of any transit agency conducting numerous
modeling iterations to determine the optimal transit
system.

Comment 20-120
See Response to Comment No. 20-119.
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Cemmeats Ou DRFEIR, San Fernande Valley Esst-Went Tramsit Corridor Page 52
Nevember 21, 2004

190, 1 388 no evidence of mny such romotely comperebis process in what w donc te come up
with the three Rapid Bus mhd,munmilemdy pechape best wtilized ps
the stem of = question on #n introd 10 transit p g exam, “What changes would you
am»mmdusmuymmmm mdebepmmudzwhpadn'r'

191 What is MTA afraid of? Why is it 5o reluctant 10 sctualty plan, model, sad repon the
mm-wmuwhmwumtmmmm b
productive and cost-effective - improvements to Yalley transht service?

192. The comparison of the RB-Network Rapid Bos Fines and MTA's Metro Rapid Phased
rnpd ion plan, and s, bends 10 & serics of questions:

A HMTA already bas an approved plan, schaduled snd fanded, 1o implement 8 mamber
of Rapid Bus (or Metro Rapid, which are simply two different terma that MTA uses
for the ssme type of scrvice) lines in the San Fermamdo Valley, shen why are the costs
of these Rapid Bus lines included in the coms of the Rapid Bus Alernstives in this
DRFEIR? MWmMMmAMMWwMM
why are they treatad as if the RB-MN: k, or a close equi
mmwwﬂmdAWﬁWudyofkmﬂmNuwt
Alernatives and must be costed as such? MTA &id not, in the FEIR, inchodes the cost
dmdmmmmmmemmm
re the costs of these North-Sowth routes included ia the RB-Network Allernative?

B W MTA siready bas an approved plan to issplement & nember of Rapid Bus lines i
h&nfmvukymmmthulhnpmﬁmm

for ail the A aded in this, sad the original, EIR (this inclades
*N«BNI&TSM.‘&II“BRTMLMBTMOQ and the varions Rapid Bus
Alernatives, particularly the RE-3 snd RB-5 Aliernatives thet have no North-South
Rapid Bus service slaments)?

€. I MTA has gone 1o a grest deal of touble 1o plan and design a series of North-South
Rapid Bus lincs that it is curreraly implementing ol over the main populated area of
Les Angeles County, including in the San Fermmdo Valley, then why sre there
mmammmwmnumammmwm
mmmmauiuumunmwmmmmam1
While certain differences may be & d by the inclusion of East-West
RldeuIlminﬂtRB-MMmm but mol the MTA Metro Rapid plan,
this does not appesr te explain what are by far the growicr pari of the differences in
the "North-South” Rapid Bus romes in these two different plams, We mssume thei
MTA spest & lot of tme and trouble developing the merwork in its Metro Rapid Phase
Inplemenistion Plan [soe Exhibit X1, Sepember 18, 2002 (10) - Approve
Implementation of the Metro Rapid Five. Year impl Plan]. It is, therefore,
not unremsonable to sssumc thet four “North-South™ lines in this Plan sre the lines
that MTA belioves are the best Rapid Bas options in the Valley. Now, we may differ

20-120

| 20-121
20-122

| 20-123
| 20-124

20-125

20-126

20-127

Comment 20-121

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
analyze in the Revised FEIR.

Please refer to Response 20-112.

Comment 20-122

It was also important to go back to the time when the
study was originally completed for an equal comparison.
Consequently, there had not been a study for Valley
North-South Rapid Bus lines, and, therefore the costs of
the north-south lines were included.

Comment 20-123

Please see Response 20-31.

Comment 20-124
Please see Response 20-122.

Comment 20-125

The San Fernando Valley North-South Transit Corridor
Study did not begin until after the completion of the
FEIR for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit
Corridor. Therefore, for equal comparisons, the north-
south lines could not be a part of the underlying route
structure in the original EIR.
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernande Volley East-Went Traseit Corrider Page i3
Nevember 11, 2004

with MTA"s opinion i some § and it i mot bt e beliove that &
“network™ of stand-alone “Nord-Souwth™ rentes might not be tolally idemtical 10 the
“North-South™ rowles included in a network of “North-Seuth” aud sdditional “Enot-
Went” routes, bl what caa possibly explain the MTA decision to tomlty ignery the
major portion of the rescarch it had done spd decisions it had made reparting the best
“North-South™ Rapid Bus knes in the San Formando Valley?

193. The DRFEIR, in the first page of the Revised Executive Sutmmary, staies, “The particular
Wmmmmmﬂmmm“xwuum

mmarmwupummm wmmsmmm-u
deci the three Rapid Bus ives (RB Alernati
lmlymdmlhel!mudﬂilkmsl’om

¢ Three East-West Rapid Bux Route Akernatives (RB-3)
= Five Ent-West Rapid Bus Alernatives (RB-5)
= Rapid Bus Nerwork Ahemative {RB-Network)™

194. Let ws sec what the actual lsnguags of the Second Appellate decizion is — snd how what is
actually in the decision differs from MTA bhas set focth sbove, The following list includes every
reference 10 n network or sysiem or collection of Rapid Bus routes in the Opinion.

195, Let us start ot the end, with the Disposition, page 32: “The writ shall direct MTA, oo any
further proceedings on the EIR, 10 address the aliemative of multiple Rapid Bus rowtes.” Thern
is no mention here of any three- ot five-routc East-West aliernative, nor the Rapid Bus Network
Alermative. Tho is the comroliing reference and & 1s tatally frec of any specifics as to the
detaily of rowes or networks o be ackiressed

196, The following selections are all from “Di

" Section ['V.B, Ahernatives — Rapid Bus:

A, Page 28, “Morcover, there was no support for the inference (by MTA) the SO minste
runtime on Ventua Boulevard would be the same for other potentisl Rapid Bus
rowies, the cited runtime extimate for Rapid Bus was for a rowte one mile longer than
the rumime estimate for the buswary route, and the response filed to take into sccount
the fact that with maltiple cast-west rowies, the total origin-lo-destination reve] time
would be reduced for 3 mejority of riders as compared to the besway bocwuse most
riders would be closer 1o @ Rapid Bus rovte than to the busway.” Here, the key
phurse is “mraltiple enst-west rovies,” bint there is no sumber of Rapid Bus rowtes, of

20-127

20-128

20-129

Comment 20-126
See Response to Comment Nos. 20-113 and 20-114 for a
discussion on considering subsequently approved north-
south Rapid Bus lines.

Comment 20-127
See Response to Comment Nos. 20-113 and 20-114 for a
discussion on considering subsequently approved north-
south Rapid Bus lines.

Comment 20-128

MTA acknowledges the commenter’s cite of the Revised
FEIR indicating that the RB Alternatives are based upon
the three comments suggesting different variations of the
alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes. See Response
to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on MTA’s
reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to analyze in
the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-129

MTA has not claimed, and does not claim, that the Court
of Appeal has specifically demanded that MTA consider
the three comments as alternative of multiple Rapid Bus
routes. The Revised FEIR explained that the Court of
Appeal’s decision mentioned them. The Court of
Appeal’s decision noted that various comments proposed
a series of three or five east-west routes. (Court of
Appeal Decision, fn. 8, p. 25, 26.) COST’s proposed
network has three east-west routes as well. MTA
evaluated those comments to determine whether they
made sense. MTA determined that the general lay out
was reasonable and proceeded to flesh out the details of
these routes, which became the three RB Alternatives.
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s further reasoning for selecting the RB

Alternatives to analyze in the Revised FEIR.
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Comment 20-130

The commenter presents the comments already made to

Comments On DRFEIR, Sen Fersaade Yoty Exs ¥ Tros Corter P the FEIR regarding suggestions of multiple Rapid Bus
Nevember 22, 1004 ' routes. See Response to Comment No. 20-129 for a

» i by 0 i g i 20-129 discussion on MTA’s consideration of the Court of

can be remotely clabmed 10 specific instructioes by Second Appeliste. eal’ ision in developing the RB Alternatives.

B.  Page 28, “TSM was not designed to provide the fastest bus service possible whereas App 2 Sdec S de Opig
in fis own report on Rapid Bus, MTA stated Rapid Bus kad provided & substantial
travel time advamage over traditional bus service, €., opersting speeds ea Ventura
Boulevard had incremsed by 23 percest.  The other alrmatives (MOS and
Lankershim/Oxnard) were ench o single roue nol comparable b0 & network of routes.
In sddition, even though there had been prior efferts 10 address the Valley's man
transi seeds, none of them had considered cxpansxon of Rapid B In the second
sentence, there it reference 1o 8 “netwerk of (Rapid Bus) routes,” bot no jdestification
of the COST proposals as “the™ network, nor anry reestion of the mamber of routes.
There is nothing in this citation thel requires snything remotely close o apecific
mdhmm«mtu

C. Page 26, g the TMS™ ol ive and suggesting
mmmwmm«hmmumm»
pote the opposition.  The resposse did not address the suggestion of maltiple Repld
Bus rovtes.” Here, we do have mention of “three or five passible (Rapid Bus)
!IHIB, m&snmwmﬁmﬁlmmmmhhdu

d 1o g three or five Rapid Bes rontes. In the second

m%unm;emmdkmm“mﬂw
Rapid Bus rowtes,” but no spexcific number, nor is there any mestion of 8 sctwork of
Rapid Bus routes of of the COST Rapid Bus network proposal. The conchusion of the
mmmmmafwmmmwuwmm
rowtes, but in no way direcis specific rowtes or networks 0 be

o Page 25 (footnote 1), Vmcmmedlmﬂhwﬁwuﬁ-m
routes nonth of Yentura Boulevard, which would complement a series of serth-south
rowtes MTA was proposing in the Valley.” Here is & specific mention of & threo- snd
five- line sysicms, bul this hardly sn order for » specific shersative o allerustive 0
be stadied, mesely a siadement of fact, that these ideas had been proposed by various
parties. If MTA chooses 1o take this as sn order to study threw- sad five-lioe Exst-
West Rapid Bus systems — which, evidently, it has — then how cam MTA fiil w
inchade the “serics of porth-south routes MTA was proposing in the Valley” i its
Rapid Bus nciwork, which src mentioned in the saome way s the sane sentence?

197. Finally, we have, in "IV, COST"s Concerns,” page 7, “Rapid Bus, which began in 2000, 20-130

pmemlrlmhdaonlymlm:m&m}'mm\'lnq.mvmﬂmlmdum =
edge. An al ¢ 1o the busway would be 10 expand the Rapid Bus network by

initinting multiple casi-west lines on major aricrinds north of Venturs Boulevand spreading across

ihe Valley.” First, as its inclusion in “OOST's Concermns” clearly indicates, this is nor amything

» TAR Showld be “TSM ~
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Commants On DRFEIR, San Fernasdo Valley Last-West Transit Corridor Page 83
November 12, 2004

remotely a0 Order from Second Appellste, #t ia s of COST"s p
ﬂdMMumwmwrmwmaMnh

198. The underlying source for what became the twee-, five-, and nerwork-Rapid Bus
Ahematives is, evidently, found in the “Petivoner's Opening Memorandum of Points snd
Authorities in Suppont of Petition for Wril of Mandaw,” submitted by COST with a filing date of
April 2, 2002, 1o the Superior Court, specifically, from page 24:

“As p i by i bers, the Rapid Bus network could be expanded 1o
include & metwork of new sasi-west routes north of Venturs Boulevard, (11 AR 02340; e abo
54 AR 13030, 11 AR Q2432; scc alsg 54 AR 13034-5, 11 AR 02435; sce glso 54 13054, 11 AR
02437, 57 1m.}mwm—wa§mm--mdw4mam
in the Vallcy thal MTA had been planning or years. (42 AR 09761-2.)

mhmdeﬂwmucmam'ﬁ,mwlm
pew impacts while betier serving the dispersed populstion of the Valley then = single transit
padewsy. (12 AR 02546, mx also 56 13415.) This would sdvance fhe primary cbjective of the
busway project, which is 1o improve public transit in Valley, (B AR 01523)"

199. Let us examine each of the above AR citations in turn (Exhibit XVI) 0 see whet they
contzin tht is relevanl. (For the “sec alw™ citstions, the actual “comment™ conients were
intended 10 be the same as the first in esch pair — MTA had reduced each comment letier 1o half s

page, putting the respomses on the same sheet of 8%ix11 paper, making the comments difficult so
md.ﬂu'maha”-uutmfmudmumhm)‘

A, 11 AR 02340 - This by David R. Garfink} g the Tarzesa
Property Owner's Associstion, states, wmwmm
Rapid Bus Cormridors along Sopulveds Boulevard or Van Nuys Boslevard snd o
sciocted cast-west street i the porthern portion of the valley, would provide an

irsnsportstion covernge
nmmnumummmmoruu{mmvum,;}m
North-South and the third is an unspecified Exsi-West sireet.  There are Rapid
Bus lines on Sepuiveds and Van Nuys in the RB-Network Alternative, but thet is
not & sirong corvelation.

B. 11 AR 02432 - This e-mall by Marians Salazar sisics, in relevant pan, “Ustil we
have garnered the fonds to continue the Metro Red Line Subway System into the
Valley”™, we should place our funds ino the TSM Allemative which would

i TAR: By which she svidently mesni th by plansed mnd well-publicized, but lter cancariled, East-
w.smmnum;uum«npmmumﬂlms 2001), the Rad Line had
‘baea operating o Morth Hollywood b the Villey for spprovinniely ooe year.

20-130
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Comments On DRFEIR, Saa Fermando Valley East-West Transit Corrider Page 56

November 17, 2004
incroase curren bus lise sfficiencies by the addition of buses end implementation 20-130
of Rapid Buses (incloding rapid bws kechosiogics) thong mejor Easi -~ Wesl

\'llleyﬂl!ﬂlmiu\"mry!!lwl Vanowen Bivd., Sherman Way, eic.” Hemn
“rmdmﬂondml}'rsdhﬂﬂ-—shpdﬂmlm However, Ma.
Salazar’s use of, “such as™ and "etc.” makes it clear thai thess are suggestions for
mhmmmmmuummmmm
that thero is evidently some degree of inty in her mind regardiag the thees
specific streets she mames. m.nm.mu.cemum
particularly since there are no Eastern or Western limits on sy of thess proposed

C. 11 AR 02435 - This comment, by the West Valley Concerned Citizems Growp,
states i relevant part, “2) A better wse of taxpryers money would be o persue the
TSM alternative. 1t would be & far beticr ides 1o insmll Metro Rapid Hnes (if act
WMMJmmvmmm.ﬁuvm
Ownard, Chandler, Burbank sad Sherman Way.” These are, of counse, the five
streets with Rapid Bug Service in the RB-5 Alicrmatives. However, here sgain,
we have the use of, “such 23" aguin clearly indicating that this i+ not intended as
mmdmhmhm&m-ﬂm-

st of such dick Also, thare we no Eastern o Western Limits.
proposed for Rapid Bus service on thesr strests.

D 11 AR 02437 — This comment, by Burton Roseman of COST, states in relevant
part, "Phase 7 Rapid Bus will add 4 more rontes to the Valley, Supuiveds Blwd ,
Van Nuys Bivd, San Fernando Bivd and Roscoe Bivd™. C.O.ST. proposen just
adding Victory Bivd iastcad of BRT. Thus, immediately we could have 3 Rapid
Bus roukes (3145 minutcs) beginming #t Warner Center (Ventura, Victory and
Rmnhds}pumhhﬂadl.u We could have 3 rowies beginning in
San FemandoPacoima (San Fermando Blvd, Vem Nuys snd Sepuiveds)

them 30 the Red Line (San Fernando to Lackershim) w the city/cousty
offices (Van Nuys) and 1o the entint cities' Job opportunities. All 3 of our
Community Colleges (Picree, Valley and especially the most in need, Mission
College in Pacoims) would get Rapid Bus service to the Red Line. The Victory
mmmnwwnmmu&uvwmwmmhpm
This comment is fairly explicit on specific routes, far more 3o, actually, than sny
other comment ~ but is evidently not the baxis for any of the three specific Rapid
Bus Ahsrnatives, although all of the lmes mentioned are in one or more of the
Rapid Ahernatives.

» Thit is 2 refirence o the MTA Lomp-Ronge Trwaporkssion Plam, April 16, 1001, specifically pp. 12-13 of
the Exstutive Syrmary, inchaled as Exhibh XV1. The Villey Rupid But sorvice plan was bty significenly
shered, incheding slimiastion of the Roscos Rapid By Line.

2 This referenca i in error, i should be “Wen Villey
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Feraends Valley East-West Transit Corrider Page 57
Nevember 11, 2004

E IIARWM_—T&&MM‘M“!}W,W

200, What can we from inspection of tese citati “l‘hlleui:nreunmhhbm's
in MTAs claim that it developed the three Rapid Bus Al by fo g the

of Ihe Second Appeitate decision. Tlmumﬂtdumm.mylpmﬁckpdﬂmhmw
networks of Rapid Bus lines 1o be studied 23 the Rapid Bus Ahernatives, there is not even an
order of the number of Aernatives that must be studied.  The Second Appeliste decision merely
observes thel verious commenters have preserted vanious Rapid Bos concepts in order o
conclude that MTA had not respowded 1o the comments, not 1o require specific rowes or
nerworks fo be studhied.

20, Does MTA really expect anyone 1o believe - sfier decades and tens of millions of doltars of
planning and studies that flaally produced the Orange Line Altermative - thal the RB-3
Alternative Rapid Bus routes were derived from a single sentenoe in an e-mail thet named three
stroets for consideration — in serms that inchuded "such as™ and “etc. 7"

202. Or that the RB-5 Alternative Rupid Bus rovtes came from a single sentence in a betier from
2 "Concerned Citizens Group™ - sgain, specifically using the term, "such as7"

203. The RB-Network Alernative does derive from the COST Rapid Bus Network concept.
However, how dots MTA explain why it did not actually adopt the Rapid Bus lines in the
concept map, making several changes to them? Why was MTA willing to make some of its own
changes {including some that are either clearly improvements or are possibly improvemcnts), but
is not willing to make more cxtonsive analysis of what could be done 10 improve, even 1o
optimize, this network?

20-130

20-131

| 20-132
20-133

Comment 20-131

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
analyze in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-132

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
analyze in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-133

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
analyze in the Revised FEIR.
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Commests On DRFEIR, Sen Fernands Yalley East-West Transit Corvider Page
November 12, 2004

204, Any ble tramsit professional, not siready d 40 a specific cowrss of action,
mvhmulh:ﬁmmofdmmmuqmck}ymﬁmhmmmwﬁ
very valid points, and that the awthors wod their wenes, that there were
aliematives other than the Orange Linc thet showld have been studiod — by experts — before
making & decision o spend a thind of billion dollars on the Orange Line. But, & would sho be
clear to ramail professionals thas the authors did not herve the echnical kmowledge of experience,
kuhnelherequuddmﬂdﬂmdlhnuunmlruigwdn&“&ipdlm

for their p -lﬂMMwmhhm-ﬂhﬁ,
Mmdhym:uof"mhu and “erc.” in there lists of streets to be considesed for more
detailed anatysis.

205. As for the COST Rapid Bmmmmﬂ!mmwm
from the originel proposer, communicaled in grem detail through multiple chanmeds, that the first
siep in the Rapid Bus Ahernative process was to idemlify the Rapid Bus Hines 1o be included, and
laying out a very specific methodology for doing 30 — which MTA chose 1o ignore.

206. Wiy? B MTA had sbsohusly no imterest in developing a strong Rapid Pu
Ahemative or Alernatives that could compete with #s favored — yes, pro-ordained — Orange
Line?

07, WMW&M:meﬁmmMIMu’mamwhnﬂm&w
networks to be studied a3 Allemnatives?

108 Pege RS-16, Table R5-2: S y of Op P Lapd Use amd
(Section 4-1 sad Section B-4.1), P lal Eavt i Emp - O k
~ (For all three Rapid Bus Ahematives):

“Would be inconsistent with the followlng plans by precluding the jon of & hi
mqmmmﬂnVﬂhWIMIMuﬂ!mAmw
SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide

SCAG 2001 Regions] Transportation Plan

City of Los Angeles General Plan Trangportation Element
memmonhf.‘mm

Encine-Tarzana Plan

Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan

Warner Center Specific Pan”™

(I B

209. First, as fur s “precluding the construction of a high-capacity transit system in the Valley,”
let us refer to Table 8-6- §: Ridership, page 869, where we find that the “Duily Transit

20-134

| 20-135
20-136

Comment 20-134

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
analyze in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-135

MTA disagrees with the commenter’s allegation that
MTA did not endeavor to produce good or decent Rapid
Bus alternatives. Rather, MTA found that the three RB
Alternatives were reasonable assemblages of multiple
Rapid Bus routes to reach the population of the Valley.
See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA'’s further reasoning for selecting the RB
Alternatives to analyze in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-136

The commenter’s analysis of daily transit boardings for
the Full BRT and RB-Victory in Table 8-6.5 is
inaccurate. Table 8-6.5: Ridership reports “daily transit
boardings” and “new daily transit trips”. A footnote
explains that the daily transit boarding columns for the
Rapid Bus Alternatives and the Full BRT are not
directly comparable. The footnote states, “Boardings
for Rapid Bus routes included in entirety. Boardings for
BRT based on fixed guideway stations only. These
boardings cannot be directly compared to boardings as
reported for the BRT alternatives, which only report
those boardings occurring in the fixed guideway
portions of the route (that is, board and disembark at
stations constructed as part of the San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor project). Also, boardings do
not distinguish between whether transit riders are
merely shifting off other bus routes, or whether new
riders are attracted to transit.”

M
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The text on page 8-6-8 elaborates on this and further
states that the “new daily transit trips” in column 3 is
the appropriate measure to compare since this measure
deals with linked (end-to-end) trips. Table 8-6.5 and
text on page 8-6-8 show that the “biggest increase in
transit ridership (13,000 to 15,000 daily new transit
trips) results from implementing the Full BRT
Alternative, which integrated service improvements
assumed in the TSM Alternative.” In comparison, the
Rapid Bus alternatives vary from 9,200 to 10,300 new
daily transit trips, only a modest increase over the
TSM’s new daily transit trips over No Build (9,000).

In addition to higher ridership, the BRT has certain
features that the Rapid Bus does not have, which makes
BRT a high capacity transit system. These include
stations rather than stops, exclusive bus lanes, higher
capacity buses, multiple door boarding and alighting,
fare prepayment and feeder network. The scale,
operation, and amenities provided at proposed stations
for the BRT Alternative are similar to those provided at
rail stations. Stations are located along dedicated
ROWs and include amenities such as park-and-ride lots,
transit vehicles with multiple doors for passenger
loading, bicycle parking, and designated kiss-and-ride
drop off locations. In comparison, Rapid Bus stops do
not include any of these amenities. The difference
between stations and stops is explained on page 8-4.1-1
of the Revised FEIR, which states “the scale and
amenities provided at RB stops are similar to that of
local bus stops.” Features that are common to both
BRT and Rapid Bus include simple route layout,
frequent headways, less frequent stops, level boarding
and alighting, color coded buses and stops and signal
prioritization (Please see Table 2-4: Busway Features

Planned for the San Fernando Valley of the FEIR, and

M
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Comments On DRFEIR, Sas Fernsade Valley East-West Tramsit Corvidor Page 39
November 11, 2004

Bosrdings™ for the "Full BRT ~ Upper-Bound Estimae™ 1o be 18,700°" - which happens to be
wwymuuwmamamvmmmnuuumm
I & Rapsd Bus line i3 projected 10 p ridership that is identical Hy, higher when the
WbunmshpmeyuMm)b&stamﬂn_m,fwh
MMMMWWMhWW&mdahMM

210. As w being “inconsistent with the following plans,” this &, prrhaps, the ulimate self-
fulfilling prophesy - if you mﬁﬂmuﬂuﬂmm‘tdﬂh you ae ol following
the plan - mﬁmw:ﬁamwwﬂwm:mm-dcw
cod. If drives & — which sppears 1o be the underlying assumption that
these plan elements are based on - mﬁumuwmmmam
differest eorridor should drive development there, to pretty much the same Jocal and regionad
resalt, shoulde't it? And, | ssswme the taxpayers wili find & beiter use for the hundrods of
millions of dollars that would be saved by not building sn unnecessary busway - or, 1 lesst,
their governments might fiad enother use for these doflars.

211, How cannol a iransit sysiemn thet carries the same number or more people as the Orange
Line not be reted the same way on this poim?

212, kt is notable thet this is the onfy “Sigaificam” impact for the Rapid Bus Alernalives ina 3J-
page (RS-12 w R3-42) uble of impacts covering cvery ropic thet CEQA requires.

i “Lorwer-Bownd,” 70 B ond-2o-

- Igmoring the Daily Tranen Sor e thoroughly
ot i prOJCHOR.
HMTA had dome  ridership projection for 8 J5-misure end-10-and rus fime— which, whils somewhal
quaioasble, is ot lesst set knsghuble on its face — it would beve undoubledly beew batwesen the ridersbip propections
for thet “ower- Bousd™ 39,3 minats run twe sed et “Upper-Bowad™ 40-msiscts rum time. 1] hod 1o guass, 1 would
-j&mmhaimmuﬂthmUmmmuhm
mm!!whm»o—-hhh-n:um However, dace MTA has
m’mwml o, s i o ek Wil
Fotereutingly, lulhmﬂ&séﬂdﬁﬂAWﬂdmhhmm
Rapld Bus Ene, it sppears thet the ridership is acuombly higher than 14,700 - mowsty, 21,900
lm;mmmmwmnhhm-m;mumm

for the variows Alernatives. Turnisg 10 page 4 of the RB-metwork ressts, for lne = Ti2- WRNR CTR-NRTH
HLLYWTY" (the besning digit =7~ indicaves & Flipid Bus line, snd the ull rowte neme sppoers 10 be “Warmer Caster.
Horth Holiywood Rod Line Station™ so this sppears o be the Victory Rapid Bus list) with “brdugs” (Boardiegs) of
470, The et lme shows = |84 VETRAGELM-BRBNIMTRL” (164 is the Victory Boulevard “local” lime and the
full rowte mame sppesrs 10 be “Valley Circle/Gitmore-Burkank Metrorsil Staion,” which sre she Lerminal points of
fina §64-Viciory Bowlevard local) with 3,279 riders. The simple sum of the two Victory lmes’ ridersbip woukd
appear i b 21,549 nndl, folkrwiog wint appeart 10 be the comvemion on Table §-5 5 of reunding all ridership 1o the
noacest 100's, # would be reponed &s 21,900, -mnhd},zwmnnmwd-MTﬁ

As is discuised in more detwl o ] 478 1o be & oumber of th
anwmummummw»mwmmuhwm

20-136

20-137

I 20-138
| 20-139

Table 8.2-1: Metro Rapid Features of the Revised
FEIR). Therefore, the Revised FEIR is correct in
stating that the BRT is a high-capacity transit system
while Rapid Bus is not.

Comment 20-137

The Land Use Sections of the FEIR and the Revised
FEIR analyzed consistency of the Project and
alternatives with applicable planning and zoning
documents. If the Project would not be consistent with
adopted plans and policies, a significant impact under
CEQA would occur. Page RS-16, Table RS-32 of the
Revised FEIR entitled, “Summary of Operational
Impacts” states, “Amending these numerous plans
would severely alter their objectives without any
substitute objective that would curtail wide spread
growth.” The analysis identified seven plans (not
prepared by the MTA), which actually set forth
direction for development to be concentrated around
transit systems along transit corridors. As mentioned in
response to Comment 20-136, a Rapid Bus route does
not provide the same level of service as the Orange
Line (BRT). Pages 8-4.1-40 through 8-4.1-55 describe
the relevant plans and documents and pages 8-4.1-68
through 8-4.1-77 describe the consistency of each plan
with the Rapid Bus Alternatives in the Revised EIR.

Moreover, as further shown hereafter, the RB
Alternatives do not provide the focal point of
concentrated growth envisioned by the plans. In 1986,
the City of Los Angeles adopted its “Concept Los
Angeles,” which called for the development of high-
intensity centers linked together by rapid transit.
(Concept Los Angeles, The Concept of the Los Angeles
General Plan, City of Los Angeles, April 1974, p. 5.)

This concept is now embodied in the Los Angeles
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General Plan, adopted in 1996, which provides for
transit-oriented districts around transit stations, with
“transit stations [to] function as a primary focal point of
the City’s development.” (FEIR, p. 4-34.) This
planning concept is now referred to as “Smart Growth.”
The concept is implemented by increasing the
allowable development density generally within one-
quarter mile of transit stations. (General Plan
Framework An Element of the Los Angeles General
Plan (LA General Plan), p. 3-35.) Furthermore, the
policy set forth in the transportation element of the
General Plan is to develop transit alignments and
station locations that maximize transit service in
activity centers. Development is in turn further
encouraged in these targeted growth areas by allowing
more intense development. (FEIR, p. 4-35.)

These transit-oriented districts accomplish two
important goals. First and foremost is the objective to
meet the urgent housing needs of the City’s growing
population (LA General Plan, p. 1 of the Executive
Summary, p. 4-2). These needs will be achieved “by
encouraging future housing development near transit
corridors and stations.” (LA General Plan, p. 4-2.)

Second, the transit-oriented districts will accommodate
the growth while preserving existing single family, low-
density neighborhoods. (LA General Plan, pp. 1 and 3
of Executive Summary.) The City concluded that a
plan that accommodated growth across all
neighborhoods would lead to congestion, air pollution,
and the degradation of residential neighborhoods. (LA
General Plan, p. 3-3.)

The RB Alternatives introduce numerous transit routes

through the Valley that would not concentrate

M
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development along limited corridors in the Valley. The
RB Alternatives do not have transit stations, but merely
bus stops that do not attract significant development.
On the other hand, the Orange Line’s stations provide
an excellent opportunity to concentrate growth with the
amenities of station areas and parking lots along a
single route.

Comment 20-138

Please see response to comment 20-136.

Comment 20-139

It is correct that land use would be the only significant
impact identified in the Revised FEIR for the Rapid
Bus alternatives due to inconsistency with existing
plans. The Full BRT Alternative also would have one
significant impact. The Full BRT would have
significant noise impact during construction. As stated
on page RS-46 of the Revised FEIR, “although both the
BRT alternative and the three Rapid Bus alternatives
are relatively similar in that they result in only one
unmitigated significant impact; the construction
significant noise impact associated with the BRT
Alternative would end at construction completion while
the significant land use impact associated with the three
Rapid Bus alternatives would be ongoing through the
life of the land use plans.”

San Fernando Valley Page 9-157
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernande Valiey East-West Transit Corrider Pageen
November 12, 2004

213. The above comments also spply 10 Page R5-46, Last parsgraph.

114.&,:&3!.1-&:5—:.“ y of Operational b Fileenl snd E
Coaditiens (Section 35 and m-w;-Undu'B&T“[mem}whm
“Approximesely 21,400-22,350 FTE” jobs genersted,” which is rated, “Bemeficial,” while for
the three Rapid Bus Altcrnatives, we bave, “A very small pamber of sew constraction jobe
would be penerased by the miner construction requirements,” which 11 rated “Not Significant ™

215, Let's got this straight — speading hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpeyer money is miad
a good thing because |t crestes jobs, while mor spending hundreds of millions of topsyer dollars
is mot ruted as & pood thing?

2!¢mhumduuwhwﬂmmmnymwnhnummuamﬂy
sheut spending moncy 1o cresie jobs.  Under this scoring methodology, hiring people 1o dig a
hele ia the ground, and then 4o fill in the hole, would have & higher acore than ot hiring aayone
for this pointless exercine.

217. Why is the evalustion process struchured 1o show that spending tax dollars, in snd of itsell,
with no requirement for sy purpose of need, is superior i mof spending tax doliars?

218. 1 subenit thet the “scores” for this item reversed, thet the Rapid Bus Ahernaives be rated
superior 40 the Orange Line Alicroathve becsuse they do mof require large cxpenditures.

219. By the wary, i the cument time, there is such 8 Jarge over demand for construction workers
in the Orester Los Angeles County area that comstruction prices sre being sigmillcantly driven
Mwmmmmnhwmwmmmm in
fact, we onderstand thet MTA hed sigmificant probd finding to restan
mmmmowumfwmeyusm

mmm:.mmnmmmcoommmu Mnﬁaﬁwwﬂkmﬂ
agency ewlreach effort has been conducted from the initistion of | shedies through
completion of Prefiminary Engincering, in osder to identify and isvolve vaniows stskeholders in
the project. mmmmmmwwmnmmmmw
on the public outreach datshase

221, We must strongly protest the shove and the rest aof this section  There has been abaolulely
no process what-so-gwer 1o gain public inpat imo the DRFEIR - in fact, as detsiled in my
Mmmymmmammwmmmmmmm
repented communications saking for such ings through gies, During

o Full Tirne Equivabend, which, tn this cootex, generally means one foll-ime job for oae yexr

| 20-140
20141

20-142

| 20-143
20-144

20-145

Comment 20-140

Please see response to comment 20-139 above.

Comment 20-141

The commenter’s concern is acknowledged for the
record. Section 8-5.6 (Fiscal and Economic Conditions)
of the Revised FEIR notes that “the minor construction
activities could create a small number of job
opportunities and result in a small beneficial impact to
area employment.” The BRT Alternative and the three
Rapid Bus Alternatives would result in beneficial impact
in regard to job creation. No adverse impacts would
result with these alternatives.

Comment 20-142

The commenter’s concern is acknowledged for the
record. Section 5-6 of the FEIR and Section 8-5.6 of the
Revised FEIR evaluated the environmental impacts
associated with the Fiscal and Economic Conditions
resulting from the BRT Alternative and the three Rapid
Bus alternatives.

Section 6 of the FEIR and Section 8-6 of the Revised
FEIR compare the financial effectiveness of the various
alternatives.

Comment 20-143

The commenter miscites Table RS-2 at page 38 of the
Revised FEIR as Summary of Operational Impacts for
the Fiscal and Economic Conditions. This portion of the
table is a “Summary of Construction Impacts.” As such,
the FEIR appropriately considered the effect of
construction of the RB Alternatives on fiscal and
economic conditions. As the commenter points out in
earlier comments, the greater the construction the
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greater number of temporary construction jobs. On page
8-5-2, the Revised FEIR clearly explains that there
would be very little construction for a RB Alternative
and as a result, not many construction jobs would be
created. The “score” of “Not Significant” for the RB
Alternatives is consistent with the Revised FEIR
analysis. Moreover, the high number of jobs created by
the construction of the BRT warrants the “score” of
beneficial. Changing the Revised FEIR to reflect the
commenter’s suggestion would not make the RB
Alternatives environmentally superior to the Orange
Line. The RB Alternatives still create a significant
impact on land use by inconsistency with land use
planning policies of the City of Los Angeles, where the
Orange Line does not. (Rev. FEIR, p. RS-16.)

Comment 20-144

There were no changes in the sub-contractors after
project was restarted. When SOJV was notified to
demobilize due to the court order, SOJV kept Sub-
contractor’s supervisory level workers and laid off other
workers. SOJV were able to re-hire approximately 50%
of the original work force. SOJV replaced
approximately 30% to 45% of the approximately 50%
workers that were laid off.

Comment 20-145

The first paragraph of Section RS-4, “Comments and
Coordination” is clearly dedicated to the public outreach
that was associated with the FEIR. This paragraph
explains that the extensive public and agency outreach
began at the “initiation of environmental studies through
competition of Preliminary Engineering....” It goes on
to note that this outreach was memorialized in the FEIR.
The second paragraph of this Section is devoted entirely

to the Revised FEIR. Accordingly, MTA did not
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Comments Ouw DRFEIR, San Fernands Valley Lost-West Tramsi Corridar Page i
November 11, 1004

the outresch and comment process thet produced the FEIR, MTA simply refmed o engage in
sy meaningful discussion regarding Rapid Bus, 3o the Rapid Bus portion of te owreach
‘process for this onginal FEIR consisicd of various parties asking MTA $9 cotsider Repid Bus us
ant Altcrnative snd MTA refusing to do 50 Since then, the outreach process has been to totally
ignore all requests 10 have input. The response to my first letter was 1o refuse 10 mest and there
wummmmwnm

m. wmm&mmmqunmumhnmaum
process, not even providieg & PO 10 reg 10 mect of b0 techaical points?

123, Fage RS-48 - “In the recemt past, an incroasing mumber of Sen Fermando Valiey
orgaatrations snd individeals have argued that the Valley taxpayens ‘e not gecting o faiv share’
of the ransit projects. Stekeholders believe thal they have litle %0 show for their portion of sales
taxes, which were supposed 1o be used for building a rapid tamsit sysiem in the Sas Fernando
Valley. They feel that while the MTA has been studying conceprs for the Valley, other areas of
the county have already obtmined subway andior othor mpid wnasit systesss or are clossr 10

goming improved ansit  In addrion o recently compieted Metro Red Line servics 1o Nonh
Hollywood, implemestation of the of the San Femende Vallcy East-West Tramsit Corridor
mﬁﬁhum“prwmtmmtmanﬂpvaﬂqﬁawm
forward to satisfying the stated shortcoming ™

224. The above i, of course, discrasing the reverucs from the two ooe-half comt peacral sedes

mulmpkmudtﬂcrﬁnwawlasmm;hnpnamhdlmam
Angeles County Ts ission Ordi 16) and C of 1990 (LACTC Ordinance
49), Mu-wyammwlddm&sm what are the Proposition A and C tax

Proposition A and 20% of Froposition C coliections) should be di dod, aa theae funds arc
allocaed 1o each ciry (or Coumty Supcrvisor for lm-aft.hCmy}-ﬂMTh
has virtually no control over such expenditurcs, other than & responsibility to onsure that the
individual city or Swpervisor does not expend such funds for improper purposes.

223 Actually, if ooe takes & ook = what the Valley has received from expenditwes of
Proposition A and C fands, the list is very impressive, including (while there b &t losst some
Proposition A or C funding in each of the following, there are miso othar funding sources
utlized .

SIGNIFICANT CAPITAL PROJECTS;

«  The Red Line 10 North Hollywood

20-145

20-146

mischaracterize its public outreach efforts. See
Response to Comment Nos. 14-10 and 20-11 through
20-11 for discussions on consultation concerning the
Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-146

Metro does not perform or receive any type of
geographical breakdown for the Proposition A and C
sales tax receipts. The annual budget for Fiscal Year
2005 for Metro does identify certain statistics by
Service Sectors of the County of Los Angeles as
reflected on pages I1I-4 and 5. The actual expenditures
authorized in the budget are shown in what is a
“Combined Statement of Revenue, Expenses and
Changes in Retained Earnings™ and is reflected on page
IV-4 for the Enterprise Fund, which depicts the adopted
operating budget of Metro bus and light rail as a whole.

The State of California Board of Equalization collects
the local sales tax funds referred to as A and C on behalf
of Metro and the collected funds are disbursed to Metro
on a regularly scheduled basis. Metro does not segregate
the funds into sub-areas of the County of Los Angeles
but rather manages and reports the funds on a
countywide basis. Likewise, disbursing the funds is
completed in accordance with the adopted budget and
directives of the Metro Board of Directors as duly and
statutorily constituted on a countywide basis, except for
the funds directed to local cities or the county on a
population basis and the sales tax propositions
themselves. All reporting and accounting for Metro
financial activities are done to conform to governmental
accounting, auditing and financial reporting laws
referred to as “Generally Acceptable Accounting
Practices.”
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Ferasnde Yalley East-Wesd Tramsit Corvider Page 2

November 11, 2004
¢ HOV Lanc/Busways constructed and/or planned in the Valley proper asd/or leading 20'146

dirocily to and from the Valloy on the 1-5, 1405, CAl4, CAI01, CALIE, CAIM, and
CAIT0- mMm&uﬂyn&e?ﬂq(wﬁhWMﬂdCﬁwl)

*  Two Metrolink lines through the Valley from the Los Angries CBD 10 Yentura County
nﬂthCmy

. son of the MTA bus fieet end those of other opensiors
mlﬁc\flllcy mmwnmnmmmmwvm
Tramsit Aathority, aod Santa Clarita Tramsit

. cwhulrmm replacement, and wpgrade and expansion of bus ransit opersting

TRANSIT OPERATIONS:

® MTA Bus and Red Linc service

*  Metrolink service

¢ Bue services of LA.-DOT DASH snd Comemuter Express, Antelope Valley Tramsit
Authority, snd Sants Clarita Transit

= Demand-response/ Americans with Dissbilitics Act tranit services

o Freewsy Service Pawol

TRANSPORTATION PLANS - All thet onc bas 0 do is o resd FETR pp. 2-2 through 2- 14 aad
count the transit guidewsy projocts alome for the Valley and there can be no question that Vallcy
has recoived a major share of the MTA plasning sctivities.

226. There is no doubt thet, on & per capits basis, some anas of the County have “dome beter”
than the Valley, most notsbly the CBD — which has, srqushle, received the largest share of nach
funding sources of any County subarea, while it hes relatively few residents in the cenizral core,
Against viriually all other subsreas of the County, 1 might spoculme thit the Valley has done
very well, certainly considerably betier than masy subsress.  However, considering that the big
winner, tbe LA CBD, bas received primarily expenditures o bring County residents whe Live in
other arcas /o the CBD, it is hard 40 srgwe that residents of the Valiey do sl receive a benefit
from them. Indeed, it appesss that Vadley residents are close to the majority, if Bot s sctus]
majority, of Red Line riders, the single most expensive imvestment that MTA snd its prodecesser
organizations have ever made, and counting expenditures jo build the segment “over the hilk™ on
mmm;mmmunvmmmwmm I might add
that Valley residents are alio among the priese beneficiaries of the “flat” fare on MTA rail lincs,

a While there is cowsidarable question if FSP is “transil.” there it a0 doubt that ks paid For with Proposition C
fundy.
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Comments Ou DRFLIR, San Fersands Yolley East-West Transit Corvidor Page 3
November 11, 2004

witich allows them to travel ol] ¥ way downtown io the end of the Red Line for the same cost
4 riding two blocks down the street o a MTA bus. 8 most considierable benefit.

m]dodndmmwﬂdﬁmnﬂmnmwwhylqukyhmmm
large-scale capital imvestments is that the Valley has been vary divided a3 to which imvestments
Mhmd.ndm This is undersiandable because the unique Valley tressporustion
situntion — “everyone going everywhere” — without & core CBD makes high-capacity, expensive
mmmﬁmmmmkv&mmmhhw even if
one believes that they are of value elsewhere in the County.

228 1t it centainly troe thet the Esst-West Valley Subway (Red Line) was promised, bot never
built. For this, we should all be tndy grateful, a3 it would heve bocn an extremely expensive
project ~ well into the billions of dotlars - with very litthe ridership of porpose other than the
pure expenditure of public sector dollars for its own sake. This leads imo & key point that the
DRFER discussion appears 1o woiakly ignore - nhmtwdhngtumndmdnﬂlﬂln
atempt to equalize” qudqﬂhenmm such expenditercs. Spending money o
spead money is & bad policy, particularly with taxpayer dollsrs.

129, Page RS-48, third paragraph - “Section 130265 bas been determined 10 not be applicable
10 the curently proposed busway project.” K might be mone precise o say that MTA legal
counc] (County Counsel) has rendered such an opinion. There is, 10 the best of my knowiedge,
oo definits legal order on this jssoe and the opinion of County Coansel it nol wwiversally shared.

230, Page 8-1-1, 3-1.1.1.2 Grewth and Development Treads — “Los Angeles Coumty is the
mﬂpowmamyam WMHWMWWWMNNM
o have

fy 12.3 million residents in
ZTMMWﬂJm

231. Plesse rofor 1o Exhibit XIX, State of California — Departoem of Finanoe ~ Demographic
Research = “New State Projections Show 20 Miltion Mors Californisn by 2020, Hispanics
0 be Stae’s Majority Ethnic Group by 2040," May 19, 2004, which was obtained from the
DMU web site at:

232 DRU is the unit of Stsie go that perfi official populstion projecti and
resesrch
233 In this document, please reference Table |, “Total Popalation.” where the following

population projection may be found for Los Angeles Covnty: 2020 - 10,885,092,

20-146

20-147

20-148

Comment 20-147

The commenter’s dissent with MTA’s determination
that Section 130265 is not applicable to the Orange
Line is acknowledged. The commenter makes the same
comment at Comment No. 31-39. See Response to
Comment No. 31-39 for further discussion on the
reasoning why Section 130265 is not applicable. MTA
is not aware of any court order pertaining to this
Section that is directed at MTA.

Comment 20-148

The Purpose and Need in the Revised FEIR is repeated
from the FEIR for context. The alternatives considered
in the Revised FEIR were evaluated with the same
population base as the FEIR. This section was prepared
using population projections from Southern California
Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 1998 Regional
Transportation Plan. The Notice of Preparation (NOP)
was released in May 2000). At the time of its release,
the population projections used were the best available
data from SCAG whose projections are the only
regionally accepted projections to use.
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Comments On DRFELR, San Fernande Valley East-Wen Translt Corrider Page &4
Nevember 12, 2004

234. From the stanting point in the ahove citation of 9.8 milion, this is growth of approximascly
1.1 milion people, rather then 2.5 midllion - or spproximately 44% of what MTA states.

235, While it is my und that the Sowthern Califorse Associstion of G

Metropokitan Planning w#mmﬁmhunmwmm

there appescs to be ¢ } deope y -mﬁﬂﬂm‘ﬂ
Ficat v in tbe &

idenced in e two pape thlm;mmle‘uMm

- The State is reconsidoring the mmrmmwmmmmd
an unexpoctedly large decline in the Latino Birthrate,” Los Ampeles Timez, October 4, 2004 and
Beth Barreit, “Population forecast falls — Drop in Latina fertility rates signal shift,” Los Amgeles
Datly News, Ociober 4, 2004, alao in Exhibit XIX) and it appears simply 1 maéter of time before
this revised projection, of one very £hose \o it, is adopied formally,

mm&:-!;&xaummmtm?mﬂmﬂm

program implemented,
mumwmummmmn:ﬂ,m;mmw
Tramsit Corridor DEIR a3 recently vl ' now underway. This section
requires wpdating to reflect the cament situation, parti “'Ilr sucoess of the Rapid
smmwmwhhhmwwnm-mwwefmemmAnm
service improvement plan.

237, Page §-1-14, Table §-1-6: Existing and Prejected Travel in the San Fernande Valley,
Page §-1-15. Tabic 8-1-7: AM Peak-Hour Demasd v Capacity, 1998 aad 2620, und Page 8-
1-16, Figure 8-1-8: Comparissn of Traflic Demasd aud Capacity, 1998 and 2020 — These
Tﬁuﬂfﬂm&n«dyhﬂmﬂw%mwmhwmm
ﬂwﬁw!!ylwmd on page 3-1-1 above, With

Mﬁ!mmﬂw“%ﬂm‘uwmﬂh
2020 data shown on these tables | revision. Undoubeedly, every will
msﬁﬂnﬂdvmmﬁdmm
238, With the population growth 30 mruch less than had been onigi d, the negaty

hmdmm.anvﬂwmhmymuhlmm 'I\hd-np-pup:hm
projection is fisr 100 lange bo ipnore, assuming that Lhere it o desire to prodece meaningfal data
for analysis in this DREIR.

mrnpa-s-ms.mu Trasslt Veblele Coadlicis with Mixed-flow Traffic - “Typical

tus operations do not cuse significant traflic impacts. | r, Rapid Bus op are pot
ﬂ\emutypmlhnnpummuuhpdmmmm»mmwudymn
local and limited Jevels of typical bus operations, which farther increases the buses on the street,
which causes some slowing of existing traffic.”

20-148

20-149

20-150

20-151

Comment 20-149

As stated previously in response to comment 20-148,
the Purpose and Need in the Revised FEIR is repeated
from the FEIR for context. In order to make a fair
comparison, the analysis was prepared using year 2000
data when the NOP was released. The state of
completion of the major transit projects under
development in 2000 listed would not have any effect
on the relative evaluation of the Rapid Bus alternatives,
either between themselves or with the Full BRT
alternative, in the Revised FEIR.

Comment 20-150
Please see Response 20-148.

Comment 20-151

With one exception, the Wilshire corridor, all Metro
Rapid corridors are planned with no net increase in
buses operated. As stated in the February 2002 Mctro
Rapid Board Report, Metro Rapid lines will be planned
and designed to be operating cost neutral. The impacts
of Metro Rapid on existing vehicular traffic, therefore,
is insignificant in most cases and, as Tom points out, an
improvement in other cases.

The commenter notes that Rapid Buses have fewer
stops per mile than local buses ands shuttles, typically
have far side stops which do not hinder right turns as
much as near side stops, and that some drivers have
learned to take advantage of the transit signal priority
afforded to Rapid Buses by keeping pace with the
buses. These comments are all acknowledged for the
record as examples of the positive effects of the MTA
Metro Rapid Bus Program.
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Comments On DRFEIR, Sea Fermande Yalley East-West Transit Corridor Page as
Nevember 11, 2004

0. fmummofbnmnpumnﬁeummnmuhm
passengers. Since Rapid Bus is designed 10 have far fewer stopt than loeal sarvice ~ typically,
*pproximatcly one slop every mile for Rapid Bus service va, four 1o six stops per mile for local
buis service snd wp to every block for shuttle bus sorvice, sach 53 DASH — its negative impacts
nmf;:mﬁ:ﬁmmwlwwbw%uhﬂwhhhhﬂﬂ
shuttle vKe.

241. Also ull Rapid Bus siops are “far side™ siops, meaning Ut they we placed on the far side of
wraffic signals, Such placement of stops tends 1o be less disruptive of other surface affic then
near-side sopa. For example, when 8 bus s sSopped ot & near-side stop, i can be difficelt or
impossible for other vehiches to make right tures em red. 1T the traffic signal is “groen™ when o
bus is stopped for & near mde stop, the awrb lane is blocked 10 right tums — which does not
happen when & bus is sopped ot & far side s1op - a8 well s 10 thru waffic,

znmmmmmmnummuwwmmwn-m
Buses 1o help them got through signalized intersections. These drivers know thad there is 3 pood
chance that, if they follow o keep pace with a Repid Bus, they will receive a series of “preen”
Tights.

M43 Rapid Bus trafTic signal improvements can include changes to the sigasl progreasions, and
LA-DOT, mmm&mmmaumwﬂmnmw(ﬁrmmﬁu
) mwmmum;mmmmm; Smsun.s-u
T

n&mﬂ:wﬁlﬁnwpwmﬂmﬁrwmwhm:m
crense in Now for other velricles.

244, In almost all of its Rapid Bus implementations to date, MTA has not simply added Rapid
Bus service 1o the existing local bus service, it has shifted the mix by reducing $he mumber of
biscs sstigned to Jocal and limited stop, When & tlower, local or Kmiited stop bus is replaced by
-mmmmnmwummwu‘uRMuum (See
Exhibit 20, “MTA ~ Pre- and Post-Rapid Bus Conversion - Mumber of Vehicles Assigned, AM
Peak Period. ")

243, Hewever, the most obrviews impact of ndding Rapid Bus service is that, the more people that
mmummmwnszu&wmﬂemmﬁnnum
private g. very ly o the same street at Lhe same time. This is wor
uﬂnﬂmmﬂ“%mhﬁyﬁv&“mﬂummuhmmm
there i most certainly 8 single-occupancy-sutomobile-to-Rapid-Bus factor st work when Rapid
Bmupnpu‘!ympmedwnb attracting new riders and saving trave] tme for cxisting ridens
23 the primary ob (a5 opposed to cost reduction, which has, vaf 1y, appears o be

20-151

20-152

20-153

20-154

Comment 20-152

True, signal progression improvements made along
Wilshire and Washington Boulevards have produced a
small improvement in overall traffic flow for regular
traffic as well.

The comment by Sean Skehan of LADOT regarding the
positive effects of the Metro Rapid Bus Program on
overall traffic flow is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 20-153

This observation is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 20-154

The analysis included in the FEIR and the Revised
FEIR does reflect the fact that traffic volumes on many
streets are lower in the future with the BRT and Rapid
Bus Alternatives due to the mode shift of some
travelers from auto ridership to bus ridership. These
differences are reflected in Table 8-3-6 where
background traffic volumes are generally shown to
grow less by 2020 with the transit alternatives in place
than under the No Build scenario. Please also see
Response to Comment No. 20-30. In response to
commenter’s questions, MTA does not believe that
general traffic flow has been measurably affected by its
implementation of Rapid Bus routes to date.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Felr

Page 9-164



Responses to Comments

Comment 20-155
Two issues. First, as opposed to what Tom states,
limited stop service is not “significantly faster than the
Comments Oa DRFEIR, San Fernande Vailey East-West Traasit Corrider Page i ‘ A P
Nevember 22, 2004 local service”. For example, the limited and local stop
services on the Vermont and Soto corridors prior to the

the primary objective of how MTA bas boen implementing Rapid Bus service in the most rocent o y . ’ .

lines). 20-154 implementation of Metro Rapid service were scheduled

246, MTA's suemen s sppers o b sy et impcmentin MMﬁn;qmmm with nearly identical travel times. Second, the range of

ve R - A a . . .

s e it b mplemece b c? (e, W we e swes it the o b " travel time improvements for the nine existing Metro

project oa Wi s Disgo eowa; produced messarsble problems - " .

s rce mmh:um.m.mh' Bos project, ’mwﬂ """"u;,;'—:w’”"': Rapid corridors is currently between 17% (Van Nuys)
nse e H , by defimition, 2 project m i lane is Bus . -

Rapid Transs, ke the Oruage Line) Does MTA v sy evidence of implementing Rapsd bus and 29% (Wilshire).

#nd pecing improvements in trafTic flow, such a3 those 1 have included sbawe?

247, Page B-3-15, 333,13 Transit Priority T: t Sig ! “Based 20-155

on dets collected on MTA's Wilshire Boulevard and Vemturs Boulevard Rapid Bus
demansiration projects, i was determined thet those Rapid Buses were operating at improved
speods 20 percent faster than the standand buses on those routes &1 & reswil of Tansit signal
priority and fewer siop locations. The travel desand forecasting sode] tsod 1 predict ridersiip
on the Lhree Rapid Bus alternatives used the 20 percent speed improvement for il Rapid Bus
roakes in the medel assigrments, but in reality this 20 percent improvement is likely only tw be
achieved on Victory Bowlevard. For other east-west Rapid Bus roules something Jess than the 20
percent bus speed improvement is more likely. Most of the esst-west Rapid Bos rovses sre more
likety to schicve spoed improvements of 10-15% over standard bus routes,”

240, First, the opersing soeed improvement on other Rapid Buos lines sppean 0 be lrger than
the 20% MTA claims sbove. In Final Report - Loa Angeles Metro Rapid Demonstration
Project, July 2001 (Exhibit XI1, 53 AR 12742-806), page iii, “Objective 1: Reduce Passenger
Treevel Tires,” it states;

"Since the initial date of service, Metro Rapid Operstion hes achieved the followiag
improvements in aperating spocds;

+  Wibhire/Whittier Corridor — opamting speeds increased by 29%
*  Ventura Corridor — operating speeds increased by 23%"

249. Secomd, since the publication of thet repont (spproximately one yesr aficr the
commencemen of service on first twe Repid Bus lines), there have boen further improvements
to spced. At a mesting of the MTA Citizens Advisory Board on May 26, 2004, Rex Gephart, the
“father” of Rapid Bus st MTA, spoke on Rapid Bus and staied thet the Line 720 Rapid Bos
wrvice on Wilshire was then operating 29% fasier than the former limnited stp service on
Wilshire, which was itsell significently faster than the local service. (This statistic did ror
include the speed increase from the exclusive bus lane on Wilshire near 1-403, described above )

San Fernando Valley Page 9-165

East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Felr



Responses to Comments

Comments On DRFEIR, Sas Fernande Valley East-West Transit Corrider Page®?
November 12, 2004

230. Third, the City of Los Angeles has anmounced plans for its "Street Smact™ program o speed

up traffic (See Exhibit XXIE). As the press reloase from Mayor James K, Hdn"ﬂu,ﬂehhu

4, 2004, mhummwummnmmu

Iww The list of the 33 Street Smart roads inclodes the folkwing San Fernando

me&'nm:ﬁn«:wmumﬁdhm&-m Roscoe
devard and Vicwory Boul

2!1.Ahn.uEMﬁ)D!!LpiumhMm,!mmn-um«
October 5, 2004 on this program —~ the beadline says it all: “Los Angelcs: Habm Unveits Plan 1o
Spoed Traffic Flow: Stoplights on 35 L A. strects will be reset in & move ba prodicts will sve
drivers 8.4 million bours a yesr. Victory Bowlevard is (o be first. (Ttadics added)™

252 Does MTA agres that the: impact of the raffic signal progression impr program will

Street Smarl street 0 be implemenied, will provide significant speed improvemest benefits 1o
Victory Boulevard Rapid Bus service end that, while there may be some beoefit for Orange Line
buses for that relatively short portion of the Orange Line that operaies aloagzide Vicsory, the
Street Smast spesd improvements for Rapid Bus oo Victory will exceed those for the Omange
Line? mmammwm-dumamm«whm
travel time that covld be cxpocted from this program, p ty on specific strects, and, if it
docs, what are they?

233. Fourth, the estimaic sbove appests o overcstimete the imponaace of the limited affic
signal priofity in saving time for Rapid Bus lines. While #t is cestainly n vahuable wol and docs
help reduce run times, in the real world of operating buses on the strect, it is schually ot really
used all that much — centainly nothing remotely spprosching svery traffic signal

254 To gin » rough iden of how much bus eperating speeds can be impeovad withot traffic
signel priority, 1 performed an analyshs of MTA limited siop bus service times vi. comparablc
local bus pervice timex. As & general rale, limited stop bus service hes ons stop spproxismiely
every half mile and Rapid Bus service has one stop spproximately every mile. Also, while the
mvmmmwdymy—mikmkhrmnuhmﬁywywhh
commen for limited stop bus service in the CBD 10 stop at all bus stops on their “parent™ bus
lines. Limited stop service does ot generally utilize “far side™ bus stops as frequently as does
Rapid Bus service, Of course, Rapid Bus has limited traffic signal proference, while Hamited siop
service does not  All of these factors mean that, all el equal, Rapid Bus service will be
significamtiy faster on 2y purticular bes rowte figament than limised s1op service,

255, Does MTA sgree with these sbowe conclusi garding the comparative speed advantages
and reults of Rapid Bus v limited stop service?

20-155

20-156

20-157

20-158
20-159

Comment 20-156
Please see Response 20-25.

Comment 20-157

Please see Response 20-25.

Comment 20-158
Please see Response 20-25.

Comment 20-159

Limited stop bus service has an average stop spacing of
approximately 0.3 miles, systemwide. Metro Rapid has
an average stop spacing of approximately 0.7 miles.
Therefore, all else equal, Metro Rapid service will be
faster than limited stop service.
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Comment 20-160
Please see Response 20-25.

Comments Os DRFEIR, San Fernande Yaley East-West Transit Corrider Fage s
November 22, 2004

256, Exhibit XXl contains MTA Bus Schedula informatioa for kst stop bus fines that share 20-160
Toutes with regular bocal service, mmm-«mmnmnmma
“Bus and Rall Timetables ~ Metro Bus Lines 302-3%4" (In the MTA bus rowic
sysem, all limited lines begin with ~3") and printed the schedules for the first five limied Hnes
on the [is! that shared & rowss with a regular local line (which meant excluding Line 305, which
does not). | then found the Emited run that began closest 10 7:30 am. in the moming weekday
MLMMMMMWHM“MHWM(MM)
mmbhmpumudiuﬂum-dwmmmfumh
limited and the sverage of two local runs, p g the following sched

Minizs,
Lty el Local Ren Tt e % Speedig’”

blaird 57 &7 10 1%

4504 4% (S4+55y2 =345 45 0%

212 51 62 1 2%

113215 L] 37 -1 0%

167316 14 (27+26)2 =285 125 9%
257. As we can tee from the sbove table, # does mot appesr all that difficult, judging from
MTA's own published schedules, 1o produce scheduled time savings of 10-15% - the “more

likely speed improvemen™ MTA projects — by limited stop techriques alone, even if thers were
traffic signal priority benefits available st all, I we ke the shove five exampies - which were
picked by a arbitrary selection method without agy atterapt what-30-cver 10 cresle an unfair
sumple — and even exclude the rather remarkahle resull of the 36/316 comparison, the simple
vernge percentage speed incroase for the other four cxsmples is slightly over 20%

258, Therefore, even if the limited traffic signal priority festure of Rapid Bus waa of less
utilization in Valley East-West bus lines than on other MTA Rapid Bus routes, a 20% spead
increase of Rapid Bus over local bus service - or mare — does not really eppear to be ot &ll out of
the question.

259. Does MTA agree with the above amlysis sad its concfusion? [f sot, why not? If any pert
of MTA’1 response comtains langusge 0 the effect that MTA's schedules cannaot be atilized for

such comparisons, Lhere are two follow-up q (2) I MTA schedules cannet be utilized o
bed The metric in the DRFEIR scctics above it speeds” To calculate this metric fom ras taves
berwesn vorms, divide the loogor Jocal run thees by the sbovter Fwiod rm e snd

subtraa J, hmt.mmwwwqm-mndmpdmu.hndmm
ks 30 nrimsten, the calcubarion is {6030 = 1.20 - | = 20 = 20%. Thereiors, the Rmitod #op burmust bave s
wverage rmee of speed 20% faser than that of the local bus 1o cover the mma distnce in fhe specified times
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are such schodules intended to falfill?, and (b) Plesse provide a list of all othor MTA documents
that cannat be relicd upon, specifically including those portioas of the DRFEIR ind documents
whilized in ity preparation

mas&mammmmwmmwwmy

of by a el to e i ) simple and mexpestive
nplunca( Mudss.lolmlnpmwt.umcmnofwa’i succoad if it makes the
firvored Orange Line Alernative look less desirable?

3

261. Page §-3-16, Toble 8-3-5: BRT sad Ropid Bus Alterustives Amte Mode of Access
Diescription — This table shows that between 2,897 (Upper Bownd) and 3,297 (Lewer Bound)
people will sccers the BRT every workiag weekdsy through the Park & Rids lots. As this
wmhkmﬁmmm[mhh'm&m’“mm
chuse 1o the “Total Lot Capasity,” 30, unless wo assume ihst MTA is building significant exoess
parking capacity for no resson, this appears w be counting tavelers, which will be somewhel
more than cars, bocawse some cars will bring mehiple riders to the Pack & Rids Jois), it is
probably fair 10 alwost double this count for the mumber of trips that will bo tskea by the Puk &
Ride users, producing 1 count of trips that are taken by Park & Ride lot wsers of spproximately
5,000 o 6,500,

262, 1 is interesting to notc that the Park & Ride Auto Split for all three Rapid Bus ARcrnatives
it zero, indicating than there will be o Pwk & Ride access to Rapid Bus in the Valley because,
mmmmummammmnmhw. This is a

mmawmﬁ“dh:hmumbkfww&nw-fwmuu
passengers  Referring to the FEIR, Table 26: Station Attributes (Full BRT Alternative), we
have the following Pack & Ride lot facilities, from West to Exst

A At Pierce College Station (Mason Avenve/Winneta Avenoe), there i1 & 100-389
space Park & Ride lot. The parking Jot will be located between the Busway 1o the
North and Victory Boulevard 1o the South. There is a Victory Rapid Bua line in all
three Rapid Bus Alternatives and the Victory Rapid Bus line rums right by this
location and there 73 = Rapid Bus stop shown st Victory and Winnetka. Why could
hs&mmPﬂ&kuﬁhmhmﬂnnw&aMle

20-160

20-161

20-162

Comment 20-161

This comment does not address a specific environment
impact of the potential alternatives, but it is
acknowledged for the record.

Comment 20-162

The RB Alternatives were developed in accordance with
the policy by which Rapid Bus routes have been
implemented by the MTA elsewhere in Los Angeles
County. They have not been implemented with park-
and-ride lots. In the Revised FEIR, there was also an
attempt to compare the alternatives as they would have
been compared in the FEIR. At that time, park-and-ride
lots were not under construction and were not considered
an element of the Metro Rapid Bus program which was
intended to implement fast, high quality bus service with
low-floor buses, signal priority at intersections,
streamlined on-street boarding and alighting of
passengers, and improved bus stop spacing. Moreover,
the RB Alternatives would not utilize a BRT park-and-
ride lot if the BRT is not built in favor of a RB
Alternative. The cost of constructing park-and-ride lots
was not included in the cost of constructing or
maintaining any of the RB Alternatives. Thus, it would
be inappropriate to include the benefit of BRT facility
with any RB Alternative.
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B, AtRescds Boulevard, there is a 534 spece Park & Ride lol. In RB-Network, there is
a Resods Rapod Bas line.  There is no stop indicated at the location of this Park &
Ride lot, but adding a siop =t this location docs ot sppewr 10 be very difficult. Why
could this Oraage Line Park & Ride lot not be waed a5 n Rapid Bus Park & Ride lot?

C. At Balbou, there is 8 285 space Purk & Ride Jot shown. The Victory Rapid Bus line
found in all trec Rapid Bus Ahermatives rum by this location and there is 2 stop
indicated here Wiy could this Orange Line Park & Ride jot not be osed as 2 Rapid
Bus Park & Ride lot?

D Al Sepuatveda, there is a 1,210 space Perk & Ride lot shewn. In RB-Network, there is
& Sepuiveda Rapid Bus line. There is no stop indicated at the location of ihis Park &
Ride lot, but sdding a stop st this location does not sppear 10 be very difficalt. Why
could this Orangz Line Perk & Ride lot not be used ad 2 Rapid Bus Park & Ride Jot?

E At Vin Nuys, there is 3 931 space Park & Ride lot shown. In RB-Network, thereis a
¥an Nuys Rapid Bus - in fact, there is a Van Nuys Rapid Bus line operating right
now, sithough not on the same rowte as the RB-network Vn Muys Rapid Bus line.
Theze is oo sop indicaied ot the location of this Park & Ride lot, but adding » stop st
this location docs not sppeer o be very difficolt. Why could this Orenge Line Park &
Ride lot ot be used as a Rapid Bus Park & Ride lo0?

F. At the North Hollywood Red Line siation, there is an exigting 913 space Park & Ride
lot. Al thros RB-3 Rapid Bus lines serve this ststion, four of the five RB-5 Rapid
B lines (all but Sherman Way) serve this sistion, and the RB-Network Victory
Rapid Bus lise serves this sation. Here, it is not & question of, wity can’t this Park &
Ride iot be used ns & Rapid Bus Park & Ride o, i1 i3 2 quesion of how i could
possibly be prevented? Yet, Table 8.3.5 discussed above shows no — zero - Park &
Ride Auto Access for atl thres Rapid Bus Allernstives, which simply makes no sense.
munm.mmumummumﬂuw
Rapid Bus pawsengers o Pask & Ride pt this focation, or is thore some other

eapianstion for this cxircmety llogical result?

264, Firmlly, | refer you to Exhibit X0V, the Metro Orange Line Angust 2004 Moothly Project
Stabws Report, specifically “Menegement lssnes,” page 2, “Conacers No. 2 Park-and-Ride site at
Metro Orange Line's wesiarn terminus in Wamer Center * which states:

%ﬁ,%mmﬁmuhﬂmmtmmmmmmmm
for Orangz Line Project patrons, [a February 2004, the MTA Board approved proceeding with
ummmwdnummmmmﬁd.uﬂnhrmmmwfu-
park-and-ride site. MTA etaff continues to develop & ™ only™ p puckage
r«ummmﬁmmammummmmmu
the park-and-ride location. As requested by LADOT, LABOE snd Councilman Zine's office, the
MTA has tentatively agreed to include the widening of Conoga Aveaue &3 part of the Project
provided that the City peys the cost of construction. Subiect to City Council spproval, the
widening, which is inciuded in the latest zoning plan, may be funded as part of the Wamer

20-163

20-164

20-165

20-166

20-167

20-168

Comment 20-163

Please refer to response to comment 20-162.

Comment 20-164

Please refer to response to comment 20-162.

Comment 20-165

Please refer to response to comment 20-162.

Comment 20-166

Please refer to response to comment 20-162.

Comment 20-167

Please refer to response to comment 20-162. It is correct
to note that many of the Rapid Bus routes in the
alternatives serve the North Hollywood Red Line station,
where a park-and-ride lot is included in the travel
demand model. In theory, the model could have
assigned some park-and-ride access to the Rapid Bus
routes, which serve that location, but it was already at
capacity based on the park-and-ride demand for the Red
Line itself.

Comment 20-168

Please refer to response to comment 20-162. It is correct
to note that many f the Rapid Bus routes in the
alternatives serve the North Hollywood Red Line station,
where a park-and-ride lot is included in the travel
demand model. In theory, the model could have
assigned some park-and-ride access to the Rapid Bus
routes, which serve that location, but it was already at
capacity based on the park-and-ride demand for the Red
Line itself.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep FelrR

Page 9-169



Responses to Comments

Commests On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corrider Fage 1l
November 11, 2004

Cemer Specific Fund, Staff continues jo prepere sa Addendura/Modified Initial Study for the
md-muuﬁnwﬁ“ml&umhwndmpum&h

Boeing property o angment parking to hmahﬂm!m MTA staff will request
adoption by the MTA Board of the satellite EIR in the near furare™ ™

266, There it no detail s 1o the number of spaces in this lot, but it is locsted close to Victory and
Conogs. Each of the three Rapid Bus Ahermatives includes 8 Victory Rapid Bus line thet will
pats chirectly by this location. There is 5o stop indicated ot the location of this Park & Ride lot,
bt adding & stop &t this bocation does not appear to be very difficalt

267. Why could this Orange Line Park & Ride kot not be med a8 o Rapid Bus Park & Ride lor?

268, If some - or sll - of these "Orange Linc™ Park & Ride lots were wtilized a3 Rapid Bas (and
local bus) Park & Ride lots, what would the impact on Rapid Bus ridership be? Ifa Rapid Bas
Ahcmative were 0 be sabocted over the Orange Line Aleraative for implemnentation, then what
wosld MTA intend 1o we these Park & Ride lots ~ wiich, for the most parl, arc on land that
MTA already owns and, in many cases, wre well imlo consinuction?

165, Pages B-3-179, Sectien 53321 Intersection Tralfic Impacty - Traffic Ferecast
Methodolegy amd Table 8-3-6: Growth Percestage for Base Traffic Velumes — On the
Table, we 3oc 3 range 0f base waffic volumes for the various alternatives from 24.0% o 35.0%,
and there b a di ion of the Empications for traffic congestions and speeds.

2720 It appeans thet the main driver of these projected in is the i growth in

mammawl-nhzsnnmlmmmw
increase gver the base popultstion wtilized in the FETR has boen reduced 1o & 1.1 millien incresse
In the May 2004 State of California Dep of Finance Dx hic R h Unit
projection. The valnes in this Table should be reduced to ba comsisient with the best available
popuistion projections.

. DnuMTAImuﬂwmwlhuTlmumdeumdmumfmmﬂwmmmmd
retevant b puistion trends? If not, why not?

WRICTRg CAp Ly

171 Page 8-4.1-1, B-41.1.2 Existing Land Use Patserss - “The scule and smenities provided
um{mm}mmmumﬁwb\um For compariscn, the scale,

d at proposed stations For the BRT altemative are similar 40
|Ms=yrmidednnﬁmm Smmmmmmedmw;nﬂia:MMnn

i uwmummmuwmmuﬁmmsnrumo
whows, for “Propased Park-snd-Ride Facitiry,” sm “Original Budger™ of 5714 5 million, so “Curment Budget™ of $16.5
il & “Pravious Foreceat™ of 310.9 milfion, 8 “Corrent Forecast™ of 520.8 million, a "Forecant Virisnce™ of
$(3 8) million, “Coowsitreeots™ of §5.0 milhion, and “Expendiesres™ of 3.8 milton

20-168

20-169

20-170

20-171

Comment 20-169

If park-and-ride lots were included at some of the
stations on the RB alternatives, this could result in sotne
additional ridership on those lines, but the magnitude is
hard to predict. Park-and-ride access links to bus stops
have not typically been included in the MTA model and
where they have been coded (e.g., at park-and-ride lots
served by express buses) the level of park-and-ride
access to bus services has typically been minimal. If the
MTA Board were to select a Rapid Bus alternative in
lieu of the Orange Line, the Board would be asked to
determine the preferred disposition of the park-and-ride
lots referenced.

Comment 20-170

Please refer to response to comment 20-31.

Comment 20-171

MTA understood that the Rapid Bus alternatives
requested were to be low cost and have amenities
similar to the current Rapid Bus route constructed on
Ventura Boulevard. As park-and-ride lots are not
normally constructed with Rapid Bus, these were not
included.

Providing only limited amenities in the RB alternatives
maintained a low capital cost and improved the cost
effectiveness of these alternatives. MTA could include
as a part of RB alternatives more amenities such as
bicycle parking and street trees (although sidewalk
width at stations is constrained in many locations).
However, increasing amenities at Rapid Bus stop
locations would increase the capital cost and negate an
important positive feature of Rapid Bus.
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soch ax: purk-and-ride lots, transit vehicles with multipke doors for passcager loading, bicycle
parking, and devignated kiss-and-ride drop off locations. In corsparison, RB stops do mot ischuds
any of these amenities.”

273, Ag 1o the lag - "Rﬂnupldnmtinclndenyof&uu-dm ~ thig s, &t Jonst 1o some
extent, 8 MTA detign decision. | have p d - page 8-3-16 - that several of the
Wmmmgummmwmu,mm hﬂhﬂkw
&ammmmm.mdmamuamnmum -in
fact, MTA has already done a great deal of work 1o construct manty of these Park & Ride lou,
Muchwddwbhmwhﬂmﬂ'&ﬁ:mmmﬂh’mmﬂn
xmm-mummmwmhmwumammmuum
certsin Rapid Bus locations, some of the other amenitics, such as bicycle parking, may be
ponible (cerminly bicycl parking would be simple &t Park & Ride lots).

274, Why cannot at least some Rapid Bus siatiom have some of the amenitics that are sbove
Hllocated solely to “full” BRT? Has MTA considered such improvements?

ns.rmua-uum.,mm" 1 Pian Fr -(J\i"‘ fres) — This
the Fi k and, in particular, how the d of tranait comid

"‘I'lrnmdywahuus, e mquﬂhﬂum

276. Thewe whan. plasit and ~ which appear 1o fit into what is ofien

MHQWM“MMWM - mre camently some of the most hoty

muﬂp&umd‘iumhmm 83 measared by the Toms
Transportation Institute in their regular periodic reports. nmmd«muwm
housing i the nation.

mn, lnlhmhmr.ﬂmumymllhwwuldnm%plnmmhmnmh
encmy.” muhnphm;dmeulmmlila “No city plan survives first contact with
& developer of a peighborbood group.

7 smnmmnmummmmn ily frequent snd

assuming that the general of the i mmmd.uhn.:afw;ﬁc
comidors is cerlainly a puuin.hty lfnhmunndumiopd«nmmnw
transportation, then such change is not only poasible, but bencficial. I it is trasmp that
Mmmmﬂs;ummmbnmbkmmmbe
provided foe in such plans, not plans developed that frce subop P choices.

20-171

20-172

Some park-and-ride lots on the Full BRT Alternative
could be utilized by some of the RB alternatives.
However, the alternatives were not defined with this
parking as it currently is not MTA’s policy to include
major acquisition of land (for park-and-ride lots), and
construction improvements associated with these
alternatives,

Comment 20-172

It is noted that the commenter does not agree with the
land use concepts in the City’s Framework and the
planning process behind it. This plan was not prepared
by MTA. The Framework is a part of the City’s
General Plan and had extensive community input. The
transportation section was later updated by the City’s
Transportation Element, which included additional
public input. As mentioned on page RS-16, Table RS-
2: Summary of Operation Impacts, “Amending these
numerous plans would severely alter their objectives
without any substitute objective that will curtail
widespread growth.”

In reference to the contention that the Orange Line
could be replaced with another corridor or transit
option, MTA believes that the type of high-capacity
transit service provided by the BRT best meets the
goals of the Framework.
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. lmm&dmwummwmmhushbupm“w
sobution in this comidor, For all the reasons { discuas in this comment lettar, | respectfilly
disagrze with thet conchusion.

180. Page 8-L1-4S, Transportation Element Policies - This section includes two “buljet™
points from tw Transportation Element;

* “Establsh a hsi-cnp:mr it priority corridor prior #o 2010 in the Sen Fernando
Valley berween North Hollywood and Warner Center,™ — As 1 point owt in my commomm
on page RS-16, the ridership on Victory Boulevard, including both Rapid Bus and local
service, exceads the sidership projection for the Orange Line Upper Bound (even aftor all
the various things detailod in this comant Jetter that MTA has dose to make the Orange
mmmmduvmmsummﬁmm MTA’s

own Transponation Plasning Model noms show Victery vicloriow). Therefore, by
definition, if the Orange Line Upper Hound is & “high-capacity transit priority corridor,”
and if Rapid B service on Victory receives traffic signal priority, then Victory with
such bis servics nust be & “high-capacity Wansit pricvty corridor.”

. Wmnmmu.mm&mvm
Technology or u busway utilizing publicly ownod milway right-of-way." — Coalsined in a
plan of & public body, wammmm“dhnnp!m 0]
Approval of such a projedt is dependent npon a fair sed imp
Mmmmlummﬂum:ahhn,wnhu-m
| e, which is a rebuttabl: -mhuﬂmw:n,u[’b)m
& project will be approved without regard 1o iy affectivity,
mw:mdmfmmhuwwwm
decisios making practice and showld not be sflowed.

. hmifm-lgﬁglﬂﬂnmitnwu’mwmwm
than conld by with the plan, the proper action would appear to
bewmdnﬁnpshlluﬂu.

282. These sume comments apply 1o sections following, including Table 8-4.1-4; Comsistency of
the Rapid Bis Alernatives with SCAG Regional Coosprebensive Plan and Guide sad Table 8-
4.1-3: City of Los Angeles Comnyanity and Specific Plan Policy lmpact Asalysis.

283, Does MTA concur with the points | have made above? If not, why not?

184, Page 8-4.3-12, Table 8-43-2: Population and Emph Projections (1999-2028) —
As has been disugsed ia multiple comments shove, mjsdmnppmamhehnedmsh:m
old, too-high projections and MTA should conform to the most recent best projections.

20-172

20-173

20-174

Comment 20-173

Please see response to comments 20-136 and 20-137
regarding ridership of Full BRT and Rapid Bus
alternatives.

The planning process with which the City of Los
Angeles developed its recommendations for
transportation improvements included extensive public
input. MTA does not direct the City’s plans but
participates in their preparation as an outside agency.
MTA concurs that transportation and land use planning
must be considered together if the serious mobility and
growth issues facing the city are to be addressed. The
Framework and the

The City’s Transportation Element recognizes these
important connections.

Comment 20-174

The information in this table was used to maintain a
consistent approach in the Revised FEIR to that used in
the Final EIR. Utilizing 2000 Census data would not
allow for reliably consistent conclusions between the
documents.
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105 Page 5-4.5-7, Tables $-4.3-1: Asawsl Direct Energy Consumption - Year 2028, Teble
B-4.81: Changes in YMT of Esch Abernative Compored o No Bulld Alerustive - The
cosmments here also apply ko the four tabies on the following two pages.

286. There appesrs to be some inconsistencies between date o= these tables and information
provided elsewhere in the DRFEIR snd there are some other deta that requires explasation.

287. First, %o make sure that | have a proper wnderstanding of these tabies, & few questions.
There are four vehicle classes shown in these blcs, “Prsscager Vehicle,” CNG Bus,” “Light or
Heavy Rail,” and “C Ruil™ Am1 ly stating the following?

= In 2020, sl MTA buses will be CNG (compressed natural gas)-powered?

= There are no differences m the types of vehicles ind other chamchernistics imporant to
these tables between Allermatives - fir cxampl, the tnergy wsage profik of the
passcnger vehicles in the “No Build” Alternative i identical to that for the “Full BRT™
Ahcmative?

288, In Table 8-4.8.1, the “CNG Bus™ encrgy wsage for *Full BRT™ is higher than thet of the
“No Build," which is ms expected  The energy usage for cach of the three Rapid Bus
Alternatives is higher than tha of the No Build, but lower than that of the “Full BRT,” snd is
closer to that of the “Full BRT™ than that of the “No Build.” This would generalty be waderstood
0 mean that the buses in the three Rapid Bey Altematives were traveling fower miles than the
buses in the “Full BRT™ Ahersative. The data presented in Table 8-4.8.2; Chaags in VMT" of
Each Alemnatives Compared to No Build Alcrastive} appears to be comsistont with the data in
the previom table, with the “Full BRT™ showing 4% more CHG VMT than the “No Build,”
while the three Rapid Buses Allematives came in a1 66%, 67%, and .74% mome VMT than the
*No Build."

239 1 now refer you to page 8-6-6, Table 5-6.3; 'a\nm-lf‘,_ ing and Mai

Costs (2001 doilars, in millions). mmm i¥ the addod g Coets
for the three Rapid Bus Mmmmmmmdmofm‘f Mnﬁnﬁn
the Rapid Bus Alternalives have, generally, more CNG Bus VMT than the BRT Altcrnstive.

290. Since the operating cost incresses for the three Rapid Bus Allernatives sre presented as
ranges of costs, v3. the same identical poist projections for both the BRT Upper and Lower
Bound, it is useful lo be more specific. The Costs Over No Build for these wre:

RB-2: $212:231
RB-5: §222.242

» Vehiche Miles Traveled

20-175

20-176

20177

Comment 20-175

It is correct to state that in 2020, all MTA buses will be
CNG-powered be powered by CNG or other appropriate,
available, environmentally-sound technology, and that
there are no differences in the types of vehicles and other
characteristics important to the tables between
alternatives. It is also correct to assume that energy
consumption factors for passenger vehicles are not
affected by the transit alternatives under consideration.

Comment 20-176

It is correct to state that CNG buses for the three RB
alternatives would result in less VMT than the Full BRT.
The statement regarding the change in CNG bus VMT
for each alternative compared to the “No Build” is
correct and is presented in Table 8-4.8-2.

Comment 20-177

Operating and maintenance (O&M) costs are
determined through a number of inputs, not just
revenue vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Inputs are
described in Table 6-2 of the February 2002 FEIR.
VMT used in the O&M cost model was generated
independently from what is reported in Table 8-4.8-1.
The VMT inputs for the rapid bus alternatives were
provided to the commenter as a summary of backup
statistics for the O&M cost model. The annual VMT
input for BRT was 97.45 million and 97.48 million for
the lower and upper bound BRT respectively, which is
lower than the rapid bus alternatives.
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RE-Network: 130.6-34.4
BRT Lower Bound: $12.5
BRT Upper Bound 3225

291. The RB-3 range sits on iop of the BRT point projection, with the BRT projection cleser to
the “high™ ond. The RB-S range alo sits an top of the BRT point projaction, but the BRT
projection is closer 1o the “low” end of the range. The RB-Metwork range is higher tan the
BRT point projection.

292, How can e Rapid Bus Ah i aling costs be g ity higher than those of the
BRT, wﬂuFuEBIlemMunum‘r

293. In Table 8-63, the operating cost increment for the BAT Upper and Lower Bounds are
MIWJMCNMNOB«H.MMTMI-‘F] there are different values for
CHO Bus encrgy comsumption. How can the operating cosl for BRT Upper snd Lowsr Bound
ba identical, which implies an identical CNG Bus YMT, but the energy usage be different?
There is only & poim projection for CNG Bus in table 8-4.8.2, which is inconsistent with the
range of energy consumption in Table 3-4.8.1. Is there sn cxplanstion for this diffcrence, or iy it
an error of some type?

24, If these i ik i are due o inconsistencies in the
mbdohyumhmunﬁmmwhﬁdﬂeumﬁwh.wmamm
please discloze the problends) and comect them.

295 Tablc 863 shows o range of cost increments for the three BRT, but there are poimt
projections for cocrgy ws¢ in Table 3-4.8.1 and VMT in Table $-4.8.2. Please comect this
inconsistence and provide the full and corroct deta.  Tebles 8-4.3-1 and §-4.8-2 both show that
“hdnu}hmr&ﬂ'ndmnur'wmmvmﬂwumﬁu-ﬂy
between with a sumber of evident inconsistencies. In general, ooe would assume
that energy usage is closely correlmed to VMT, but this does not appear 1o be the case from the
data presemed.  For example, Table 8-4.8-1 shows that Commutcr Rail energy usage for Full
BRT going up 43%, while Table 3-4.8-2, we see VMT going up 1.2%, over twice a8 rouch,
Please explain why the raics of change I energy usage and YMT in these two tables vary 3o
widely,

296. Finally, regarding Table 8-4.8-2, what are the actwal CNG Bus 2020 VMT duta for the
various Alternatives?

297. Page B4.13-1, 3-4.13 SAFETY AND SECURITY - The following sunmarizes the
conditions, results, xnd situation st the Mismi-Dade Transit South Miami Busway, This Busway

was the first such Busway in the U.S. and, at the time of the FEIR, was the only betway of thiz

20-177

20-178

20-179
20-180

20-181

20-182

20-183

20-184

Comment 20-178

When estimating regional energy consumption, the
MTA transportation demand model supplies the regional
VMT totals. When estimating MTA’s O&M costs,
VMT is one of numerous inputs for MTA’s O&M cost
model. In estimating MTA O&M costs, MTA s total
VMT is provided through the transportation demand
model. MTA’s VMT was higher for the upper-bound
BRT alternative as compared to the lower-bound BRT
alternative; other measures used in the calculation of
MTA’s O&M cost also had changes which overall
resulted in minor differences in the calculated MTA
O&M cost for the lower-bound and upper-bound BRT
alternatives. For LADOT’s O&M costs, vehicle hours
are used rather than vehicle miles. Note that while there
is no net difference in the total O&M costs for the BRT
lower and upper bound estimates, there are slight
differences in the calculated MTA O&M cost and
LADOT O&M cost,

Comment 20-179

See response to Comment 20-182.

Comment 20-180

See response to Comment 20-182.
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Comment 20-181
Please see Response 20-178.

Comment 20-182

Table 8-4.8-2 would be revised to indicate the correct
change in VMT per year for the Full BRT when
compared to the No Build. The revised table is shown
on the following page.

Comment 20-183

The CNG bus 2020 VMT data for the various
alternatives are presented in Table 8-4.8-1. As shown,
No Build would result in approximately 235,507,550
CNG bus VMT, the Full BRT would result in CNG bus
VMT that range from 237,730,082 to 237,789841, RB-3
would result in approximately 237,066,410 CNG bus
VMT, RB-5 would result in approximately 237,089,539
CNG bus VMT, and RB-Network would result in
approximately 237,258,276 bus VMT.

Comment 20-184

The design of the Orange Line has incorporated
additional safety features not present in the Miami
system. Please refer to response to comment C9-66 in
the Draft Final EIS/EIR. There are 34 crossing along the
Orange Line alternative and at 11 of the stations are
located adjacent to the crossings. Therefore at 11 of the
34 crossings, buses will be accelerating from a stop at a
station platform or will be decelerating to stop at a
station, and will therefore be traveling at well below the
45 MPH speed referenced in the description of the
Miami system.

San Fernando Valley Page 9-175
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Table 4.8-2: Change in VMT of Each Alternative Compared to No Build Alternative

Change in VMT/Year
Vehicle Class Full BRT vs. No Build RB-3 vs. No Build RB-5 vs. No Build RB-Network vs. No Build
Change in Percent Change in Percent Change in Percent Change in Percent
VMT/Year Change VMT/Year Change VMT/Year Change VMT/Year Change
Passenger -34,221,628 to - -0.02% -22,628,310 -0.02% -20,507,700 -0.01% -23,075,691 -0.02%
Vehicle 25,560,321
CNG Bus 2,222,532 to 0.94% to 1,558,859 0.66% 1,581,989 0.67% 1,750,726 0.74%
2,382,291 0.97%
Light or Heavy 142,172 1.32% 70,079 0.70% 13,725 0.14% 17,390 0.17%
Rail
Commuter Rail 58,512 0.48% -13.697 -0.28% -15,981 -0.33% 2,444 -0.05%
VMT = vehicle miles traveled.

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates, 2000; see FTA New Start Worksheets.
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Ferannda Valley East-West Trausit Corrider Puga 7
November 22, 2084

type opermtional in the U.S, More importan, it is the onfy such facitity thet is rmotely close to
the proposed Orange Line BRT, with the folkrwing shared features:

A Busway located on & former rail right-of- way
- Numerous sl-grade crossings where there is the danger of Busway buses snd strost

claims that the MDT Souwth Miami Busway, and is limited waffic signal pricsity :
mwmmUm,wﬁhaﬁmﬁIMdﬂﬂmmwmﬂ
opesaied with Busway buses going through grade crossings at 45 mpb (the same speed plasned
for MTA buses st most Orange Line grade crossings) will be & very safe tremsporiation
guideway. However, Miami-Dade Tramsit, which operaies the South Mismi Busway, tarsed off
its limited signal prierity sysiem - for the second time - in 1999 ond it har mor bee nemed on
since and there are no plows to twrn i back on.  Since 1999, every Sewth Miamd
pproaches cach intersection at no mone than 15 mph, comes 1o & complete stop, even if 1t hes &
“green signal,” checks wmaffic in all ditections, aad thes ¢ o the & i
more than 15 mph. Although MDT hed hired safety consaitants 10 advise them on hew 10 get the
timited signe! priority back operational, and MDT has implemented simost all of their
recommendations on (he originel Busway, and though the ded sadicty inipe

were designed for a mavimen Busway b speed of 15 mph through the imersections, nol the
original 43 mph, the limited signal priority system is still off. Finally, in two oew extensions of
MMMianﬁMﬂmmﬁhtﬁym!«mmﬁ«wﬁhﬁ:wﬂ;mw
every ene of the safety | dations was incorporated into its design and
construction, these extensions will open with the Busway buses stopping ar each ond every grade
crasting. There is sbsolutely no schedule for every opemuting the South Mismi Busway through
grade crossings without stepping for cvery one.

299. Therefore, MTA says that the South Mismi Busway experiences with limited traffic signal
priority allowing buses to speed through intcrections without siopping a1 43 mph proves that the
Orange Line will be 1 safe guideway transit sysiem doing exactly the same thing.

300. But the people who operste the South Miami Busway shut down the limited traffic signa
priotity system a3 an extreme safety hazard in 1999, have never turned it back on, and Bave no
ciament plags io ever do so.

301 And the Orange: Line has many very significam safety concemns thet are far over and shave
anything that has ever been seen in Miami

DATA SOURCES

20-184
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Cemments Om DRFEIR, Sea Fernando Valley East-West Traneit Corrider Page 77
Nevember 21, 2004

301. The information utilized to prepars the following portions of this peper was obtsined over & 20-184
period of approximately two-tnd-one-half years from five sowrces: (1) The Mismi-Dade Transit
(MDT) web site, hitp://www.co.mizmi-dade.fl.we/traasit (2) Bob Poursali, Manager of Service
Planning, MDT (308/617-3809), (3) DMJM-Harris and R. Aleman & Associstes, lac., Soutk
Miagmi-Dode Burway Safety Stwdy (Firal Report), August 13, 2001 (ciwd s W
Immmﬂcr),[ﬂﬂ:hﬂTOﬁuofSnfetyudSecm specifically Lyl Mansion, MDT
Safety Dep furly » detailed log of coflisions prepared by hm, and
Steve Chl)ﬂ. Sy!!em Safety Supervisor (30&'3?5—42410), wnd (5) The Aiowmi Herald, the
primarily English-language daily newspaper in Mismi-Dade County.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SOUTH MIAMI-DADE RUSWAY

300, Miami-Dinde Tmnsit is the transit planning, construction, and opemting sgency for Miami-
Dade County, Florida. MDT is & County Agency.

303. mmwamyn:wuummdumum
wrea, by lmmk!S«lhudWwdﬂkhuCBD The
mmmdmmmnmn““ d South M | staticn, the South
termins of the heavy rail system that MDT buitt and operates. From Dedeland South, Metrorail
mmEm-NmMulh:MlCBD mmnymﬂnmm The South Minmi-
Dade Busway insegrates with er, the Miwni CBD sutomated guideway
“proplanover,” MMymnmdﬁmﬂumDﬁmmh
Southern portion of the County along the Atlantic Ocean.

304, The current B.2 mile Busway, which opened for passenger service Febreary 2, 1997, will be
the first phase of a planned 30+-mile Busway. Its capital cost (met inchoding vehicles) was 521
million. The pext two extensions, totaling 1148 miles, will ren from e current Burway
Southern Terminus near 112* Avenue 10 Florida City and are both scheduled 10 begin revenue
service early in calender year 2005, U is being built in two segments, the 5.0 mile North
Scgment and the 6.48 mile South Segment, ot a projected total cost of $85.5 million for right-of-
mqunuumudmmm mMMﬂwqullnﬂhm;,u
y being prepared for solicitation of

305 Thmmnsmwmmmmhplymlﬁmﬂmwnw-ormdh
Florids East Coast Railway, as will be much of the ion. The first
m}ymummwual{mmmmmn mcmwnun!dqﬂnmmdnr
although onc portion of the sl d from 1.5.1 by some hundreds of
feer US, !unhnlymmamphnm MWM&MN|MG‘W
to 45 mph with many i but with relatively few “minor” strects crossing it.
30&Pnumthccmmmnnﬂksmmy:ﬂmmnmmbwmmusI
itself, bt most of the service formerly operated on U5, 1 has now been shified to the Busway.
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Responses to Comments

Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valiey Exst-Went Transit Corriger Fagu 79
Nevember 22, 2004
313. A the prevent time, it is questionsble if there is 4n actusl bus trevel time Kavings for 20-184

Bmmhmmhﬁmmuu.s,l—hfm.bymmhmwh
memu-mrmmmmmmunummuu.& L. The
M#ﬁanmormmmhubdmmﬁzyhmn-hmmhhm,,
ﬁmw&niuhdmnbﬂmbnmmdnhﬁmudhwﬂuﬁglww
ﬁmuﬂpfaminﬁhm&mﬁmhmwﬂhumiﬁm
improved over pre-Busway days.

RIDERSHIP

311.‘11:Bum’igaeﬁledvithﬁpiﬁwnminmiphﬁam.nhﬂmd
pproximately 71% on weekd md!30%onmudnmm8umyh&,mu
m.mmmmwpwmfmwmmmwymntm.
Bmw,;ﬂwﬂnhmmmwbodbmnuﬂmmuubdn},hh-nr
MWHMH.M&I&'MWM;«NM&

TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND PROBLEMS

3|s.mmmu¢dnmmymﬁmmmmmamﬁﬁwu
MMBMyﬁwhﬁquamumwﬂfl&thu
1o praceed through the i ions at the maxt sick perating speod of 45 wph. The
system, as imtalied for the first Busway segment, wtilired “ad foop™ detection of buses on
the guideway 1o irigger “green” lights for approsching buses, The Husway busos ware not given

ignal preemption, priotity, or prefe , bt becavse the Busway largely parallels
u_s.l.mhmwmmmu.s,mmw»mu&:m
uopmdmamingnﬁx.ﬂmyhmmmmiﬁq“m”ipﬂsﬂpﬂ«“a
high portion of the time. When Busway intersection raffic signals were nod triggered for
Busway buses, they “rested in red” for the Busway, If & Busway bus spproached a grade
crossing intersection during a “red” phase for U.S. 1, the bus would NOT receive a “green,” but
-muwnmawummmmmtmhmmm"m‘sxu.

JIG.Mmﬁmmmm&mwm,Miawm
with pedestri ks, OF these ni i oo, eleven (SW 104" Street, SW 112*
Street, SW 124™ Street, SW 128 Street, SW 137* Street, SW 136 Street, SW 144° Street, SW
uz*Sumswm'mc.rmmammwswm‘am)mw
adjacent 0 U.5.1 and the signals for the Busway and US. 1 are controlled 85 & single
intersection. Six imtersections (SW 168 Sireet, Baryon Strect, Hibiscus Stroet, SW |84% Street,
SW 186" Strect, and Martin Road) are fairly close to, but physically scparied from U.S, 1

Mﬁmwﬂmﬂumlum&emuﬂll.s.lmww(ﬁu
be referred 10 as “isolsted” interscctions). The other two imersections (SW 98% Srom

Eig

Page 9-180
San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor
Metro revisep Feir



¥i134 a3asInay 04PN
10pLII0Y }isuel] }Sop-ise] e

Kajep opueusaq ue
181-6 230d ki £

Aup sd sBpoos  vISZOD (40 dony eoLeApE )
0007 '§ MQUEMON - BSEL MQUIDNg WOy Axp Jed TReRROY i

Aap md SRNPROR YZEUO'0 (U0 OO IOURADR] BBS L JRQLISOR( - BAGL LRSYY WO A d SLIBPRSY E
Aup md spADROR  BSIZD0 {0 0004 S0UBADE) 6461 Amrune.4 - 881 AP wog Aep sed musproy 7
Azp md EUBOEOR  TEES00 {ua dooy SoURADE) 1881 sUny - 166} Amngea woy Aep xd Kueppay '}
T USRI 555 PRy

{iogsprands po womumy A7 ‘20mes) ar 6661
saquisao b 30 paum; finag wosms doof RouRspY M o dn pouad 3 Jag sousNs ML 0ZE

"o wa)) Kjamupoiddy jo et v 205 rwomusdo Afyg 1eeq Ajko sy aeesds Guoud
MBS Supen oq ‘641 ARNIGAI Ul patiado INuEN IRIY ATMInG i UM ‘uojary ) (R

31
. Eagg F

HH

3

g

!?

i

i%

jjaaagees

i
i

i

!

i

:

i

!

E%
4
i
21
i
s_; ;
i

i
1
1]
B
i

) 05 iy par SsuowW awell gy Lo ? pomton, 15 s sof feal oy sqL
"L 573 0F Amingl 3 JO SEU6013 Saep 41 01 poreyas AP At susaigoud o1 Jo KuwN L 1€

TVONRIIPIITOS ¥ J0U 8
v81L-0Z 'S’ pum Anasng 2 so) Suirmasis jo wormoRu000 4 pu £a0e TeExads 2w (PRASNOG uRR]

IO 1T S2qmasoN
ot adsg APLLIE) IWRI] M -HINT LIIVA OPWERIIT WS WITIHA WO FISImmOs

Sjuswwo) o} sasuodsay



Responses to Comments

Cemments On DRFEIR, San Fernands Valley Eant-West Transit Corrider Page m

November 12, 2004
321. At the present time, Busway bus drivers are instrucied 10 slow 1 0o more than 15 mph 20-184
mumdxnmummmm&:mht‘ﬂm sigmal,

mduwﬁmﬂmphwaaw.aﬂﬂmmh‘:h&kmwﬂmph

122 There have also been many changes in traffic signal operstion, includi d of
Besway signals with those on U.S. 1, Imuumem‘hmydmmofupnllhmmh
stop driver confusion as to which signal was active for them, signal timing modification, end
specinl waming signs, Special public awareness campmigns and bus opersior and emerpency
vehicle oporator training scssions have alse been implemented.

113, mwnwmwmmmmmwmmm

| in grestly reducing safety i 1, they have abso significantly showed
Butway travel speeds, MD‘rmﬁhunpmmeﬂaquhr-DOT-m
restors the Busway trafic sigmi prefercnct schome oniginally implomented, in & safer mamncr
{as deisiled in the DMIM Report), but a1 a crossing spood for Buses of 15 mph, vioe the original
45 mph Most, but not all, of the detailed changes 1o “re-energize” the traffic light preference
syster for the first Busway segment have bees spproved and mmplemenied.

324, The two segments of the second phase were designed with all the of the “15 mph™ mafety
pians in the DMIM Repon, but it is currently programmed to begin service in the same manner
a3 brus operations on the first Busway segment, each bus always siopping st esch grade crossing

315. Confh garding Busway operations and traffic signals was also being blamed s a
cmfwmmudmmmmﬂﬁmpnmmvﬁ!qﬁwhumm
been repid increases i populstion snd roedwey wadTic in this comidor jn recest years The
Bmwcynyuhwmmﬁdbymrdﬁmudﬂqmnwlnmwmmual whuh
may have led w fi Hon-driy

unkﬂumjbumﬁcngnlpﬁnmmdﬂxmmanﬂm‘ﬂuwmnhn

reduced both the safety and 2 Avoiding congestion

ixiots will be & consideration in reestablish orsmmmmﬁcﬁpdmmm
the future.
SAFETY

326. DMIM reports, "A total of 67 crashes involving buses were recorded st the busway
imMcrsections during the period Februmry 1997 through November 2000, Forty-mine (73%) of
these craahes involved injurics and two crashes resutied in famlmies *

327. Mr. Mannion's spreadsheet shows 68 collisions between February 1997 and November
2000, producing 198 injuries to bus passengers and occupants of other vehicles (151 of which
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Responses to Comments

Cemments Ou DRFEIR, Son Fernands Valley East-West Tramdl Corrider Pege 32
Nevember 11, 2004

were iansported 10 hospitals, the cthers either treated a1 the sceme or not ireated by emengency
medical personnal), phus 17 bus operador injanes.

328, TMMHMM&YM'BM}W}MMMTW
Study Promi N ber 2, 2000) lﬂwmmmdn&mﬂ:mudﬂ
busway in the 45 months from February 1997 through $ 2000, two fi
mﬁﬂﬁyhBMCmMaHmwyﬂnu Cfficer's Family to Get $2.2
Million, November 11, 2000) sio reports over $2.4 million paid by the Miami-Dade t0 seitic
cight lawsuits filed by people injured in Basway sccidents.

{329. Note: Settlement, or trial, o(nchuﬁylmdﬂmmuh:wbm;qmm
makes it uniikely that the reported cost included all death d #nd proporty damage
ﬂlmmdlymhmﬂndmmumaﬁmnfﬂumdm
injury safety i noted. | i in the second Herald anticle, there
nasmmaumr«ummwm«mmm
in the collision of his police patrol vehicle with a MDT bus. This largr, expedited clai
MMynhmmd&mmek date of
article.

330 Airneﬂ-l! mnlnﬂy&dmtmlusmlmfmnnﬂsbdwwhmmhn

and others g injuries io such incidents are making clsims for noo-existent
injuries and/or exaggerating the extent of injuries for purposes of public lishility/property
damage claimy and similar improper parposcs,  While this belief may have significant Eactoal
backing in masy specific instances, nansit agencies historically have found it more practical, and
far less risky, to settle many claims with some question of validity.}

£

:E

331 ﬂuoﬂhnwu&d wwmmwhwbmu&mdmtnuﬂywhmum
and F-DOT have d changes in and other Bi

332, The following timeline utilizes Miami Herald atticles to show safety incidest rates and

;&;ﬁ\‘r%:nchmm&nhymmm{m articles may be found in Exiubit

A, 12 collisions through the firsl fowr moaths of operation (Alfonso Chardy, Complaint
Spelis Troubie for Busway, June 9, 1997)

B. 13 collisions and 35 slight personal injuries, Busway buses to sop at intersections
along Southern leg of Busway, temporary disconnection of some seasors that trip b
green light signals, modification and synchronization of taffic signals, and more

20-184
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernantle Valley Exst-Wenl Tramsit Cerridor Pape s
Nevember 12, 2004

visibie aignage to inform mwotorists of the Busway (Alfonse, Chasdy, Hurway 20-184

Changes May Reduce Accidents, June 12, 1997, Buorway Privrity Faces Temporary
Red Light, June 14, 1997)

Non-Busway collision mie on sdjacent South Dixie Highway snd surroonding
residential streets increases afiey Busway opem:

n E g : : Il. . ; n . n
21471896 &1 96 1.57
9/1-1172896 8 46 5
11129/96-212797 ] i 108
Totl Pre-Busway 216 213 ]
Post-Busway
234087 & Ll L3

The Busway is als blamed for mors congestion oa U.S. | by a Flonda Highway
Patrol Spokewnan, lesding 10 “more siopping And poing and more rear-end collisions
and reckiess driving ™ i

The local F-DOT Department Chief, however, suted thet the crashes were due 1o 8
genenil increase in traffic.

The Herald story was oocasioned by *... severs] South Dade County comumters who
complained of more accidents since the busway openad.” (Alfosse Chardy, Crasher
Excalate Wear the Burway - Rowte is Now More Congested, September 22, 199T)

€. Police Officer killed in Buswsy bus-vs,-patrol car collizion (Armokd Markowite,
Police Officer, 27, Diex Afier South Dode Car-Bw Crash, Decemsber 9, 1999)

D Semi-Trailer Trock-vs.-bus-vs.-guto collision tajures 18 (Drecger Martiocz, 3. Fekicle
Crash fujures 18 People, February 29, 2000)

E  Two Mego-Dude Police cars collide on Burway while responding to emergency call,
injuring three officery (Draeger Mantinez, Policy Cars Collide, Three Officers Huwrs,
May 26, 2000)

F. Buyway bus-vs.-ano collision results in fatality and critical injury; 132 personal
injuries in 64 collisions from Busway opening February 1997 through September

2 _F
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Responses to Comments

Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernands Valey Esst-West Transit Corrider Pogesd
Nevember 12, 1084

000 (Ana Aclc snd Tyler Bridges, Man Dies in Crazh, Movember 1, 2000),

Coilision rase by year: 20-184
1997 (February-Decenber) 16

1998 12

1999 3

2000 (Jamuary-September) - |

Totsl [+

*Ti ' inkered with the traffic signals in 1998 after a sories of

-::Hmu mmmmm:m:}gm«fm

G Changes in Buaway procedures (Luisa Yenez, Burway Safety Meaturer Ordered
Driver Traimung, Study Promised, November 2, 2000}

1 Hive outside consultant (DMIM) 10 salyze causes of all sccidents on Busway
since i

z Instruct bus operators to slow o |5 mphat all intersections (This was in cror
= at this time, all buses were stopping at 4l istersections)

3 New training for all bus operators

4 Public awareness campaign

The DMIM report incheded the following

1. (Mmuﬂmmmmﬁdh-ﬂhuym}
- “"Design ad d loop operetion for bus h speed of 1S mph. This
proposal would invelve h@imumg du-'r.n to the opoation of the
lemhMmmmmMrmmﬁb
15mph oo the appe w0 the i
wmmummmmmrwhﬂmwlmufm
countenneasure. This measure is expeciad 1o reduce both the frequency and
severity of potential crashes at the intersections. ™

2. (Loag Terns Crash Couiermeasures) “Long term crash countermeasares are
ded for ideration after installation and cvah of the short
lerm and medium wrm Crash ded for

) ideration inchude the follow

[ Instaliation of fashing signats, similar as used for reilroed crossings.
b Installation of automatic gates, similar as used for railrosd crossings.
€ Tnstaltstion of (ashing signals, similar as used for moveablc bridges.
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Responses to Comments

Cemmesis Ou DRFEIR, Sas Fernando Vallay East-West Tramsit Corrider Page ss

Nevember 22, 2004
R e S | 20-184

THE INTERCONNECTIVITY OF THE QUEST FOR SPEED AND SAFETY

332, In s Drah Esvironmersal Impact StatemenyDrafl Eovironments) Lpact Report, San 20-185

Fernanda Volley Eaw-West Transit Corridor, Msy 2001 (DEIS/DEIR), MTA claimsed that the
bus travel time from Neah Hollywood (specifically, the Nerth Hollywood Red Line Station) to
Wamer Center (gpecifically, MmeMhudewﬁAwu
between Erwin Street and Ornard Stroet™) would be 28,8 minutes”,

33, In their comments on the DEIS/DEIR, several imterested partics™ made very strong
objections ¥ this run time projection on two grounds:

A, h would be absolualy impossible for MTA 10 achieve this travel time for & large
mumber of specified reasom

B. Bus travel along this comidor would be extremetly unsafe n! the spocds MTA had
specificd, znd mnder the conditions that MTA had specified, in the DEISDEIR.

135, These two issues — spoed aend mafety — mre closely inlegrated. In order to justify the BRT

Project, MTA miust show that it will shract large numbers of new riders ~ which, in furm, requires 20-186

mwdmmmmmmmmmhm However, the
logics thet MTA is proposing o gain this spocd appear W lesd o questionable public

safety - and the sole axample of the use of these technologies in North America, the profect thar

MTA aclf cired to shaw ibe safety of these techmolagies ~ bas turned them off due to ity high rate

of collisions, injuries, and fatalities.

336. Without the use of these technologies - achaally, even wirk most of them — the trawel time 20-187
saving of BRT is minimel, o1 pow-cxiziem, ax discuxsed in detil o this comment Joacr, teroby
quistioning the utility of this project. Howtver, cven without their use, even with a significantly
slower BRT, there are anll very major conoerns about safety on the BRT.

337. In the FEIS, MTA has sdmitied that the 288 minute trave] time promusigated in the 20-188
DEISDEIR is questionatie, and it presented the bus run time in the Fform of a “Lower Bound™ of

- DEINDELE, Yohune I, Figure 5.7. Warmer Comer Tromit Hub Podential Circulaton {On-Swvey), page 5-
19.
= Toble 54: Compurizon of A pagn 54,

. Sce FEIR, Vol 2, particularty” Rebbi Aron B, Tendler, pp. 7-128/170; Jan Chattes-Brows, Exq. 0a
behalf of the Concerned Clelzoss Trasuit Coatition (CCTC), pe 7-177192, and Thanmas A, Rabin/Rickard K. Stome,
P AN

Comment 20-185

This comment references earlier comments on the Final
EIR and is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 20-186
Please refer to Response 20-35.

Comment 20-187

The additional transit riders attracted to the BRT with
the upper bound (40.0 minute) travel time, which
assumes a much lower level of transit priority and speed
than the lower bound (28.8 minute) travel time with full
signal pricrity, exceed the new transit riders for the
Rapid Bus Alternatives, as shown in Table 8.6.5. Also
please refer to Response to Comment No. 20-35.

Comment 20-188

Please see Response 20-98.
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Comments Om DRFEIR, Saa Fernsado Yalley East-West Transit Carridor Page s
November 121, 2004

the former 23.8 minuscs and an “Upper Bound™ of 40 minwtes™.  In the FEIR, ia resposse to 20-188
specific comments, MTA pow claims, “The BRT Aliernative has a range of travel imas to cross
the Valley from 28.8 minuter 10 40 mimues™.” However, even MTA, in ity own press refoas !,
states,

“A trip from the Warner Center Trarsit Hub to North Hollywood will take
33 10 40 minutes, compared o on-stroet bus scrvice which today iskes 35 minutes For the
sarme trip, and which will lengthen gver time a3 on kil

333 In the Request for Proposal for the buses that will actually optrate on the SFV BRT, we
have the 1ame running time:

“With an end-to-end run tise of approximately 35 to 40 minutes, opersting st spesds of
33 mph in the Chsndler Boulovard median, and 55 MPH maximum speeds, the project
will include 3 fleet of new bus rapid tansit vehicles™ ~

339. Even in FEIR, where, for some resson, MTA. still wishes w0 cling o the idea that a 208
minue travel time is somehow still possible, MTA admits that 28.8 minutes betwess Warner
Center and Morth Hollywood vin BRT is sow the “Lower Limit” of u range. However, ms
MTA's own press relesse, end MTA’s own RFP to buy the buses that will operate the SRT
aervice show, even 35 minutes is questionable and 28.8 misuics pever cven comes up.

» FEIR, Volame 1, Toble S-#a, Refimemenes o e Locolly Prefarred Alermave (BRT sl she Woeknd
Service Opacry), page 549

® FEIR, Vohuse 2, Comment F16-3, pags 7-126.

- “MTA Cartifies Final Environmentad Repont oa San Famando Valkey Ese-West Burwary, Fisal Desiga 10
Gt Underweny,” Felvuary 28, 2007 y

8 A3 will be seen below, citing this travel tiow for srest-surming buses batwees §om Warner Comter to North
Hallywrnod is 4 dnimgenvous stiempt by MTA 10 make the skeernative 10 8 Gll BRT o Burbak-Chandier appesr

= MTA, "CHANGES IN SFECIFICATIONS AND / OK FLANS, ADDENDUM 1, RFP OF13200643.”
laued huly ¥, 2002, Saction 5P-31, "SAN FERNANDO YALLEY EAST-WEST BUS RAPID TRANSIT
PROMECT,” page 5.
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernsado Valley East-West Translt Corrider Page 17
Nevember 22, 2084

THE MIAMJ-DADE TRANSIT BUSWAY - MTA'S MODEL FOR A “SAFEL” BRT

340, While MTA has admitied that the actual #avel time will be significently higher — desprte its
obvicws atempt to keep the now-discredited 28.8 minute travel time on the teble - it has not
quwﬁwlchngumdmmhumwmmqwﬁm
that bod 10 many of the safety concerms. With the ption of 8 few fy bricf

required by the CEQA process — elsewhere in the FEIR™!, MTA" .mmmamu
safety d by several k

“A busway project opersting in Miami, Florida is similar o the proposed San Fernando
Valley Exst-West Tramsit Corridor BRT and is offered a1 an example of sefety
performance. The Mmmi project has becn in operation since February 1997. The
busway, which raverses § miles, hes 19 intersections, and rums parallel 0 US-1, is
operated by Miami-Dade Transit. The Miami Project has intersections with coordinated
mml{wuwhhmmﬂan}MWW
coordinated signad control. The nocident rate ot the # ki f signal
mﬁlwnﬂrm&!blmmwwmmmﬂmmwhﬂn

“The proposed BRT is hwdmmmw&m&lmimmmbdina
manner similar to the coondinaied signel control intersections in the Miami project. The
BRT buxway and paraliet siroet traffic will have the seme signe! phasing & intersections.
Cross traffic will be phascd to pass through both intersections as if they wese one.

“Additional safety have been incor  into the BRT project design that are
not present in the Miami project.  Although the busway and peralie! waffic will bave the
sanre signal phasing, they will each hsve their own signage, active sign, sireet painting,
and signals o warn cross traffic and right-tum lanes that they ae not to ender either
mtersection. Mmﬂhmhdmkmlﬂmuﬂﬁ:ﬁmmlﬂn
p Should & motorist enter imto the istersection of 2
Mwﬁﬂhdﬁtkﬂﬂhﬂehmmhﬁ:ﬂmhfmh
busway/paraliel waffic is phased to green. Right tum lanes will have active “No Right
Turmn™ signs and should motorist ignore that waming they will be sopped by a sigral
situated on the opposite side of the busway ™"

"

341, COST's full response ke the above requires & great deal of dewil. The short response can be
made in twa parts:

" Sen FEIR, Yol 2, Conments C5-b, €57, C9-29, 0966, Coo6l, and C11-41C 2(8), C-17-1),
illusrative of MTA'S responses fo safety concerss of commenters.
¥ FEMR Vohae 2, Comment C3-66, poge 7-157.

20-189

Comment 20-189
The design of the Orange Line has incorporated
additional safety features not present in the Miami

system. Please refer to response to comment C9-66
in the Final EIR and Response 11-3 herein.
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Comments Oz DRFEIR, San Fernands Valley East-West Tramsit Corrider Page sz
Nevember 22, 2004

A

Yes, thare are many grest similarises between the Mismi-Dede Transit (MDT)
Busway project and the proposed SFV BRT. Ocher than the MDT Burwary, there is
ng other bus transit geidewny proect in the United States currently in operstion thet
is remoicly similar 1o the SFV BRT. The similarities are even closer than MTA ssts
forth above, mwmﬂhmmTamﬁwuadnumm
muﬁmm&mﬂu\q
Therr is, -, 0D significant omission in the MTA sbove —
ﬂ:MTDBuuyuumupmﬂn;mhmmanhuﬁmﬂk
WWM The source document for the 208 misste ron time
pection () 1 Padron & imtes, “Run Time Esti San Fernando Valley
EIS/FIR - Bus Rapid Tramit (BRT), 24-May-2000, Filename: Asfv-briwkd) atsumes
precmption m street crossings where there is pot & BRT station snd azsumes grees
time advance/exiend up 1o ten second for stroet crossings where them is & station,
The former is “Preemption,” as defined sbove, the Iater could be either Full or Partial
Priofity. The Busway buses do nof cumemily have any signal priovity or preference of
any type — in fact, cach Busway bus approaches each of the 19 grade crossings st a
maximum speed of 15 mph, comes to 8 complete sop at the Flop Ling — cven f the bus
has a Green traffic signal - and Lben, after the bus operaior has checkad that the way
is clear, procecds through the intersection at & speed no grester than |5 mph. Asa

DMIM-Haris & R. Akvman & Associates, Ioc., Sowh Miomi-Dade Burecy Safety Shady, Fizal Report, |
ochusive.

A.p-u.:nol vmlﬁw-klm.\-w

This paper will wiilize MTA's definition of the tachaical tarms used to describe the types of traffic signal

freoritism conmnonly wliize, a4 found ia FEIR, Yohuse 1, §2.23.5 5, “Traast Priority/Tralfic Signsls, Cartrol,
wnd Sadety — Transit Priovity page 1-40

*Thre are typically thres rypes of lneermction {nons of which decrsess the smosst of crossiag Heee Wlocsted for
pedeanrians) barween the sigasl system end treemit system % provide the most efficiont opanation for both the trawi
Fymaw and vehicular iratlic.

Provmprion grants the right-of-wiy 10 & tekes trsit vohicle by inkermapting the somsal sigsal cycle
sequence. (This strutegy is not expectod 10 b used ia the Exst-West BRT pecject )

Full Prionty may exsend or shoren tha raffic sigaal green indication of te trassit plese. rhmp-:
may be & paraibel velsicls phaon or as indepeadent phase. Full priarity siso sliows the skippieg of » traffic

Fhuse [ sesded to ndvance the requissd transit sndior competible vehicls phase. TypicaRly the phase
skipped i & Jow volume phave dering tot periad of tim, which raults in isproved operiions for the
tracit service with neinimal impact io the waffic oporation. (This stragy mey be conshdmed for low
wohame paller Mree }

Pastial Pricrity allows be traffic dgnal controlier to advance i start (early preea), of retard the snd
(estensd grees) of the transil phuse and any computible vehichs phase. Purtial Priority doss sot ship sy
webicle phas 1o exiend or bring wp sacly the traout phase. {This strasegy will be ssed for most of the BRT
orossings )"

Tha sberes citation is new to the FEIS, not being included in the DEISTEIR. it was required efter LA-DOT
definitively refssed fiul] Preemption for BRT cromsing

20-189

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep rFeIR

Page 9-189



Al EE TE O R BN I T O ah BN D R T G R B T aE am
Responses to Comments

Comment 20-190

These parenthetical statements are acknowledged for the

Commesats On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valiey East-West Transit Corridor Tage 5v record-
November 11, 1004

mkhumwlmﬂemTBmwyumderMhumdumﬁ;m 20_189 Comment 20-191

usa® The commenter points out that the MTA bus operators
A3y o ST B Sl Sl sy i e S T W e have a better record, in terms of collisions per revenue
&wmmmmmu;wmw&mm vehi‘c!e mile compared to the national average; one
ik Durva caly Ioe ;wmmhmﬁ&wmm B et collision per 124,862 motor bus revenue vehicle miles
November 20007 versus the national average of one collision per 79,502
343, Safety 20-190 miles, 57% more miles traveled per accident than the
344, Or, more property, the lack thereof. national average. This illustrates how comparisons to
3. g i s san e DT Bty b il g o syems v 20-191 othe!_‘ transit operators can be misleading. It is not
1o be more dengerous, the trfic sigaal preference sysiems wers thul dow more frequeatly), an possible to forecast in advance how many collisions
average of more than one every len dayt when all inkersoctions had aific unﬂmfm:n:

On averuge, there was one collision pe every 1,522 bus end-to-¢nu tips™. could be anticipated on a new facility like the Orange

opertional.

collisions produced 161 injuries™ and two Fatelities™, P .

. Line. Please refer again to Response 20-35.
345. With » busway bength of 3.2 miles™(MTA above describes the Busway us, 8 miles,” but

the shove and MDT persommel deacribe the busway length, exclusive of nop-busway stree!
Tunning portions of busway bus roulss, &1 8.2 mikes ), this is an collision ko of onc every 12,480
miles. i the 2000 National Transit Databese reporting year, MDT reporied & collision e of
one cvery 60,689 Mosor Bus Revenue Vehicle Miles (this sitistic inclucles significant smounts
of Busway service and collisions and, therefore, the nos-Bosway service slone is somewhat
higher}, almest five times the rade for the Busway alone. MTA reported one colfision for every

A My intarviews with Bob Paersall, Mansger of Servios Planning, MDT and Lyle Mancion, MDT Saftty and
Securty, colleced in Micest-Dacke Transt South Acr-Dade Brrnay (MOT SMDR).
MDT SMDB.

- February-Jooc, 1997 and March-early Decombar 1999, The “non-isclased™ letersection bus taffic sgaal
prioeky signels wers alac i oporasion from warly December 1999 throwgh October 2000, wiex tha sntire bus traffic
meﬁnmhﬂlm&n& mm—lmddﬁmbmm

“turpaay
Amold Markewits, "PFobcs Offiow, 27, Dies Aftor South Dade Car-Bye Crash, Misss Herold, December 9,
999 vt Asa Acie and Tyber Bridges, “Man Dies in Crash,™ bicamr Haradd, November 1, 2000.
» MO, “Scunth Miswmi-Dade Busway,” roiwmi_dade fl Mo
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124,862 Motor Bos Revenue Vehicle Miles aad the national svernge wais one collition for every
Statistics: Service Supplied and Consumed: Details by Tramsil
Purchased

reverue vehicle miles for MDT, m&,mdNﬁdeou]MBs.my (Note:
Revenue Vehicle Miles includes both directly operated and purchy bou service.).

7. The Burway collisions produced injuries st a very high raie: an sverage of 3.43
injurievcolision, over four times the .79 reported for MDT bus service a5 a whale for the year
2000 {agsin, & statistic that inchxdes some of the Busway collisions). MTA reported 1 2.36 ratio
for 2000 aad the national ratio was 90", The main reasons for this high ratio is thet the Busway
collisions iended o be more dangerous - the buses tended W be opersting st high speeds and
mast of the collisions were st approximately right aagles — sd carricd more passengers, 3o more
people were exposed to injury when the coltisions occurmed,

M8 Bmwhuha:ﬁgwlwunﬁemmmﬁbylﬂh%hhm&my-
“The accident raic mt the iotersections with coordinsed signal control was spproximsscly 1
aceident per cvery 20 million entering vehicles” - how cowld MTA report such a low accident
rate in the FEIR if the collizion/injury date presented above is correct?

350, mmﬂmwwmAummﬁbmmulsmmﬂlwhlof

Commests On DRFEIR, Son Fernanda Valley Easi-West Transit Corrider Page e
November 22, 1004

on Revenue Vehicle Miles from NTDB, mnbhzs.moumag 20-191
Agency, Directly
Tramsportation Service, which showed 24,214,000; 5,655,000, -dtm,mm

349. The answer is, MTA has, evidently, chosen 10 selectively determine which deta for which 20-192
intersections to evalimte and then to evaluste i in a way thay prochuces the resalts it wanted.

thodology, and just plain not- y relevant sutsticsl design, 20-193

cTrons in

imlniuug

The dats source appears 10 be taken from the Sowth Miami-Uade Husway Safely Study
- prepared after the Danny Alverez, the Metro-Dade Executive Direclor, fully shun

A “revenior vehiche mile™ Is 4 mibe trrveled by o tramsit vehicle (im this crae, 2 bus) in schodaled el

yervion 10 e public. Rt exclodes “deadhead™ miles travaled from -ndqwhpﬂmbmﬂud!
ol bus rowes, reiles. drivis for traiming mof carryin g pesseagers, snd other miles driven nol is scheduled raosic

Data on Total Colisioas from US. Dep of T sow'Foderal Trarmst A s, Matioss!

Trnﬂmm]iw!m“mn‘yﬂ Table 12, Mwmmymmmq
Tacidensy - Codfisions, Nom-{oilizoms ami Towsl Property Uomoge, which showed 399, 686, sad 23,184 e MDT,
mA,ManTuiMwhuenﬂlM

NTDB, 2000, Table 24, Tramsit Safery: Desotls by Tromsit Agency, Number of injuries — Collisions and

Now-Colfizies mmwmynmmﬂhum 313, MTA - 1,616, National Total Motor
Bus - 20,800

Comment 20-192

The data analyzed was for intersections with coordinated
traffic signals, as will be the case on the Orange Line. It
would not be appropriate to compare the operations of
uncoordinated signalized intersections on another
facility to the proposed sophisticated coordinated signal
system, which will be implemented on the Orange Line.
Please see response to comment 11-3.

Comment 20-193

The calculation of the accident rate of one accident per
20 million entering vehicles was developed by Myra L.
Frank & Associates, as noted in this comment, in an
attempt to provide an accident rate for the at-grade
crossings in Miami which were judged to be most
comparable to the intersections on the Orange Line in
Los Angeles. Please refer to response to comments 20-
191 and 20-192. In addition, signal priorities are
planned for reactivation on the Miami busway in mid
2005 (per telephone conversation with Isabel Pedron,
MDT, on December 2, 2004).

San Fernando Valley
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Page
November 212, 2004

down the Busway weffic sigaal prioritics for the second — and final — time®, 20-193
specifically, Table 7, “Intersection Crash Statistics (Bus Crashes Only),” Volume 1, =
pege 16, Thix table shows the crash data fos all 19 Burway intorsections, but by
Jiminating the eight i ioas that did Bot have “coondinated signal control,” the
intersections with the 1%, 2%, 3%, 4%, 5%, 7%, #* and 15* “worst” crash rases, which
wmszdmww-m-numywmmam
from the aralysis. movmmmmmhwunrmmm
mw&wdummmmmmmmuamy
Mmdmmmulmbamyw.)

B MTA’s impiicitty claimed rationale - that the i 3 Hmi were different
than thooe piamned for the SFV BRT - i bot totally without merit, and is deserving of
detailed anaiysis (which MTA bas not performed). Hewever, there would appear o
e & requirement to inform the public exactly what was done 1 produce the statistic

shown., While MTA can presemt why the should be
{uded, there are opposing ihat were not beard — tpecifically, the design
of the exchuded & oo doer have imp i 1o muny of the SFV

WTM.W#&MWMWMM(&MM,
major sireet unning paraliel 1o the Busway. There are two SFYV BRT imersections
that share this characteristic — Viclory near Winnetka and Sepuiveds sear Oxpand,
These types of inkersections have different safety concerns than intersections that ane
close w0 majr paralkel strects. To el wirtually alf ideration of the Miami
perience 1t was inconsisteat with MTA's expectations is & highly questionabl
sintistical trchnique, to say the Jeast) Indeed, from the information thet was
preseated by MTA, there was no way that any reader who did oot bave detsfled
Imawiedge of the MDT Busway's bistory 10 even know thet such issues might exist.

€ More imponiant, MTA's action in eliminating all the intersoctions exospt those thal
did not have very many crashes ins an undisclosed, bwl very i implicit
M—MMmMSIVBRTim«athmMM
found in MDT Busway intersections thel were not cxchuded, that present serious
safety concems. b fact, as we shall se, there are mamy SFV BRT intersections that
present extrrme safety concemns, concemns that are not found in any of the MDT
Busway imersections ~ in fact, of the 29 SFV BRT intersections mnalyzed, only ten
were similar 1o the MDT Busway intersections that MTA did nt exclude (Note: Our
coust of intersections is tlightly lower than the MTA count because we counted
croasings of wultiple streets simul ly or close to simut iy 83 2 single
fmtersoction),

i Luias Yance, Busmwer Safety Meaveres Ordereet - Driver Trosning, Sauly Prossoed, M Heeld,
oorvember 2, 2000,
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valley Enst-West Trapsit Corrider Pagent
November 12, 2004

RES 3

?mﬁuwuf&emmdmndl&myuufulmuﬂonu{dum

It for the ion of the FEIS had the relevarmt dats, and
Mm@mmﬂummmmmmm

The actml calculsti e d by the i crash statistics to
mhmnlmhmzmmué—mmhpmndhthehnnym
been in exisience ot the time that the calculation was done - Febroary 1997 theough
Novesber 2000. However, for s significant portion of this period, all or part of the
Busway bus waffic signal priority sysiem was not opersting — and these nom-
operational periods were, by faz, the safest periods for operation of the Busway, I
ma»::m:mmmmmﬁ-mmmh

The calenlation utilized average daily wraffic dats for cach intersection measared by
DMIM multiplied by the pumber of days in the 46-month Busway active period
mmﬂ&mﬁ:mummum:“ in general, for
most wban rosdways, trafTic on Saturdays, Sundays, and b is 5 Iess
then thet on weekdays™. Without far more data than is presemied hers, & precise
calculation of anoual traffic is not possible, but this, “all duys am weckdays®

My selephone comveraationa with Liyle Maseon, MDT Safety b Secerity, March/Apeil 2002,

Bowd, Hiphwery Copociiy Momual (Spocl Reporl 109, Thind Edition), 1994,

Remanch
Chapew 2, “Traffic Chasscteristicn,” “Delly Variations,” pp. 2-15/16

20-193
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Responses to Comments

Comment 20-194
The comment is acknowledged for the record. The crash
rate referenced in comment response 20-191 is an
Comments On DRFEIR, Sa Feruasds Valley East-West Tranelt Corrider Pape = b Ly 3 v
November 22,2004 appropriate statistic for consideration.

! ch wvehicles entering the intersections over
wmmmumman‘zﬂu’m e 20-193

G. Unmmm&‘mwﬁlm}ﬂmwﬁmdml_ym‘mdumuh

precise I.f. , Onc 'Was rounding 0 the nesrest len
mlhon,lhmlﬁjnmﬁnummdwmmhm bﬂﬂ:muilmﬁw
ﬂnmmjmﬁmﬂﬂmmmﬂnnﬁmmwmh'
contention that the SFV BRT design is safe.

351, While the above quil are i ing ples of bow not W perform statistical smlysts
mmwnniwlncdnwmwﬁw«mhmmpndﬁww.h 20-194
key problem with the “accident rate af the i hons with dinsted signal control way

Mylm&mwm?ﬂalllﬁwmmwmmmm shat it is ot
a particularly good indicator for our current purposes. What we are trying v do is to sxsess the
NmﬁMTMy:mmummBmmwuhmﬂTum
la operate,  Vekicles amering an intersection is & useful mutistic to be ctilized in statistioal
analysis of collizions mvolving the vehickes crossing the busway. However, thet i mor the focus
of this analysis — the focus is the snalysis of buy collisions. mn'nmiehm&m
useful For this purpose.

332. For the major portion of the vehicics crosing the Busway, there was no bus axywhers near
the crossing sirect al the time the counted vehickes crossed. By this logic, the flewer the buses
waing the Bugwmy, the safer the crossing would be per velicle (for thmes whea there were mo
buses on the Bugway, it had & "perfoct”™ safety record for bus-va. suto collisions) While shis is
obviously 8 tree statement, It is approximeiely squal to mymg that drivers
mumﬂﬁaufmmmum;mﬂlmdmm\q‘mhm
imvolving thess. A far more useful statistic would be, what percentage of a
dqmnmnlvadmmﬂmm{-ﬂhnmhuthumuhmﬁnﬂkﬁum
impaired driversy?

(353, imerestingly, total vehicks i most wseful for pmalyzing total collisions - but the dets
presenied ondy presents bus-va-vehicle collisions.  As we thall sce below, there are strong
reatony 1 belisve that the MDT Busway has contribated 10 a significant incresse in xuto-vs -aulo
collisions a1 Busway imersections, but these types of collisions were not inchuded in the DMIM
erash counts, noe in the MTA, “1 per every 20 million cmcring vehicles™ statistic.)

334, The satistic thet is far more meaningful than the crash rae per wehicks entoring the
Busway on the cross streets i the crash mate per S0, To produce this statfstic, two deta ilems sre
required, the pumber of bus-vs -other vehicle callitions, which is known, and the pumber of bus

9-194
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernando Valley East-West Transll Covrider Page 54
Nevember 12, 2004

trips per miersection™. While these differences sre somewhat troubling, overall, they do ot 20-194
wnu«mw-mmmmmww&hmuh -

Mbmekmﬁmd“&ﬁwmmmﬂhwmm“
and Sundays; while the DMIM report ondy prodaced working weekday counts.

355 Let us now Jook st some compative statistics™; 20-195
Crash Rates Per Vehicles Entering Busway Intersections

Crash Rate, Selected Busway 1 jons, as Reported by MTA in FEIS: 1 in 20, 000,000
Crash Rase, Sclocted Busway § joas, &z Calculsted from DMIM

Data (Without Rounding): 1in 16,325,290
Crash Rese, All Busway Intersections, Extire Period: lin 5815918
Crash Rate, Entire Busway, Bus Priority Traffic:

Signating Operations] Prriods Only: Tin 2,853,438

ommraammmnaw;m

Crash Rate per Evering Busway Bug, All Intersections, Entire Period: ~ 1in 75,937
CMMwEmu&u“yBuﬁﬂwMiau

Priority Traffic Signating Operationsl Periods: Lin 62,465
Crash Rate per Entering Busway Bus, All knersections, Equal

Operational Time Period for AY Infersections: lin 43,837
Crash Rase per Owe-Way Bus Trip Throogh All Busway Intersections,

All Bus Priothy Traffic Signals Operating: lia 1572
{336, Nowe: Wmmmﬁ&mhﬂmulmmmhmlcm
cnicring single i jons, avernge for all ni M The hinal statistic is for & bus

o These dots wars cbtained I twe ways; from the DIWIM repon (Taisls 3, “Eimased Dally Bus Trigs -
Typical Wesladey, Volwne 1, page 11) sad Borm recent MDT bus schedules.

The mathor's cousts produced weskdey values ther were dightly higher than those produced by DMM —
smmwmﬂmnml  differance of 4.4%. More seriowsly, meat of the wtal diffarence

o aix weara s high ax 214, R was wot posaible 1 determin

hmhm—mmmmnhmmmmmmummm
o AR ENETIOCTON &5 & oy entoring thet ietersection; DM may not beve Alao, it is kmows i tere were schadule
chunprt berwee the tomes of the DUIM s the msthor’s counts,
B The Bew mminic is the MTA crash rabe of cow per 20 mition sxpresead i serms of the crash rate per
million eniering wehicler The orhers ane mahor's cabculations bass on dets from ~buswey e xls ™

Comment 20-195

As noted in comment 20-191, MTA has a better collision
record than the national average. Comment 20-193
points out that many of the intersections on the Miami
busway are dissimilar to those on the Orange Line.
Differences in the physical design of the two busways,
differences in the traffic signal systems which will
control the buses and other vehicles, and differences in
the performance of bus operators make it difficult to use
data from the Miami busway to forecast anticipated
accident experience on the Orange Line. MTA and its
consultants, working closely with LADOT, have taken
every precaution to design the Orange Line in as safe a
manner as members of the traffic engineering and civil
engineering professions know how to.
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making a one-way trip twough all nirctees imarsections whes all Busway bus taffic sigel
prionity sysiems sre sctive.

357, The difference botween the third and sscond 1o last statistics — 62,465 and 43,537 — is that
the traffic signal priority systems &t the more dangerous intersections were on for a shorier
petiod of time ~ 432 vs. 771 days - and, thevefore, Ve statistic for all operstional periods shows
& safer result than the one for all signals operating for an equal time period.)

358, Therefore, f we oaly look st the crash raze for the entire Busway, for the periods where the
Busway bus traffic signal priority system was operational — in other words, sn operstion that is
comparable to what would be expected for the operation of p BRT system — we ses & crash rate
that is almost exactly sevent rimes what MTA has reported,

HIGH-SPEED BRT OPERATIONS THROUGH GRADE CROSSINGS IS FIMILAR TO
LIGHT RAIL OPERATIONS THROUGHE SIMILAR GRADE CROSSINGS,
THEREFORE, BRT SHOULD HAVE LIGHT RAIL-STYLE SAFETY DEVICES

359, Exacily bow dangerous is a BRT of the type that MTA has d for Burbank -Chandier?
Currently, there is only one Busway of this type in the U.5,, mmwwm
However, ancther valid comparison s 10 light rail system operating s high speeds with murface
grade crossings.

350. Howevar, Mmmmmmﬂaﬂﬂnwﬁliﬂtdlmm in
large part, one could assert, because it is considered 100 dangerous. In fact, thers is only one
Tight rai! line in the 1.5, that operates in this manncy — the Long Beach-1o3 Angeles Bloa Linc.

351. In Los Angeles Couaty, we now bave three light mil lines in operation: The Long Beach-
Los Angelcs Blee Ling, which has boon in epeation sincs e Swnimer of 1991, the Groen Line,
wisich has been operating since the Summer of 1995, and Pasadesa Gold Line, which has been in
operktion since the Summes of 2003. The Green Lina has been the safest light rail line in the
mﬁﬁm;mﬂlhﬂﬁydmnglhumduhhﬂmuumdwym The Blue
Line bas been the most wnafe light mil line, d by Fetalities — by am iy wide
margin. During its first ien years of operstions, the Blue Line has had 60 fatalities due to
collisioas, compared 1o 82 for the other 19 U.S, lipht radl syrtems combined. 1t had slmost three
times the 2) fatalitics suffered by sccond place Sas Diego Trofley, Inc., the only other light radl
sysiem so have more than ten fatalities™,

® NTDB. 1991-2000 raporting yeart, futafty tabies for thess pears.

- |mmammmmmhumwmwmm—mmu
Grroen lexes | 3 perfect exacpe for the point | wat  make. mﬁuﬂLumbﬂhﬂmhm
sighaly over one year snd, therefore, hay limited

(Continged)

20-195

20-196

Comment 20-196

Comparisons of light rail vehicle performance and bus
performance can be misleading because buses are lighter
weight vehicles which can be maneuvered to modify
their travel path to avoid a collision and have quicker
braking capabilities. The commenter notes that bus
speeds will be reduced at crossings near stations, which
is approximately one third of the crossings. The Revised
Final EIR presents data for the BRT alternative with a
40.0 minute travel time in addition to the 28.8 minute
travel time to address the concerns that the buses may
not travel as fast as originally anticipated, and the BRT
Alternative still results in the largest increase in new
transit riders. The Court of Appeal affirmed MTA’s
conclusion that the BRT would not create a significant
safety impact and agreed with MTA that it is not proper
to compare the Orange Line with the Long Beach Blue
Line: “MTA was entitled to determine buses were a
different kettle of fish from trains.” (Court of Appeal
Decision, p. 19.) Please see Response 11-3.
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362. What {a the difference?

m.m&mmi:mwywnﬂmmuus.mm.mmmmy.
The Green Line Has no ing strects of pedestri Ikways, oo opp ity for sny car,
cyclist, or pedestrien 1o encounter 8 Green Line train withowt being someplace where they have
shsolutely B0 business heing. The Cireen Line has never had & fatality, for the most part, because
it is extremely difficult for anyone 1o get in the way of & tais.

354, The Blue Line is the only light ril line in the U.S. that operates & high spred through grade

ings in a desstly popul d pres, where vehicles and people and light reil traims can occupy
he £x8C1 Same Space O & regular bisis — and, when they do s st the same time, the resclts are
genenlly catastrophio. There are 77 Blue Line grade crossings™ ~ including dozens in the high-
speed mid-cormidor section where trains prss through at speeds up 1o 55 mph.

365. The majority of the fatalitics — $5% in a December 1999 sealysis® — oocur i this scpmen
of the Blue Line. In the “street nmaing™ segments of Blue Line nlong Washingion Boulevard
and Flower Stroet Sowth of the Loa Angeles central banineas district and is the Long Beach
tronsit roall and it approsches, the highest train speed the same a1 the posied “rubber tire™
wvehicle speed Hmit on the streets where the traing operste, gencrally 33 mph.

366 Oddly, there does not sppear 1o be sn explic statement of the SFV BRT bus apersting
speed in Vedume | of the FEIR, whers it is common to describe the project being studied in grest
detal. There are statements that imply that the top operating speed of BRT buses will operate at
speeds higher thax the speed Limits for nearby streets, pasticulsrly the stsement, “It bas been

exceed posted spead Hmits™® " (Why would such , regarding i with spced
limits in specific sections of the BRT and bus route alignment, be necessary unless there was an
indention to operate st highor thax spoed limit speeds in other segmens?) 1n Volwme 11,
however, in response 1o the muthor's and others' comments questioning the 288 munute SFV

BRT trave] time in the DEI/DETR, MTA stases, ... the assumptions used to develop the 78.3

n borwwrvnr, i Bs proven a0 ieo far safer then the Bios Line. In sy opimion, the resons For this are
that (e Gold Line dess uot e high-1p: Harough gride-cromings snd tht it sctually trevels very slowly
twough many of k3 grade cromings, inchuding thase ther are most Bloaly 10 be the mosl dangercies.

o MTA, Fatisal Traseh Databast report 1o U US Federal Transi Adsvinistration, 1954, Form 403,
“Tranit Way Milosgs ™

“ " Douglhs P, S, “$5% of Bloe Line Destin Ociar o Fastent Seqgomtad,” Low Argodes Tkves, Devember 23,
1999, At thet time, 40 of the 47 Blwe Lioe fitslities had occumed i the high-apend mid-corridor sepment of the
Yine

- FELS, Volusme 1, Section 3-1.3, “Bus Rapid Traselt (BRT) From North Hollywood 1o Wamar Cencer, the
Localty Prefemed Alermative” page 111

20-196
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run time inchade & maximum opersiing speed of 33 mph™ .. and “Buses will slow down 1o 45
mlupubowndhmwu&uoﬂmoﬂhwmﬁmwmw
apply vnly to inkersections pot located ot stations.  Also, Since most of the BRT siations are far
side stations located fuirly closcly 1o the crom stroets, travel through theae rmersections of speeds
close Lo 45 mph is not feasibie, r«mms,\:umz,nnmc-m shows the carve

M&maﬂﬂm»\wuﬂ“ t raed for 8 meximam spoed of
25 mph,

367. (By the way, hmmnmmnndﬁmnm(ﬂmzum

Warrer Center 10 North Hollywood sun time is The that

zummmﬂmmmdsoudﬂmph.hnﬁuumud

mentoa of limiting speeds 10 45 mph throngh i Also, the shows

mmmmd;dﬂmpﬁhuwmkﬁmﬁnuﬂhﬁiﬁmdm&qn
Station and 55 mph between Laorel Cesyon Station and Fuhon/Burbask Station, However,
buscs will not be traveling st these speeds along Chandier Boulevard ~ “1t hes bees assumod that
mhMWMMmeﬁmmmmwmu
the adjacent north and south roadways™."

368. Since the 28.8 minutc run time was based oa axsumptions that have since bess changed, sad
e changes will reduce run Lime, then it is clearly impossible for the 28.3 raioute ron time 10 be
achicved under the assumptions tn the FEIR )

369, Mrwﬂw&euﬁymﬁmd«ﬁh Vdudumpumlnddimm

up considerably — far more than pro rofo — & op g speed i g that there is
Imdumm:hmuvﬂudummwu&mﬂ&m Ol'mlhhinmdg
operating speed, the higher the actual collision spoed, snd higher collision speads aleo have & far
grenter than pro rata impact on fatality, injury, sad property demage raies.

smemymmmmBkzmﬂrmuMdnmdm
in the mid-cormdor - g the last bities in & row as of the December
1999 analysis - occur at what is known as far side” stations. A for side station is omo that is
lmmmmmammmmmmmmmmnm»pm
lbelnlﬁ:slpnllbefon g and deboarding | ipers, which Hy saves travel time
over “near side™ stalions.

» FEIS, Voloma 2, Conenl F156-6, page 7-132.
) FELS, Voluse 2, Commnent FI3-1, page 7-121.
n Marmel Padron & Associstes, “Ram Time Estimaty - San Fernendo Vasley EIS/EIR - Bus Rapid Traneit
{BRT) “Mensme Frfi-brt whd,” 24-Mry-2000.

FEIR, Scetion -1 3 Bua Repad Transst (BRT) From Nonk Holtywond 1o Warner Center, thy Locally
Preformd Ahersathee, page 1-21

20-196

20-197

Comment 20-197

The description of “far side” stations is acknowledged
for the record, but it should also be noted that buses
passing through intersections as they approach the far
side station would be slowing to stop at the station. It is
correct that the majority of stations on the Orange Line
will be far side stations. While it is true that the Orange
Line will have the similarity to the Blue Line noted, a
preponderance of far side stations, other comparisons to
the Blue Line should be discounted for the reasons
mentioned in Response 20-196.
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Comment 20-198
The differences in the relative weights and mass of
autos, buses and light rail trains are acknowledged, but it
Comments On DRFEIR, Ssa Fernasde Valley Esst-West Tramsil Corrider Pagen . v .o p ay's
Nevember 12, 2004 is not feasible to forecast injuries or fatalities.

. Fam:iempmdmhﬂtBRTmﬁhmamdﬂnmym 20-197
stations are far-side mations™.

372, Therefore, the SFV BRT shares two very important charackeristics with the Loag Beach
BINLIu,AmuImmhﬂﬂnﬂhm high operstisg speeds through cross streen
in & demse wrbsn and u high p of far side stations (the SFV BRT's
mumhwmwsumq M&m&mﬂkﬂnmo{h
sfiety of the BRT concept, s applied to the Burbank-Chandier comidor. Howsver, there is no
resognition of this in the FEIS at afl. hduSmmyq’Wf-wmmthEB
Emﬂw&myummﬂu‘?mﬁ“ i ] Irmrpacts - Op " ~Safety snd
Security,” for BRT:

“Potential for maging| & in bus sccid b , et berefits are likely due o
imp i signalizstion and exclusive busway™."

373. In many ways, b , light ruil is intrinsically safer than bus in this type of high-speed
operating cnvironment, u#mdmnu,nfml;hml!yonmh It gescrally takes an 20-198
exiremely violent cotlizion or other incidont to casse a train to derail or evertom, while a bus thet
hmnh;hwdoo(lmuhrmhhdymmwmmﬁuywhcm‘mm

i sadfor ped and 1o Light il trains elpo sre far more massive han
buwsmblmmfwnwl:#mlmuﬂmnwm
toes for & 40-foot s with pesseagers and 30 toas for a 60-foot bus with pessengers. Assuming
4 two-op peasenger aulomebile, with & mass ratio, Hght mil train vs. auto, of epprowimsicly
100:2, the usual result is only relatively minor demage o the train and its occupants - ahbough
the Blue Line hes produced over 70 fisalities overall, not one of these has ever boen a passenger
on a train or &n MTA operstor or other employee, snd there have been very few seriovs injunts
to Blue Line presengers. With o mass mtio, bus ve. awio, of spproximately 30:2 (for 60-foot
mmmmnwraummmmmomgummmu;dm
passengers almost always comes off far wone in a collision, but serious injuries and deaths to

e FEIS, Volume 1 - Praliinary Engineering Plan and Profils Drxwings. One of e stations st Balbeos,
Sepulveda, Van Nuys, sad Woodmm are toar side stations. The Balbos and Sepulvads Bir side sations e
memmmnmmnmm

FEIS, Vohume |, page 5-19,

w&mwmm grade pephiation,” which sppesred by the DEISDEIR,
‘with “sxchesive busway.” Oeade separation irvolves sither eising or lowaring the transic peidewny sbove or below
mmwmmuhuytumm}. This weossld produce & sysierm thet would Kkely be

wery sake, e U for collishons i weliches are close 1o Bos-txmtenl. MTA, howerer, has
M,MHMMWPN*”VMT prhum!y l%ﬂmw poaraily
entimated ot 5 ~ sl — pat i cam also be both

m—u,mm WMHhMWMWMM!ym
BAYOne who sew it Bmos iniaEly. B s 5ot known how e ' prade separstion™ phrass found s wry o e
DEISDER
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bun passengers and of e inly Bot unk 1f the SFV BRT buses are s highly
utilized a3 MTA projects thems o be, there i3 grest p fal for fbst Op infunes
xnd fatalities.

374. Finally, the Blue Line bas an h safiety adh over the plan for the

SFV BRT: nmNMWMMMMuBMUMMmHW
grade cromsing protaction — foadside signaly that fesh lights sed ring beils sad the crossing srme
Mﬂyucﬂlrmmhﬁmmhglhmhﬂmnfhmﬁumwm
signels of the tradns as they approach imersoctions. As bad a1 the Bloe Line's safety record has
been, it is shsoluiely temifying to ider what may bave ocowed if these crosxing sigmals,
gates, and sudible warning were rot in full use from day one.

375 Nmof(hunhym.npmvfMTAsmlwlhmﬁﬂT Should they be?
Letus ine rwo expert of on this q

A. The purpose of the DMIM report on the MDT Busway was to find safe ways o fumn the
raffic dignal priority back on. DMIM offered sevan! sty of siged recommendations,
mpqmmwndmmwusw}mww

without g the 45 mph design speed. (Akhough MDT
hummmwphsmbenkm for almost five yeara, permission
mwmmmmﬂmumrmmmmumemm

Tmmmm whw. l.nngmcmhmnuﬂeum

d for after and of the thort wrm and
term Crash ded for long term
3on includes the f ing

1. mmamumﬂam-m’mmmw
L Installation of mtommic gatcs, similar as used for milrosd crossings™,

B. Closer to hotie, &f the same time thet MTA promulgeted the SFY BRT DEISDER, it
was also exposing & DELS/DEIR for light rail or BRT on the Expo Comidor, which nins
from the Usiversity of Southern Califorain to Santa Momca, paralleling and generally
slightly South of the Santm Monics {1-10) freeway, The following are ll excerpts from
MTA's Mid-Cuys Westside Transit Corridor Draft EISEIR, Volume 1, April 6, 2001 (see
Exhibit 304 for excerpts), Musma&qmwmlhnMTAmmm‘fwa
BRT corridor om the former Expo rail line align ical in design and
operation 1o the Burbank-Chandler BRT:

R DMIM, Voluma 1, page vi

20-198

20-199

20-200

Comment 20-199

This comment about the safety features provided at at-
grade crossings on the Blue Line is acknowledged for
the record. See also Response 20-196.

Comment 20-200

Please see response to comment 11-3. The Draft EIR
conditionally provided for such gates, but only “if
required and agreed to by LADOT [Los Angeles
Department of Transportation].” (Draft EIR p. 4-266.)
Moreover, the Z-gates were removed in response to
criticism in Comment C9-69 to the FEIR. The
commenter likened the Z-gates as “Disney-esque”
playthings that are attractive to children and would make
crossing the streets difficult for the elderly and mothers
with strollers. (FEIR p. 7-157 — 7-158,) Agreeing with
the commenter, the FEIR responded that the Z-gates
have been removed from the Project. (Id.) The FEIR
also explained that even with the Z-gates removed, the
pedestrian platforms, signal timing, and LADOT’s safety
standards will adequately protect pedestrians. (FEIR p.
7-142 — 7-147.) The Court of Appeal already considered
whether Z-gates were necessary and rejected it. The
Court of Appeal affirmed MTA’s conclusion that
implementation of LADOT’s safety standards would
adequately protect pedestrians. (Court of Appeal
Decision, p. 13.) Accordingly, the Final EIR provided
the evidence on why the Z-gates would not be installed
and that the other safety features still render the impact
less than significant.

“The Mid-City/Exposition Draft EIS/EIR (April 2001)
included alternatives for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and
Light Rail Transit (LRT). For purposes of comparison,
similar operating characteristics for BRT and LRT were

M
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1. Page 24; "At vehicwlar imtersections, crossing gmses would be utikized where
ransit speeds are grestor than 35 mph. Sech gates may not be possible i certain
areas due to nodse or traffic concerms, and in such cases, transit gpesds would be
slowed 10 less than 35 mph.”

2 Page 50: “Crossing gates shall be installed at all streets crossing the Exposition
ROW where BRT operates st speads shove 35 mph "

3. Page 3.14-8%: “In addition to the safety impact for the Wilshics BRT sherostive
discussed previously, the inkoduction of BRT slong the Exposition cormidor will
have various safety impucts. The ali; and losal o it

type T
of the BRT in a semi-exchusive right of way crosics e situstion siemdler to light rail
tremsit. The Exposition BRT line wtilizes a similar aligrsnent tn that of the
Exposition LRT and has similar operating parameters.  As such, many of the
safety weatments wiilized for the Fxposition LRT alignment can sbo be wtilized
for the Exposition BRT ali H , some differences do exini. The wc
of sutomatic guies st BRT crossings bas not been stempied in the United Stades,
and may require special Jegistation w install the devices ™

“Also, in order to detect the bus to aliow for foll preemption of the teaffic signal
el 10 fower the sutomatic gates, BRT detection must be usod. Trsiss have this
detection feature buill inte the racks, but buses do no have that eption. Inductive
loops may be the favorsble solution, but they must hve & built in redundas
sysicm lo provide a fail-safe grade crossing.  As such, if the boops malfunctien,
the gates lower, not allowing motorist or pedestrians ko eier the croming. A fail-
safe design is necessary when using gates, because the BRT operstor iy not
expecting 1o $op st the crossing.

“Ancthes facior that must be addresaed with the use of gases ot grade crossings is
the froquency at which the bus amives st the crossing. Tt can take From 40.60
seconds for & bus to clear & grade crossing, including the time required to call and
fower the grics, pass through the crossing, and raise the gmies after the bus hes
paased. As such, if the hesdway for the BRT is too small, the cros street traffic
could be adversely affected, resulting in & potemtially significent tmpacts (sic), A
posible sohution for this is to platoon the buses through the prade cossings that
are gate controfled, 30 that the total delay for the cross traffic is minimized.”

376. In MTA's Expo Comridor DEIS'DEIR, there are no if's, nad's, but’s, or other qualifications
of sy type - if BRT is o be operated at speeds in excess of 35 mph (the same speed break point
that exists in California for light rail), there will be grade cromsing gates at all affecisd
intersections.

377. How can grade crossing gates be safcty requirements for the Expo Corridor BRT, but not
for e substantially idcntical Burbank-Chandier BRT?

20-200

assumed in order to compare the relative performance
of BRT and LRT modes in that corridor. California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requirements
were utilized for LRT, and gates were identified in
locations selected segments of the route where speeds
exceeded 35 mph. Similar assumptions were also
applied to BRT, although CPUC regulations for
crossing gates do not apply to BRT projects.

In June 2001, the MTA Board adopted LRT as the
mode for the Exposition Transit Corridor and that
project has been designed with crossing gates in
accordance with PUC regulations. No further work has
been undertaken for BRT in the Exposition Transit
Corridor and no requirement for crossing gates has been
identified.”
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378. How could MTA conduct twe studies of the ulilization of the exact same type of Bus Rapid
Transit, at the same time, and, in one, concinde that BRT has essentially the ssme operating
mwmmumm-ﬂmmvmum
safety chnologi whhilhﬁumlﬂcﬁlmo{ﬂmenfay
devices are requir &rﬂt‘!’ H ingly, the three minute (in exch direction)
BlTWMmMmmnhmmthwmblm
traffic impact than the 2.3 minwtc BRT headways that are noted at three points on the Burbask-
Chandier BRT (SFV BRT FEIS, Volume |, page 2-77).7

BRT Can Have A Negutive Safety impart Other Thas Bes-vi-Ante Collisicas

379. Confusion regarding MDT Buswsy and traffic signals was aiso bring blamed as
» cawne For an incressed rae of non-bas collisions slong te sligament, a3 well as congestion on
cToss-strocti mhmnpﬁmwbym&hmad&mnvdm«m
o ULS. 1, which may have bed 1o fi d safcty p
mmma&uw-ymwrnwmmmmmw
wumm the safery aad the Avoiding

mﬂlhlmaanMMyhnﬂkmi
preferesce in the fature,

Several SFY BRT Iatersections Appear to Have the Potential to Be Far More Dangerous
thas gy MDT Basway latersections

a hhﬂuﬂmummmmﬂmlﬂ-nuhhhmmh
founsd kn MTA's pro Por Durbank-Chasdier, Gight rail had
Mhmmmmsﬂmv@hmmmmm and BRT
was chearly the pro-selccted choice. For the Expo Corvidor, Rght rad wiw (b designsted wissing shernative.
Tharefors, in the S Formando Vaflcy, mmnhmnhﬂ.wﬁubpﬁh which meant
that expeasive safoly devices thel could beterfars with walfic flow wers nof desirable. Heownvr, for the Expo
Cexridor, mch BRT aalaty devices wery desinble becamess the objective wis not %0 maise BRT look pood, b 1o
-ﬂnilhnkhl »“Hﬁrﬂtﬂhmwm.
the last ph This Siscussion of bow frequent BRT bus cromings &
mﬁmﬁdmwﬁnmﬂwm o croming snsars, could be iserprated
a8 part of e satug o chooss Bghe el o soperior. On page 1-32 of the Expo Comridor DEIS/ADMEIR, we pas et
murmmmmmmw;uum; murhm-—m on

Volane 1, puge §-2) - ulduhmnmmw ndveninges over BRT 10 be pratified for
nebection, and (s is an important part of that jstification

20-201

20-202

20-203

| 20-204

Comment 20-201

The characteristics of the individual corridors can affect
the design of the transportation tcchnology appropriate
for each corridor. The Orange Line right-of-way is
typically wider (100 feet) than the Exposition Corridor
(50 feet) right-of-way, wide enough to accommodate
pedestrian and bicycle paths as well as landscaped
buffers. A car turning from a side street into the busway
right-of-way at a crossing on the Orange Line would not
immediately be in the path of a bus and could stop prior
to the actual bus crossing in the middle of the 100-foot
right-of-way. Please see Response 20-200.

Comment 20-202

The impact of bus headways on traffic operations of the
adjacent streets is influenced not just by the bus
headways, but also by the volume of traffic on the
adjacent streets/intersections and the design of those
streets/intersections. The streets adjacent to the Orange
Line tend to be newer in design and part of a grid system
located in a lower-density developed area, whereas those
adjacent to the Expo Line are older in design and in a
more dense urban area with higher baseline traffic
conditions.

Comment 20-203

This comment relates to drivers frustration with the
Miami busway design and is acknowledged for the
record.

San Fernando Valley
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Comments On DRFEIR, San Fernande Valley Esot-West Trasslt Corrhler Page 1
Nevember 11, 2004

380. While many of the MDT Busway imtertections have prowen k0 be prese wo excossive bug-
u-ﬂuﬂﬁmwuﬁmﬂmuﬂ-ﬁymtﬂu&md“dw
intersections is fairly simple  With the piion of the two jons af the ends of the
Busway, which ar spocial cases (and neither of which bes bad a collision), and eme other
imsersection (that bas had ondy rwo collision and one collision injury)™, the intersections ace
penenally of two types:

A, Tbhmma.mdmn&emﬂa&“n*m
streets in the i ity - 2ix

B. The Busway croases a general porpose surface strect of grade with & majer anarial (US.
/South Dinie Highway) perallelisg the Busway 2 short distescs mwey - ten

(381, The sbove, of couse, is a simplification of the memy factors thet po into asalysis of
imterscction for the proper design For traffic few snd safity - For example, this snalysis tales no
Wefhwedmﬁhhmyqﬂhmmmmmm

this fs & wsefl initial screening exercise. Thescore, the simplifications éa this section showid be

™ Sowse DMM. pp. A-1, A-Z, and A-19, Tiw North “end” insersection, Dutrss Bowievard is focased vary
clowe 10 e Burway bus sop, saithe slmost ail other Tearsections nad bot mops, 50 South-ousd buses beve not
sccelmnied ko sny schsasriel spesd whes they mach the intersection proper, sl Nernth-bowsd bates burvs bous

ing ¢ Mo o the Mation § 3l the i 1ide of the & ion. W™ e d
mumuumm«-mww‘ammmmm“-npﬂuw
thna o imvolving US | The South "end” meersection, SW 112% Avasus, it 8 modified *T~ interpection, wiich
uﬂhﬂmﬂhl‘ﬁhﬁ#ﬂl
i Sowrce: DMIM, pp. A-1719. Inchded in this category ara the foflowing masions {fom Nonh w Southy.
swm‘mm,-s-m, Srast, SW 114" Sromt. SW 185" Sireat, s0d Marfis Roed.

Sowrce: DMIM, pp. A-1119. Included in this cabenory mre the foliwing stations: $W H04™ Street, SWI12
s«uswm'mswm'mswmﬂmswm*mmrwmw 5% Sereer,
Caribbass Boulevard, sed SW 117% Avoms

20-204

20-205

Comment 20-204

The comment describes the two major types of
intersections on the Miami busway and is acknowledged
for the record. MTA, its consultants, and LADOT
carefully assessed the design of each crossing on the
Orange Line to align the crossing and the adjacent
station platform areas in the manner judged to be safest
and easiest to position positive traffic control devices
(signals) to control street auto traffic, buses and
pedestrians.

Comment 20-205

This comment describes the types of at-grade crossings
on the Orange Line and notes that the crossings on
Sepulveda Boulevard and Winnetka Avenue will be
operated with coordinated signals on the north-south
streets. The comment is acknowledged for the record.

San Fernando Valley
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Comnents Ouw DRFEIR, San Fernasdo Yalley Eapt-West Tramsit Corrider Page 103
Revember 11, 1084

kept in mind a1 limiting the details of the spplication of the comparisons, but heving significent
wakue for gaining an mndersianding of the “big picnare.™)

383, The SFV BRT i ions can be g dized and grouped imto the following types, es
abown below (fist mambers are order from West te East; East-West street - or the street that s
“more” Enst-West — is first mantioned; “C-HF™ ig sheet sumber in FEIR, Volome 3)*:

L Converting a “T™ intersection into & quasi-four-way intersection (one istersection):
L Victory/Variel {C-201)

IL  Busway immedistely adjacest/close o stroet on ane sida (e intersoctions) (NOTE: theae
have the same basic geometry as MDT Buswey Type B. imerscctions);

2. Viewory/De Soso (C:202)

3. Victory/Mason (C-204)

5. Victory/Topham (C-208)
6 Topham/Corbin (C-210)

7. TophtaTampa (C-212)

S, OmaardResedn (C-217)
15, OxnardWhite Ouk (C-222)
12, Vicsory/Balbos (C-228)

13, Vicory/Woodley (C-304)
15, BesscmorKester (C-312)

. Some degree of sepmration from nearem pacaliel mreey(s) {two imerectiont) (NOTE:
these have the same basic geometry 23 MDT Busway Type A, imtersections):

4. Victory Winnetka (C-207)
4. OxnardSupulveds (C-310)

TV,  Busway betwoen two streets of in medisn of a single street (thineen intersections):

S Oxnard-Bessemer/Wilbar (C-215)
10.  Ootnard-Topham/Lindley (C-219/220)
16, Aetna-Bessemer/Vesper (C-314)
17, Artns-Bessemer/Van Nuys (C-315)
18 Actns.Bessemes/Tyrone (C-316)
ot FEIR, Volume 3 - Prefiminery Engiaring Plan and Profile Drvwiegs Last delsded enbasced
Mﬂ-auhﬂ-nmm-mvm 1, r.haqlr!.;v‘l::leu
petfirnny_planeing CPIVSF ¥

20-205
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November 22, 2004

19 Aetoa-BessemerHazehtine (C-317)
23 ChandlerfColdwaier Canyom {C-326)
24, Chandic/Bellaire (C-327)

25, ChandierWhitscw (C-328)

26, ChandiertConeen (C-329)

27, Chandier/Laurel Camyon (C-331)
2. ChandierColfax (C-333)

29, ChandierTujunga (C-342)

Y. Disgonal with offset (BRT puideway crosses perpendicular streets close to, but not mt,
their intersection)) (ome imersection):

2. Oxrard-Buffalo'Woodman (C-319/320)

VL Diagonal without offset (BRT guidewny croses pupendicular stoets throwgh
intersection) (one imersection):

21, Burbsak/Fuhon (C-323)

VIl  Disgonal with offset 10 center median (BRT puideway croases perpendiculsr street close
to, but not st their intersection snd then runs i conter of second stroet) (coe

intersection):

22, Chandler/Ethef (C-325)

383. In general, the six MDT Busway “Type A" intersections (The Busway crosscs & geneval
purpose surface streed aL grade with no other significant streets in the immedise vicinity)
similar to the two SFV BRT “type IL™ intersections; and the ten MDT Busway B
intersections (The Busway crosses & general purposc surface street at grade with & major arterial
panalicling the Busway s short disance away) are similar %0 the ten SFV BRT “rype IL*
imersections.

BRT igterscctions of this fype (crossing Winnetka and Scpulvcda) both presemt spesind
challenges. MTA cvidently intends 1o operate these imenections with coordineted waffic signals

20-205
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Comments On DRFETR, San Fernando Valey Exst-West Trameit Corridor Page 1S
November 22, 2084

o the North-South street on both sides of the busway ~ “The proposed BRT it desipaed 1o
opmunmd:ﬂmamwmnwiedmcmmluwmwm
control intersections in the Mismi Project™™  However, there is %o evidenoe yeot that this
approach will be successful — rs MTA's own carefil selection of data from the Miami project
demonstrates.

387, Some of the axpects of these intersections are particulsrly troubling For exsmple, on
Sepuiveds, there are karge buildings that almost totally screen BRT buscs from being seen by
cars, o vice versa, in all direction, so there is almost no poxsibility of actual visual sighting of
approaching opposing vehickes by any vehicle operator.

388, With onc ion, the i SFY BRT in ions bave oo real

ignificem there
that SFV BRT intessection 1., n?MVMuMWdehWB&T
mmmmMMM|mlwummmwmw
mmuszu Avenue, Although Lhe achad grametrics of these two inlersections are
imilsr, 8 both jond, the bescs wr ot the moctiag point of the kigh-1peed
exclusive and street-resning portions of the bos rowtes.  As there are turning movements in all
cases — buses entering and egressing both the Busway and the BRT — the bus spocds will be
significantly reduced and the types of concems thst are unique to high-speed Busway/BRT
operations will be minimal, and the more common concems of buses making tuming movement.
llulhwlmllpﬁudtmmms oﬂnlmﬂum bt one with far more real
waorkd ilable 10 tmilic engi - will p

389. The sivteen SFV BRT imtersections nol sccounted for shove, thase with 80 maich wilh the
MDT Busway inlersection, prosenl ummual, and even unique, types of waffie flow snd safety
problems.

390, Thirteen of these are Type IV — Busway between two sireets or in oedian of & single sirest.
These can be suhdivided fmio two subtypes, those in the middic of Chandler Boulevird, with
onc-way iraffic on both sides of the BRT {seven cases), and the others, which have two-way
streets on each side (six cases)

391 Amoog other things, these types of configuration present major difficultics with left lum
movemnents, both te and from the parallel roads, because ofl kfi nrns must croes the BRT
dlignment. For example, for tums from the two-way parallel sireets, drivers tend 0 focus
primarily oa the oncoming traffic on the street thet they are starting from.  Generally, when this
tralfic chears, i is safe 1o complete the fum. {n many cases, this means waiting = & “Groen” unitil

® FEIR Vohsme 2, Comeent C9-66, page 7-137

’ 20-205

I 20-206

20-207

20-208

Comment 20-206

The traffic signals on Sepulveda Boulevard will be
clearly visible to operators of vehicles on Sepulveda, so
they will have a positive indication (yellow then red
signal) alerting them to when they need to stop for an
approaching bus.

Comment 20-207

This comment notes that safety concerns are minimal at
the Victory/Variel intersection and is acknowledged for
the record.

Comment 20-208

The traffic signal phases at Orange Line at-grade
crossings will be designed to give drivers positive
guidance with green and red turn arrows to avoid
confusion or the need to wait in the middle of an
intersection for the passage of on-coming through traffic.
All of the turn movements across the Orange Line will
have protected turns, not permissive turns. In addition,
nearly every intersection of the Miami busway is at an
oblique angle to the cross streets. (Miami Study p. 2.)
Yet, most of the BRT"s intersections will be at a 90-
degree angle, much like standard street intersections.
(Draft EIR Vol. 2, Sheet 25 — 54.) In addition, there are
complex intersections on the Miami busway such as
S.W. 152 Street. There, the busway crosses the
intersection of S.W. 152 Street and S.W., 92 Street ata
45-degree angle. (Miami Study p. 2.) Yet, during the
four-year study period, from February 1997 to June
2001, the S.W. 152 Street intersection (Miami Study p.
13.), p. 12, fn. 1.), had the third best safety ratio of all
the intersections. (Miami Study p. 14 (safety ratio of
0.018); p. 12 (“Locations with safety ratios greater than
or equal to 1.0 are considered high crash locations.”).)

Therefore, looking at intersection geometry without

M
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it herms "Yellow” sad the ket opposing car shears the imersection. Drivers may expect that, once
mmmqumnammwﬁ.mmmwmm
Mmmwﬂmwﬂnlawn&und.amum “Red"™ in the median snd
wail for the “Gireen.™

392, This type of movement, bowever, has killed a lot of people en the Blue Line, particularty
where drivers bave not strictly observed the traffic signals and ordinences - which is,
Mammmumwﬁwdmuﬁmnﬁ:n&qm

hmﬂuﬂanuﬁeﬁnnwhmanmmu
Bn‘l‘.lhpnuuwvnu strect and an on-coming bus causes the Red signad for the
perpendicular streot 1o be delayed w allow the bus io paas. In this event, the mto driver making
the left tum may not be sware that the bus js coming and may instesd pull on %o the BRT
slignment — dirccaly in frost of the oo-coming bus, sometimes without allowing the bus opersior
sufTicient time to take avoidance actions. The “safc” actiom for the auto driver in thiy sitestion -
wait where (s)he i3, in the imtersection of the paraliel steet (s)hc starsed from and the
perpendicular street — i very abnormal 1 virtually alf drivers.

193 mmManmmmwmmmmm
lar 1o the BRT aligs on 10 & panallc srest What often heppens is tht
Mnm&emmm&mhmwnuhukﬁmmkmlymm
BRT alignment. When traffic in the opposing direction is heavy, the left rming drivers have lo
wait until their light turm Yellow to be sble 1o tum - or, in many cases, wail until the lat
WmememhthﬂwﬂwaM When
there are multiple cars proparing to make a lefi e, the time delay can oflen be several seconds.
This poses considersble danger of Kaving cars on the BRT alipnment as Busway buses
approach.

394, Thmwufkﬁmmmb«uunnﬂemuudmmun
fatalities. However, st all Blue Line kigh-speed Uhere are sigoals and
croming gates to protect drivers from the on-coming trains and from themachves. There are no
such safety devives proposed for the SFV BRT.

395, The three remuining intersections all boarder on the unique. Al theee inlersections involve
M leasi two streets {in addition to the BRT guidewsy). All three have the BRT guidewny
crossing the intersccting sreets of angles other shas right engles. And sll throe pose extremely
challenging safety concerns.

A ion 22 ~ Chand 1 - from West to East, the BRT alignmest first crosses Ethel
mgswmmmmdummmmcm«m The approximakly
70 diugonal crossing of Ethet will requirt coordination with traffic signals om both
Chandier, South of the crossing, and Albers 1 the North.  Then, as the bus proceeds Ean,
mdammwnblkmmlsnM«uﬂCMnnummdw-ﬁowﬂwbww

20-208

20-209

20-210

considering a number of other factors can be misleading.
Further, the Court of Appeal affirmed the DEIR’s
discussion of traffic safety was adequate. (Court of
Appeal Decision, p. 16.) Thus, the Orange Line’s
intersections do not create a significant safety impact.

Comment 20-209
Please refer to Response 20-196.

Comment 20-210

This comment describes the unique nature of the
Chandler/Ethel at-grade crossing, which has been taken
into consideration by the MTA, its consultants and
LADOT in the design of signal and signing and striping
improvements at this location. Please see Response 20-
208.

San Fernando Valley
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Comment 20-211
This comment describes the unique nature of the
Conmens On s e G GG o . Woodfr}anfOxn?rd at_-grade crossing, vffhlch has been
November 12, 2084 taken into consideration by the MTA, its consultants and
LADOT in the design of signal and signing and striping
Ethel (wssimming & bus speed of spproximately 45 mph). MTA -inphnuu!ﬁuwnlon

{ Sordutubids g bt s improvements at this location. Please see Response 20-
coondination with the other signals. 208.

cross Westhound Chandier to the medinn, approximately eight 10 ten seconds sher crossing 20-210

In some ways, the sigraling for Westbound Busway buses could be even mors isportant.
With the busway egress from the Chandier swedian to the North side of the street beginning
a5 & graduml curve, 2 Westhound maamobile on Chandler, paralieling the Westhound BRT
nligament, could find 2 bus suddenly threatening it from the lef, in 2 movernest very similar
o & vehicle from a lane 10 the left suddenly moving imo #s lanc. For this reasen, totally
m:EIMfmmMWadmwmm-:
making this curving % is ial This will require » change i the
comman traflic signaling system Ffor streets paralle] to the besway, where there will be an
mtiempt (o match “Green™ cycles for buses and street traffic. In this section of Chandlor — the
only BRT section where the bus operating speed will be limited 1o the spood of (e paralic
street — this coordination will generally produce buses snd cars traveling together for scveral
blocks, staning a1 the Laurel Canyon BRT sistion — and then the cars beisg stopped at
Coldwater Canyon (or, alternatively, st the mafTic signal on Chandler immedisie prior 1o the
BRT alignment curving 10 the Nonth). The obvioes danges is cars runping Yellow, or even
Red, lights and winding up =1 (he wrong place at the wiong time.

Asother problem will be pr ing Southbound Coldy Cmt*ﬂuﬁmnkn.l
mwmmumm ulnnmnﬁyﬂrpenmmhhs‘ruune
has shown that drivers and have an - to ignore inffic signals,

and even lowered crossing gate arms. when they believe ~ commectly of not - thet there is no
traffic approaching or that they can “bent” the approaching transit vehicle. Ahn,tmmll
residences on the North side of Chandler West of C Camyon that have

Chandler — hmﬁhh‘uwmmmmhwwchﬂcm
1o be stopped at the Red on Coldwaier to be able 1o Jeave their driveways snd get on 10
Chendier. While Eastbound BRT buses would also pose problems for Westbound Chandler
mnp's, these would a1 Jeast be more likely Io be seen by the suto drivers, and the sto’y seen
h'thbﬂsmﬂmmmmlumclwqaﬂylﬂ!dﬂmdlfulm—
although the closing speed could be B0 mph or greater, which reduces reaction time and
makes any collisions that would result far more likely fo cansse serious injury of desth.

B. Imersection 20. ~ Oxnard-BuffsloWeodmen — is particularty phex. Ap hing from 20_‘211
the West, the busway curves from its Exsth d ali thet liels the East-West
M.nﬂummufthe\'nﬂw begmbcm!oﬂleMmeﬁmu
approximascly a 207 angle, travels approximately 400 fect, snd then crosses Oxomrd and the
curtent Jocation of Buffalo, with both stations being East and South of this last crossing

San Fernando Valley Page 9-208
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Comment 20-212

This comment describes the unique nature of the
R U R o Formebi ey i Sinadh R fultonfBL.lrbanl.( at-grade crossing, which has been taken
Nevember 22, 2004 into consideration by the MTA, its consultants and

i O A Wt 20-211 LADOT in the design of signal and signing and striping

Nerth and East of this cormer - will be quite inseresting, &8 for the buses o procend withowt i i i 2
i T by T mentlis 1 e b il improvements at this location. Please see Response 20
street gnaling is implemenied, then here will be significsnt disruption of sirert mffic 208.
Nows, llfklu“t,mﬂnn-uyhnumﬂm”mpamknkutmw
potentiaily teice,

Also, ﬂ‘mﬂmntmmﬁdymnualncm{wnm«dmh@wubwof

trucks, buses and other larger vehi doan andfor more

ﬂnmﬂm&lyl!h“m{uﬂnaqﬁvﬂu}mwwmommm

BRT aligrement could be blocked MTA proposes that the borway croasing of these streets

ahmrummwumm-wmmummmmum
assured.

Bocawse of the faicly high angle of crassing of Woodsan, aad whe p of that
MMMMEWMW‘W:tydMMM&lmdwm For
buses crossing Oxnard et o shellow angle, Westbound buses will have linde visibitity of
Westhound auio's; -uwm-mmummmyorsmuumsm
vice versa For buses and suty there will be better
vizibdlity - lwmmlyso“ bummmgwwﬂumhmmnm
times end incroxsing the scverity of sny collisions.

Another issue will be preventing Northbound vehickes mlwmtmmmﬁng!iﬂim
oa bo Oxnerd whes buses are approaching.

Finally, Northbound traffic on Buffalo will imersect Oxnard slightly to the West of the BRT
CrOssing poind, Buﬂﬂnmﬂmlnwmmwmﬂﬂnmmmhm

ﬂteBRTll:wnﬂL The angie of of the Easth i BRT
station will make it } d:ﬂ'sadtfwdn&mohmhwﬁ:hmhuhkm
see Westhound BRT buses.
c wwmmthWBRkamem The BRT is 20_212
proposed to have 457 4 g g of both of these

m&umudiwlhndknthm

Otwiously, all raffic on both sirects must be halted for Busway buses to go hrough this
imtensection.  Alsa, North- and Soutvbound veincles on Fulon cannot be aliowed 10 make
fight-turts-on-red  Fimally, the msjor trip geperaior sl this intersection is Villey College, on
the Northeastern corner. Students using the Easthound Bugway station will have to cross the
Busway to reach the boarding platforms. Sredents and others runming o catch 2 bus ere at
risk for being hit by buses, panicularly Westbound buses that will be spprosching the

San Fernando Valley Page 9-209

East-West Transit Corridor
Metro revisep Fer



Responses to Comments

Comments On DRFETR, Son Fernands Yalley Exst-Wesl Trawwit Corrider Prge 199
Nevember 11, 2004

crosywalk sl spproximstely 23 mph afer slowing from 45 mph on their ways 1o the
Westhound Busway station on the Northwest comer of this crsection.

Fimalty, City of Los Angeies Fire Station 102 is locsted st 13100 Burbank Bosievard on the
Southesst comes of the imersection, approximately 100 yards from the buswsy. Emergency
fire calls through this intersection — with the Fire Department vehicles equipped with traffic
sigal preemption cquipmend - adds amother degree of complexity lo the design sed
operation of the signaling systcm for 1his imtersection.

The safety concerns for this imenection peralic] those sbove, with the additioral problem of
crossing through two major streets at the same tisme in the same place.

396, Besides those problems discossed sbove, there are soveral other safety coacerns that could
prove troublesome:

A. Condused drrvers who insdvertently enter the BRT alipnmen. This is most likely w be s
probicm where the BRT is next 0 & geseral use stroct, or in the middie of two public ue
streety, or in the Chandlcr median, where 8 driver could intend 10 malke & beft tarm on 1o
the general use stroet, but wind up, umimentionally, on the BRT,

Unfortunately, some drivers whe find themselves in this situation then comenit whet can
tuen ot 10 be even more dasgerous oel, such sitempting 1o back oul of e buswary on the
street that crosses it, altempting 8 U-tumn on the busway, ete.

B. Drivers who improperly snd intentionally use the BRT alignment as o shorioet, or to
wvoid & trafTic backup.

C. Drivers iha udiize the BRT aligmroem for mcing.

D. Emergency vehicle drivers, particutarly police officers, who wilize the BRT aligument to
respond 1o emergency calls or for other ressoms (Note: City of Los Angeles snd other
emerpency vehicles will nov bave the mecossary equipsment 1o trigger the BRT's tnffic
signal preference system. The&wCayofmutgelummvdudn&nm
Mwmmlmemmlmwhkm

ible with the ad foop eq thet MTA has specified for the BRT. Uis
hw-rmnumumucmmmmmmwm
mlhnmﬁunusnammmswmdﬁwmryoﬂm with these
devices.) The e of the MDT Busway by cmergency vehicles has led 10 some very
seriows collisions.

397, Any sbie i lon of the T | for traffic safety problems ot the SFV BRT
|nmmmd|scumdmmmlip-ndnupnmmm Despite this, MTA's total dfscuasion

20-212

20-213

| 20-214
| 20-215
20-216

| 20-217

Comment 20-213

Signage will be utilized to alert drivers not to enter the
busway. Enforcement may also be required. MTA will
coordinate with LAPD and LADOT to fine-tune the
signage, traffic signal indications and/or striping at any
locations should experience indicate that drivers are not

clear that the busway is for buses only. Please see
Response 20-208.

Comment 20-214

Enforcement of illegal use of the busway is the
responsibility of the LAPD. Please see Response 20-
208.

Comment 20-215

Please refer to response to comment 20-214.

Comment 20-216

It is not anticipated that emergency vehicles would use
the busway. Should they ever find the necessity to do
so, they would operate under standard procedures for
such emergency operations and utilize lights and sirens,
as appropriate, to alert other vehicular traffic of their
presence. Please see Response 20-208.

Comment 20-217

The comment notes that human beings do stupid and
illegal things and is acknowledged for the record. MTA,
its consultants and LADOT have attempted to anticipate
driver and pedestrian behavior and to provide positive
guidance via signs, striping and traffic signals to any and
all such persons who must cross the busway. Please see
Response 20-208.

M
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Comment 20-218
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comments On DRFEIR, San Ferunsds Valley Enot-Wost Traasit Cocridor Page 118
Nevember 11, 2084

of BRT safety is only slightly longer than a single page s the FEIS - Volume |, Section 4- 20_217

13310, “Accidort Prevention, ¢. Full BRT, uwmmmwm

mmmwmtmﬁl'w 4-183/785. This yiekls proposals amd coaclwions
a3

A " these BRT alignments would be expocted 4o have an impac this is misor adverse under
NEPA (not significant under CEQA) on sccident poscntial.™

B.Wmmhwﬁmmmdnmmmmk
comidor. Before reaching the imcrsection, drivers would be warsed by “pre-signals™ that
they are approaching an intersection that crosses the comidor. Traffic lghts will be madified
1o insure adequate stopping distances for cross traflic lancs to maintin scoeptable Jevels of
service af istersections. The corridor will be painted Vo visunlly designate that the cormidor ia
not § surface et ”

C. “The BRT Alternative would placs buses within a dedicated comridor, separsiod from mined-
flow waffic except af imerscctions, dedmehmm for conflict between
normal strect traffic and bus operslions.”

D %mﬂmmwuummmn{m}mﬂmﬂmmmm
installation of gates, bells or whistles associnsted with rail crossings ™

E "Bumyﬁhu‘-iﬂhnedwmmﬂw&wivdﬁd«mﬁvﬁnbnuewmm
of move 0wt of the way to avoid incidems.™

398, The abhowe commenns by MTA show am incredible disregard of one very imporiant sspect of
traffic safity that s well known to anyone who has ever spent ey tme in this field, human
beings, particularly buman beings who are operating vehicles or walking in urban aress have an
CApacity to do stupid things. Many of these supid things are illegal, others fust
phmdnb.h«hyhdmmm:hlp«mkudmnmi Anry design of a
surface wunspostation system that dots not takes this cosmic ingh imo account s destined for
disaster.

399. To the best of my knowledge, with caly & very few minor enceptions, MTA has sever been 20 213
L “legal™ fawt in any way of any of the seventy-pius Blue Line fatalitics. The legal faaht for T
every single one can be traced 1o the driver of the vehiclke in which people died, or the pedestrian
that waa killed, or person doing an extremely strange sctivily, mﬂallylhmlmwol'm
ordinance and operating the vehicle in a tolally improper maaner or, if a pedestrian, being in
place where they should not have been, laﬂlmﬂtwmlmhﬂnd{mMernf
the vehicle that carried the prasengers that weze killed) were dead wrong.

400. Bt alt of these people are ool just dead wrong, they are just plain dead.
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wi.aWﬁpdmmhhMMMhmmhw%d
these Tatalities, Evesi if MTA was able 1o reduce the Blwe Lina Catelity rass 10 only that of the
mml&hmlmuﬂwtmdlﬁmhﬁﬁu-mm’ﬂ-wﬂd
bave been prevented.

m.lfmmFdequuhpidmmhmeuih
mz,ﬁmma-mmmuimmummmm
recoed took tike & goal 10 strive for. More hikely, the high rate of collisions, injuries, snd deaths
wﬂlqﬁdlyluﬂthnmlfwnthgﬂusyﬁmmufpvﬁﬂiuﬂdﬂyhpvbun
resat sisiler 10 that of the Miami-Dede Tramsil Busway, where the speed-prodwcing trassit
sigoal preferences for buses arc tamed off.

403. What sre MTA's respomses o the points made sbove?

404. | also wish 1o reference another secently apened guidewny transit system thet has had safety
pwmum»h&-muu.mummumaﬂmwu
the Metropolitan Transit Autherity of Harris County. See Exhbit JOCVIIT, the “Wham-Bars.-
Tram Ram Counter' and related maserials,

405. The light rail system in fon op for apg ly 7.5 mibes Brom the North side
of the Housin CBD South 1o the Astrodeme Complex and stightly further. It is almost
mMn-pﬂ.M&iubwkMMwimﬂyMﬂhﬁﬂudhhhm
Tancs wod dividers of Muin Sireet and other strects. i har & high owsber of at-grade
mmmu:hinmﬂhmmhbmhimdhmunm
Chandier and through other aress of the Valley where there arc tffic lanes, or two-way streets,
on both sides of the Busway. Howerer, the speeds of the Houston Light Rail system wre very
low, in the 25 to 33 mnge for akmost sl its right-of-way.

408 The Housion light rail system bas had more train-vs. -auto/truck/pedesirian coflishs thai
any other LS. light il system over & comparable period of time, even though, ot 7.5 miles, it is
far shoner than almost sll other systems. In Exhibit XXV, page 3, the graphic, A Streewcar
Named ... Disaster™ now (November 21, 2004) shows 70 coflisions. On page §, the siary, “It's
A Record! 621, discussed now the September 15 crash put Housion's total over the previous
anmal recard, beld by the San Francisco Municipal Raitway, of 61. Muni operates 73.3

dircetional rouse miles of light rail, which is imstely 36.7 bi-directional miles (10 have &
Ggure comsisicnt with the 7.5 miles for H of which ay imately 3.5 miles is subsay
and nat generally subject 1o collisions.

n Whilk the operator of this web site has an “inswrestng ™ perspective and poimt of view on the subject of the
Houson Light Rail System and other rvents, the At babied the ratements appesr 10 be socorsie snd complee.

20-219

20-220

20-221

Comment 20-219

The MTA disagrees with the comment. The design of
the Metro Blue Line exceeds the safety standards
established by the regulatory agencies and industry
practices. It is important to note that the duties, rights
and obligations of a transit agency and those of a person
on the highway, whether they are motorists or
pedestrians, at public grade crossings are mutual and
reciprocal. While a transit agency is bound to give due
reasonable and timely warning of a train's approach,
persons who cross a railroad track are equally bound to
exercise ordinary care and diligence to ascertain whether
a train is approaching. Certainly, there is no doubt as far
as the design of crossings is concerned, that the MTA
has fulfilled its obligations of providing more than the
minimum required warning devices at all the Metro Blue
Line grade crossings. It is the responsibility of persons
on the road to heed the warning of these devices and the
approaching train and thus “protect’ themselves from
harm. This responsibility is not different than what is
placed on every person who crosses at a traffic-
signalized intersection. Just as it is very likely that a
person ignoring the "WALK/WAIT" signals at a
pedestrian crosswalk will be involved in an accident, so
too is the likelihood that a person ignoring the warning
devices at a railroad crossing will be involved in an
accident. If one were to closely examine the reasons for
the accidents on the Blue Line, it would be clearly
evident that the motorists and pedestrians involved in the
accidents have violated the traffic laws by ignoring
active warning devices provided for their safety and
have shown a blatant disregard for the devices.

Comment 20-220

The commenter speculates with regard to fatalities and
the need to eliminate transit signal priority for the buses.
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407. 1 have vished Houston, ridden dhes light rail system. and spent a fair smount of Lime doing
both on-site and document reviews of it. 1 believe that its safety problems heve very significant
implications for the Orangs Lime. Mazy of the factors thet have cansed the high rate of collisions
in Houston are present on the Orange Line. The biggest difference is that the Howston speeds are
congiderably lower than those proposed for the Orange Line, which both makes collision
svoidence more difficalt snd sipnficantly incromses the Jevel of damage and injury From
<ollisions.

40%. In receat monthy, the rate of collinions has fallea off, evidently due primarily W change in
irallic operstions.  Of these the most significant sppesrs 10 be changes in signal timing, most
importantly, requiring ap “sll red” for 15 seconds in all direclions befors a light rail trwin is
anummmmmmww.mmwmm

™ Houstons Chronicle, April 6, 2004). While the collision statisics have improved
ﬁMu&snﬂnﬂnd—‘nh« implemented st more al-grade intersections, |
will speculsie that any stiempl o implement anything remolely similsr along the Orange Line
right-of-way would be an exwemely dfficudt activity. How would MTA - and LA-DOT, along
‘with other respoasible entitics ~ respoad to 8 high rale of bus-va. -suo'track/pedestrian collisicns
mmmmw Would bus speeds through intersections siow? Would buses
come Lo & comph ot each i 7 Would “all-sround red Hghts™ be implementod at
Onn.el.:upd:m? What would MTA do? Docs it hewe any plans for this possibility

that, based on recent sxpericoce with other ransit operslors with similar projects,
mwwuwym&mmmmam1
409, Page 8-4.16-12, $-4.16.7 Esvir B ", lor Al hve — MTA fuded that
the Orange Line would be the eavi fve, bat this is based primarily on

umm“dwm!&dhmhﬁm 1f MTA had used s
outreach program ~ It alone its ows technical rescarch capabilitica — o produce input regarding
wind an optimem, or sl least good, Rapid Bus nevemwk would look like, and then worked w
improwe service by reducing running times mher than looking for ways to make limes run
slower, and then made other aervice ummndmnllwﬂﬁlma\uumy
mﬂ,kmdbmm“idmmh significantly imgroved and this s
primary & nant of whet is envh y superior in MTA's amabysis The other statistics,
from wmmmummwm“mm

410. Page 8-6-5, Table $-6.1: Sammary of Capital Costs (2001 Doflars, in millions) and
Table 8-62: Capital Cost Comparison (2001 Dollars, in millon) and page 8-6-6, Table 3-
63: Increwments! Ananal Operating swd Malatessace Costy (200! dollars, in millions) — All
of the capital cost figures for all Alcrnatives appesr 10 be d, some very sigmificantly.

411, Lat's start with Bus capital costs, which are mosi, or alf the capital costs for the noa-Orange
Line Ahematives, TSM, RB-3, RB-5, and RB-Network. Pleasc refer 1o Exhibit XXV and the

20-221

20-222
20-223
20-224
20-225
20-226

20-227

The comment is acknowledged for the record. Please
see Responses 20-193 and 11-3. Please see Response
20-208.

Comment 20-221
Please refer to Responses 20-35 and 20-196.

Comment 20-222

It is not possible to forecast how the operations of the
Orange Line operations might be adjusted in the future
to react to a situation that the MTA, its consultants and
LADOT do not believe will be a likely situation. The
MTA and LADOT will monitor and evaluate system
operations and make appropriate adjustments to bus
operations or signal timing/phasing if determined
necessary. Please see Responses 20-208.

Comment 20-223
Please refer to Response 20-222.

Comment 20-224
Please refer to Response 20-222.

Comment 20-225
Please refer to Response 20-222.

Comment 20-226

The commenter claims that an unspecified better
performing assemblage of Rapid Bus routes would be
environmentally superior to the Project. In other words,
the commenter suggests that a Rapid Bus network that
generates more ridership than the RB Alternatives or
even the BRT would make that network environmentally
superior. Increasing ridership has little effect on
environmental superiority here because no matter how

many riders the optimum Rapid Bus network could

M
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| have prepased, “Comparison of Bus Capitl Costs of Alernatives.™ This shows
that, in 2001 Dollars, the average costs per vebicle for the various shernstives are:

TSM. 5 526,000

Full BRT: $1,000,000
RB-1, RB-5, and RB-Network: $ 350,000

412, As might be expecied, there are differences between the vehicles that will be wtilized for
each Alemative, For the TSM Alternative, while there is no explicit ststensent bo this offct tha
| eould find in the FEIR or RDFEIR, it sppears thet the 38 buses to be added would all be 40-
foot CNG buses. This has been the MTA " standerd™ bus for many years and, af the time that the
DEIS/DEIR and FEIR for this project were being prepared for and wiitten ia 2000-2002, there
were no final plans in place for use of any other vehicles for standard, on-strest, local bus
mumnmmammmlukmmamnmm

414AIm.uthenm¢eFE]Rmhung d, MTA was prging in & pr for

mmmuunump ‘which was cencelled
mymm.ntlhemfwmﬂmﬂmﬂmmmbmmuﬂcﬂm
MTA's performance specifications. nmrm.madmumnmm'cmm
articulated 60-fosters. MTA was evidenthy i paying » D
WMW«WWMM&M#&: M'O&Ohmw
made, the unit cost™ was significantty lower, 5632914 v1. $1 millioa.

A15. This substitution would appear 1o constitule a significant savings for MTA in its Oratge
Line budgel, but this depends on an MTA decision. In plans such as this, the relevant capital
cost is not the opening day cost, but the design year cost, i this case, 2020. Note that MTA has
mmwzzammuwammmmwmmmm
but that the proper calculation of the project capital gﬂw:ldm:uﬁc!hemﬁeu
fequiremend, which, fiom the FEIR page 2-72, MTA expects 1o totsl 68 buses (including, |
sasyme, bl cannol verify, 38 TSM buses),

nchuding

umwmmmmhﬂmdmmdwd
motenunce tquipment requined. | will assume that MT A bag Exlipwed this ttandard in costing ity varions bus

wurchases sod ask thet MT A comect this assumption if it  mcorrect.

20-227

20-228

20-229

20-230

garner, the network would still create a significant land
use impact. (Revised FEIR, p. 8-4.1-77.) No single
Rapid Bus route can achieve the ridership of the Orange
Line. If it takes more than one Rapid Bus route to
accomplish the same ridership of the BRT, which there
is no indication that they can, the multiple route Rapid
Buses could not achieve the decrease in energy
consumption as compared to the single line of the
Orange Line. (FEIR, p. 8-4.16-12 (Greatest in energy
consumption).)

Comment 20-227

The cost per bus for TSM in 2001 dollars is $550,000,
which is identical to the cost per bus used for the rapid
bus alternatives. The estimated $526,000 for TSM buses
reflects 1999 dollars. All cost-effectiveness
comparisons in the February 2002 FEIR expressed in
2001 dollars are based on a unit cost of $550,000 for a
standard bus. In order to provide an apples-to-apples
comparison, this unit bus cost was maintained in
calculating the capital cost of the rapid bus alternatives.

Comment 20-228

The total fleet size needed to operate the modeled transit
network is provided as an output of the transportation
demand model. Totals for each alternative were
extracted from the model to determine incremental bus
needs compared to No Build.

To determine the type of buses needed for service
operating on the busway, peak hour volumes were
examined for the individual routes that were defined to
feed the busway. Articulated buses were assigned when
volumes indicated the need for more capacity.
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Many of these articulated buses were buses that were
counted as standard buses under the TSM alternative,
e.g., MTA 364 (alimited bus on Victory Boulevard
under TSM, redirected to use the busway) and LADOT
422 (an express bus from Thousand Oaks to Universal
City, redirected to use the busway to North Hollywood).
Other modifications were made to the TSM alternative
as part of the bus feeder plan for BRT, which led to
modifications in calculated vehicles.

Comment 20-229

MTA had solicited bids for CNG-electric or CNG-
hybrid articulated buses with the goal of procuring
vehicles that provided an electric drive or assist,
significantly noise reduction, and an aerodynamic BRT
styling. However, the new technologies proposed were
Jjudged to be immature while a proposal was contingent
on successful negotiation with a U.S. partner to
manufacture the vehicle and to provide after-market
support. After much deliberation, a source selection
committee decided that an award at that time would
place an unacceptably high risk to MTA and all
proposals were to be rejected.

Comment 20-230

The capital cost estimates for vehicles are shown in
Tables 6-1 and 6-1a of the FEIR. These vehicle cost
estimates were developed based on the 2020 fleet
requirements listed in Table 2-9 of the FEIR.
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416. In sitastions such s this, the wsusl costing practics & 10 assume thet the curment day prices
for readily available items such as buses are the best pradiciors for the futers prices of similay
items. This weuld argue for the wse of the current, lowsr, $632.914 price. However, if it is
MTA’s imtention to procure CMG/Electric or CNG/Hybrid buses for use on the Orange Line in
2020, then the $1 million average price per vehicle could atill be approprise.

417. 1 would sppreciste MTA's resolution of the sbove unresolved (st beast, in the record)
situstion and presentation of its current best projection of Full BRT bus capital costs for our
CURTEI PANTOSES.

418. Inforeaation regarding the types of buses to be tilized for the three Rapid Bus Alernatives
may be found on page 3-2-31, “Standerd Metro Rapid vebicles (40-foot ar 45-foot) would be
used on the Rapid Bus rovkes depending oo actual demand. ™

419. The sctual coste of these vehicles can be dettrmined by reference to variows MTA press
Teleases:

A July 12, 2004, “Metro Board Approves Purchase of 75 New Buses™ — “The 530 million
purchase ..." and “The purchase of these 75 40-foot buses ... " — This compaies 1o an
verage price per bus of $400,000.

B. February 26, 2003, "Bus of the Future i3 Latest Addition to MTA Bus Fleet™ ~ “The
" i1 8 40 foot, ... " and “Each Compo-Bus costs $310,000."

C. January 13, 2003, “MTA Board Approves Purchase of T0 Additional High-capacity 45-
Foot High-toch Buscs™ ~ Esch bus is priced a1 $373,156 and .. "

420, As can be easily determined, the priocs of all of these buses are well under the 5526,000 and
$530,000 prices in tmy spresisheet.

421, Because the calculation is to be done in 2001 dollers, it will be necessary o adiust the shove
press Telense prices for the tmpact of inlistion. The prices above are Tor Ure time of delivery, bt
1 do not know whea this will be for these vehickes, 30 1 will assume that the proper values to
wtilize for this adjustment of the Anousl Consumer Price Index — All Urban Cotsumers, U.S.
City Average, U.S. Department of Labor/Buresu of Labor Swtistics, for 2001 Amsusl and the
most recent month, October 2004, Thess valucs mre 176.6 and 150.9, respectively, so the
afustment factor 10 be applied to the sbove prices is 925 (176.6/190.9)  Thia precuces the
following prices:

A huly 22 2004 40-foot bus order: $370,000
B. February 26, 2003 40-foot order-  $286,750
C. January 23, 2003 45-foot order: 5345169

20-231

20-232

Comment 20-231

Given the current state of bus propulsion technology, it
is inappropriate to predict MTA’s procurement
intentions for the year 2020. The agency will use
appropriate technology available at that time. However,
for EIR budget estimate purposes, it was necessary to

utilize the most reasonable cost information available in
year 2000.

Comment 20-232

The capital cost calculations for all of the alternatives
use comparable bus cost values for the same types of
vehicles. An attempt has been made to use conservative
numbers in the cost estimates, so as not to underestimate
the costs. The $550,000 per bus cost for the Rapid Bus
Alternatives includes contingency costs that appear as
separate line items in the BRT cost estimate contained in
Tables 6-1 and 6-1a of the FEIR. A 20% contingency
(Line 12H of Table 6-1) is applied to the Vehicle cost
(Line 5).
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422, 1f we take the simple average of the two 40-foot bus orders, we get $320375. This would
appenr o be on appropriste price for each of the 38 TSM buses, or o least relatively clove bo it
1t is almost $200,000 per vehicle lower tmn the 3526000 per vehicle i the FEIR.

423, We do not know the mix of 40~ and 45-foot vehicles in the variows Rapid But Abernatives,
1M we sssume & 50:50 split between 40- and 43-footers, and use the above aversgs price for 40-
footers, the rewulting price would be $336,772, or over 3200,000 lower than the $550,000 in the
DRFEIR.

424, | will Dot stase Lhat thess are the absolute one-and-only correct cost Fgures that should be
utilized for 40- snd 45-foot buses in the FEIR and DRFEIR, because [ do not have ol the
information T would require to make the calculation and, even if | did, there i far more than one
why 1o make the calculation. What is clear, however, is that the $526,000 and $530,000 average
costs per bus wsed for TSM and Rapid Bus, respectively, are significantly oversizied. The $1
miltion price wiilized for Full BRT buses may be overstated; thet is 8 matier for MTA to specify.

425, Wmiaﬂuredwwdmpumhn.iuunhmmnumnmum
Plesse provide details, exp for this f MTA does net intend 10 make
any changes, please pravide the details of the calculstion and citations snd an explanation of why
il docs not believe any adjustment i3 required.

426, Imfambnmtmumhfmﬂﬁm&lﬂmm “Compurison of
TSM and RB-3 Transit Operati " This schedul d wtiliring the dats from
MMM&MTAWMMMIMMMM The dats on
the Jeft side of the schedule is taken directly from the Exhibit X3V moded nans, the calculated
data on the right side rey a oarnbier of perit rutios thet are often utilized in
427, Sl-unu-rkhlh\l'h.im)mmmmm«.ﬁm*ﬁl{hoﬂyw
member, the Victory “Jocal,™ Based on my decades of experience in evatusting transit Mnes, 1
MwmklsWImmWMMwﬁkamhmw
jower than average P P g/Hour md Average
Passenger Load).

428, Now doing a compurison with the Viciory RB-3 Aleermative, there are & rumber of odd
sutistics that immedistely jiomp out:

A_ There is nod one, but two different members of this “family” of lioes added  Besides the
Victory Rapid Bus tine (783) thal wes expected, there is also & new “Victory Limited
WC'I’C {Wh:h!bﬁmmme&mmewmm most likely

the B X Station - | would like MTA 1o either verify this or
mnm:t} Since the Victory local line curently has s Westarn termunus af Valley

Circle and Gilmore (VCIR/GILM) and its Eastern rerminus ot the Burbank Metrolink

20-232

20-233

20-234

Comment 20-233

As Response 20-227 notes, the cost per bus for the RB
alternatives in 2001 dollars is $550,000. However, the
real world may differ from each lot because of options
on the number of buses being purchased at one given
time.

Comment 20-234

Regarding the Victory Limited line, please see response
to comment 20-34, There actually is a Victory Limited
in the TSM alternative; its identifying mode and line
number in the TSM model output reports is Mode 11,
Line 245 and appears a couple of pages after the
Victory “local.” Total boardings for the Victory
Limited in the TSM are 11,463.

When the rapid bus on Victory is introduced in the
model, riders always choose the rapid bus route over
the Victory Limited route since it was coded with
identical bus stops and the rapid bus route is faster. It is
likely that the miles and hours of operation applied to
the Limited route would be transferred to provide
additional rapid bus service, since peak hour loads
suggest a more frequent headway can be supported.

All alternatives were run on the same model with the
same data and same model software.
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Sution, this sppears 10 be & new route that would opersie from the current end of Line in
the East to Warner Center. | do pot have the data 1o be sblc 1o determine why MTA
would belicve that this would be & good Line to add on rop of Lhe existing bocal line, with
Rapid Bus service to be added «f the same time, 30 | an forced ko reserve judgmen on the
rutionabe this line, takem sepmrately.

B. Oddly, while thers sre more buses added for this Nne than for the new Victory Rapid Bus
Mﬂlhmummﬂmuhmvmhumm
are mo miles, or bours shown for this line ot alt. There
mMWW&MMMMMMMmME&iMM
Mode sod Line,” a5 well 28 bundreds more in the RB-3 and RB-Network *,
and the ondy place we see this “triple zem” ridershdp reponied is for the “364 — Victory
Limised WCTC™ line on these three “Sommaries.” Since it would make no sense 1o
opernte ebeven buses two thoussnd miles a dey withoat a single rider geting oo, does this
ero ridership for this line really mean that there is ndership, bul that it is not reporied on
this setics of “Summaries?” And does thet meen thet the ridership for this line is not
reported in the ridership in the DRFEIR? Given that the ridership on the basic *164™
VMh:dhﬁwdfwml,ﬁlImﬂuTSMAhrnmqu”Tinﬁem
Ak ¥ -a&m duction — one hom is thad the major share of the

doction in (he 164 1 ip (besid mmluwmmmmmm
Rapid Bus service) was due 1o passengers shifting to the this appesss 1o the faster 364
limited service, mﬁmumwwhwvmmm“
with destinstions that would include Burbank and the Burbank Metrolink Station™.
H there are with destinations West of Lankershi m\-‘m(whu
the 783 Victory Rapid Bus tame South 1o the North Hollywood Red Linc Station) that
would take the 364 over either the 163 or the 783. Since limited stop routes genenatly
heve more stops than do Rapid Bus stops, ly sopping sl the “semi. inls” half
way between the “mejor snierials™ whese the Rapid Bus lines mop, there will be

that are clenrly botier served by the 364 linsited than the 733 Rapid. The other
major type of thifi would be those passengers who mmply hop on the first bas thel comes
slong that is going where they src going and pay linde antension to it being » local,
limited, or Rapid Therefore, i is very reasonable to argue that what might heve
happeoed i that the “logic” of the MTA trassporution planing model sdded the 364
limited service on Victory, that the workings of the mode! assigned a significant mumber
of passengers to the 364 Viclory limited, rather than the 163 Vietory local or the 783

L Thiis would eppear t0 confrm it my early recommendstion to provide sharnstive Vicory Repid Bus
ervioe o the Burbanh CBOvisdia Cemer sundior Burbask Matrofisk Sustion is woriky of Rarther srudy Ome

slignmmers and, sx we have scen, there are vory significint bus trovel tinc savings possible through the e of imited
wiop sarvice slone, 30 v o, permesent disabiiity 1o heve kemted wafTic signed priority dots ROt sppest to be &
disqualifylng Bactoe for Rapid Bus servics.

20-234
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Comment 20-235
The identifying rapid bus route numbers try to use the
o D Rt FEIR, S . . last two digi.ts of the local route number, but it is not
Pevember . o4 . B Pl always possible. The route numbers reflected in the
ol drts ;'u“mm%ﬁ%? nopdprssinerdmp 20-234 model output reports are at the discretion of the person
oy ol Loy ey o oot coding the route, and should not be taken as the
o st schohmy g igors by i) intended route numbering in actual practice.
mnmbnwumamﬁamnrmwmhmum

C. My concern is due in past to 8 stademest in the fourth peragraph of the cover letter 1o the
products of the Public Records Act Request (Exhibit XVIT) that 1 made for whet tarmed
out to be these "Summarics:™ %hsmmmmnum«amﬂ
lnyhndunu‘“"hm. fore, special | was
gonersic the data ‘Tmmmnﬁnvﬂu.nmwnﬁmmh‘m
interprel it S0 mean that the only penen who checks the MTA model runs for emon of
lh\ﬂy;tnsm Given all the other vsual results in the "Summaries,” the type of review
and thet is performed on the MTA models and mode! runs bocemas & very
important issue, 1 sk MTA for a2 detailed explsnation of the quality comwol and
verification procedures for its modeling process, spocifically including, bt ot Himited 1o,
indivicus] model rums of tes type.

D. Also, from a mere glance af the "5 jes™ that wese p for the fowr “FEIR"
Alternatives (No Build, TSM, Full BRT, mms)wmmwm Altomatives
(RB-3, RE-3, and RB-nctwork), it is obvious thet the format i different. There is 2 time
mmunmmdmmmmw For the FEIR TSM, it is "17:287
Monday, September 11, 2000, but for the DRFEIR RB-3, it is “23:31™ Tuesday, August
21, 2004." | assume that these date/times refer 1o the dete of the run, which is 5 comman
way to identify dilferemt nsns of the same model, rather than the date of printing, because,
sbviously, my PRA Requast was Bot sent 1o MTA until months and years afier these days
and times. However, the time differences of almost fowr full yesrs snd certsin other
charscteristivs lead me to sk, were these model russ, for the two different “sets” of
Alternatives, run by the tame modelen, on the sarse model, with the same data, on the
same model sofiware? Treat the foregoing as & series of questions, each w0 be responded
o scparately. %mllymwﬁm&lmhhﬁﬁﬂﬁmmm
rames and the jons? This is obvs Iudmg 1o, are the model rums really

for purposes of compar rating of ives in this CEQA process?

E Mmbmlmﬁmmamﬂhmwmm
MTA came up with the route mambers for the various Rapid Bus lines The ususl 20-235

i thia information wis provided sl 10 provide el isto the T A transportation

Interesingly, modeling
process, but s jostifcation for te higher tse puboroad chenges for MTA's prodwction of reconds 1o satiely oy
Public Reconds Ac requen for t detatied, Nee-ry -line operating date for the various FEIR sad DRFEIR
Alsrnatives

x Om compater primouty of this type, this penerslly would be interpresed w520 pm.

L Prowumably, 112} pra
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Comment 20-236

See response to comment 20-33.

Camments On Drafl Revised FEIR, Sen Fornasde Valley Last-Wast Trasslt Corrider
Nevember 11, 1004 Poge 199

methodology, where possible, is 10 vee 8 seven a5 the leading digit of a three-digit 20-235
numbey and use the last two digits of the “local™ route sumber, dropping the leading digit
of & three-digit romie nusnber. The first two Rapid Bus lincs were the 720 on Wilshire,
where the jocal 20 line has operated for mamy years, and the 750 on Ventera, where the
150 is the local line. However, for these three lines alone, 165 Vanowen local has the
782 Vanowen Rapid Bus, the 163 Sherman Way local hes the 781 Rapid Buo, andd the
164 Victory local hes the 783 Rapid Bus. Obviously, if 2 sumber has been previously
utilized or committed, thet is a problem, bue thet doesn't appess 1o be the case here,
Couwld MTA explain how the route mumbers for the various Rapid Bus lines were

generaied?

F. With the sddition of the Rapid Bus service and, prevumably, the 364 limited service, the 20-236
mtio’'s for the “original® 164 Viclory local become very poor, perticularly the
bomrdingshour, which drops from a respectable 47.7 1o a very poor 20.0. This is type of

ndwwmm-lup&w.mlﬂymﬂhrmmu
1 being operated on the line then may be indicsied. 1 what is g here is that the
m:iu\'lwrylimmdmmuwdlhmum 164 line for most ity
alignment, then many of the riders who used to take the 164 local are now wting the
limited - hnthu:uﬁnqammu{whe.lfmm:ﬂ:ummuu
ilati If MTA is basicall g the smount of local service on the vast
mof&nlm bmﬂ:louﬂmwﬂnduﬂnpumummum.hnn
appears thet some number of buses, howrs and miles of Jocal andior limited service
should be considered for elimination for this family of rowtcs, There src & number of
poasibilities a3 %o what s going or W0 produce this mther strange s¢1 of siatistics, and |
will refrain from Further speculation s to cause, effect, and correction antil | see MTA's
planation and d lon, which | expect to be in great detsil.

G. One wnexpected statistic is the VMT/VHT mtio — vehicle miles waveled divided by
MmmMulmhmmlymmdM

oprrating speed in revenus service™. Note that the apmi“oﬂbe\l'm‘loul is 14.6
mph, while that of the Rapid Bus b5 158 — an of only A
page B-3-15, MTA strtes, “The travel demand forecasting model used 10 predict ndership
on the three Rapid Bus shernatives used the 20 percent spoed improvement for alf Rapid
Bus rowtes in the model sssigomsents, .. " This is & very serious concemn — MTA is saying
that it imiended o enter 20% speed improvements for all Rapid Bus lines, obviously
including this one, but we onfy sce & 3% increase. 1 MTA is saying that the madel is
have a huge impact on the comparisons of the results of the models. A 20% increasc

L L requen MTA to precisely defios both of Ukese terw a6 they wre utifized for parposes of these model s,
specifically pddressing v difTarences betwaen 1owm! mites and hours mad reverue vehicle miles and hours, 21 those:
terms we defined by the Federal Transh Administration in the National Transit Datsbess reponing mstroctions,
wurnn,m deedhad’ operating between oporating yirds and rowic oads #nd betwsen rowse ends for

hmmmm_ Which, if soy, of these are included in VMT and VHT
nlbuulmmu.llm
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Comments On Draft Revissd FEFR, San Fernaads Yalley Last-Want Traash Corvider
Navember 12, 2004 Page 119

Tactor, simply applied io the 14.6 VMT/YHT ratic, which | am using e a surrogste for
sverge operating specd, would produce spproximately I?Smph.mtlilm Note
that we actually have far worse simastions for the other two Rapid Bues
Aliemative. For the Vanowen line, the imcresse is from 15.7 so 16.5, ealy
ﬂnShcquhnqlﬁemnﬁm!G?\olﬂ 1%. Something is wery wroag
bere and these | require & p and and
explanation, with detailed documenlation | expect 10 3¢ & lot of detail @ the MTA
response 1o this commen — at this poirt, sything che would simply not be credible.

H The VMT/VHT siatistic for the 364 limited stop service i also very old - 12.4, lm

429. Tuning sow 1o Vanowen service:

A In every case | know of, when Rapid Bus service is offered for the fiest time on 10p of an
existing Jocal bus linc, there are significant rumbers of former kocal bus wsers who shift
wwmeﬂmdﬂmwﬁumntu,mgmwmnpﬂkfmuh

same price, and otherwise 13 a8 imp in their Here, we have
Rldeumbe‘ngl@lennIMMy@adlwﬂbﬁlu and the local
bus boardings increase.

B. As | bave previously :nmmemed,ﬂ\ewlmunhc\imklpdnumnw
bad that it should not even be operated — 24.9 bosrdings per hour, & very low statistic, and
averape ger load of 5.5, even worse. Another surprise is the average trip length for
Rapid Bus, of 3.8 miles, which is thorter than the average trip loogth for local bus. An
even bigger surprisc i the average trip fength for added trips, 2.8 miles” ~ the average
new passenger drawn 1o the line due 10 Rapid Bos service is going under three stopa?
While my originel comment on the lack of viability of the Rapid Bus linc on Vanowen
stands, something very strange i going on here and Ihe other strange evemts | have
noticed leads me w0 behieve that & good place ko stan the examisation would be in the
workings of the MTA transportation planning model. When this many indicators are
going in directions completely different from what would be expecied, here must be a
very complete and detailed ination of the model that produced these results.

430. Moving on to Sherman Wiy, once Rapid Bus is added, the Medical Cemer 1o Vinetand and
Strathesn “short finc™ wdrqnoffbymmﬂnrdl.pmﬁ:m;mhwmpbm
vahues. This is an obvious candid

= Caboulated a5 Post-Raped Biss Vingwen “family™ pessanper mlles of 102,932 ~ Pro-Ragid Bus of 55,724 =
16,208 Post-Ruped Hrs boardings of 24,553 ~ Pre-Rapid Bus of 16,821 = 4,730, 16.201/5,730 =2 mikes

20-236

20-237

20-238

20-239

Comment 20-237

While there was a modest increase in boardings for the
Vanowen local bus line for the RB-3 alternative, this is
not an anomaly that is serious enough to overturn the
validity of the MTA transportation demand model.

Comment 20-238
Please see Response 20-237.

Comment 20-239

Refinement of service would call for adjusting levels
between local and rapid bus routes. The concept was to
build on top of TSM improvements without replacing
any service.
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Nevember 11, 2684 Puge 129

431 While 1 recognize that ali moadels, particuk k madely, an¢ nover
rbonded to recreaie readity, mmmmkmﬂumdhmm
generate a series of rather imp abowt the , relinbility, and utility of the
MTA tramsportation plerming model 1hwhmmnnﬂumofﬂtneﬁlehm
produced, fot many years, and | remain exiremely concemed that it, and the poopie who operate
u,mjmmmdwmnmmﬂmnwmﬂo;uuuundhmww
decisions, My experience in trying o make sonse of the resuits of the most recest mode] run
results | have seen only serves lo INCREase my Concerms.

432 M wee arsume: that the results of the RB-3 model nun arc accussic ~ wiich | mm not prepared
10 do a1 the current time - then | believe that both the sumber of vehicles and hosrs required to
opersie the RB-3 transit service are oversited. Tripling the Victory line pesk wehizies from 10
o 30, and an even larger, 21 7% increses in VHT and 317% incresse in VMT, appears excessive,
cvenl'oulnmndeuh-pmw mmeMBmLmMMM
be cither significantly inated, and the Sh Way Medical Center-
vmmenhmhumuhmmm Elimination of redoction of
Mm&mmummﬂmmhmmﬁmwmﬂm
with very little loss of ridership.

433. | am uzable 10 d ine bow MTA calculsted the ng costs of the thres Rupid Bus
and other Alternatives. Iﬂmmwmwowewmmmumo(
them; Phwdmmﬁw:uhemmslwywnmwmm
howr? If 50, is the same howry ratc utilized for ali A l!’muhywl.
s what different rales are wilized? If the MTA ion ph model is proch
VHT for total, rather than revenue, mmmnmmwmnm
WMandmmMawdmmmmamM
values within the two ranges (and within tbe capital cost range) will be whilized as the quantities
1o be costed? Based on past expericnce with MTA costing of bas scrvice, | believe that MTA
may be utilizing “fully-allocwied costs,” which sppesr 1o currently spproximate $100 per revenue
vehicia hour  However, when MTA sctually goes to its Boand for approval of major service
additions, it knds ko use “marginal” costing, which rccognizes: (a) some ooats, such as the
CED‘lcwwmmmmmmlywdmplfudmmﬂmuopMndmmAh
labor contracts and other provisions that provide far lower costs for added service than for the
avernge cosl of exisling service, such as hiring new bus opersiors at fare lower costs that the
large pumbcr of bus opezaiors that are st the top of the wage progression aod move the average
cost upwand.

4341 refer to Exhibit X1, specifically the Board Repont of May 20, 2004, “Authorize
Esmmmwnuswfummamm»wmm

1. states, “Incory the sddition of 208 250 revenue service
hmouwulmufllmmmou ." Dividing the nember of hours im0 the cost produces s
o5t per revenwe vehiche service bour of $54.26 ($11,300,000/208,250).

20-240

20-241

20-242
20-243
20-244
20-245
20-246
20-247

20-248

Comment 20-240

The MTA model has been presented to the SCAG
Regional Modeling Task Force on May 23, 2001. It was
also presented to the Chief of Modeling at the FTA
Headquarters on July 21, 2003. Accepting MTA model
was the prerequisite for FTA in awarding a $500-
million Full Funding Grant Agreement on Eastside
LRT project to MTA. On April 16, 2004, a group of
nationally renowned modeling experts appointed by
USDOT (i.e., the Peer Review Panel) came to Los
Angeles to evaluate SCAG model. During the review
session, the Panel recommended SCAG to apply the
MTA’s modeling practice on mode choice and station
choice for its new model development project. This
recommendation was documented in the “TMIP Peer
Reviews” web-site maintained by FHWA.

Comment 20-241

The fleet requirements are generated by the MTA travel
demand forecasting mode! and are a function of the
route length, transit vehicle travel time and frequency
of service coded into the model. It may be the case that
the RB-3 Alternative could be adjusted to eliminate
some of the more poorly performing segments of the
alternative, but it is unclear that this would make it
more cost-effective than the BRT Alternative and if
segments are deleted from this alternative it is likely to
result in even fewer new transit trips attributable to the
RB-3 Alternative, which already has fewer new transit
trips than the BRT Alternative.

Comment 20-242

The operating costs for all of the alternatives have been
developed using the MTA’s O&M cost model, which is
described in detail in Section 6-2.2 of the FEIR. As

noted therein, “The model meets FTA guidelines for

M
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estimating operating costs.” It does not use a simple
rate per revenue vehicle hour, but rather calculates the
total MTA systemwide cost for each alternative based
on the values of each element in Table 6-2.

Comment 20-243

The MTA O&M cost model is used for all alternatives.
Because it is a resource cost build-up model, it does not
employ the use of constant hourly rates, though hourly
rates generally lead to small variances between
alternatives.

Comment 20-244

As stated in response to comment 20-243, the hourly
rate varies because of the use of a resource cost build-
up medel. The resulting hourly rates for the rapid bus
alternatives have been provided to the commenter
through the Public Records Act. Calculated cost per
bus hour for each alternative is as follows (2001

dollars):
¢ No Build: $101.63
s TSM: $100.86
e BRT: $100.35-$100.78
e RB-3: $99.66 -5$100.03
e RB-5: $99.44 - $99.84

RB-Network: $98.33 - $99.11

Comment 20-245

Vehicle hours traveled (VHT) is one of numerous
inputs for MTA’s O&M cost model. In estimating
MTA’s O&M costs, MTA’s total VHT is provided
through the transportation model. It is factored for use
as an input in the MTA O&M cost model (according to
the relationship of 1998 modeled VHT to actual 1998
VHT). For LADOT O&M costs, the incremental VHT

is multiplied by a unit cost per revenue vehicle hour as

M,
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reported in the 1998 National Transit Database and
escalated to 2001 dollars.

Comment 20-246

If there is a range of ridership, then the MTA O&M
cost model is run separately based on differences in
lower-bound versus upper-bound statistics. Capital
costs also are calculated separately according to
differences in lower-bound and upper-bound vehicle
requirements.

Comment 20-247

The MTA O&M cost model is a resource cost build-up
model that is typically used for MTA planning studies
and financial analysis in environmental documents.
FTA guidelines state a preference for use of a resource
cost build-up model. See response to comment 31-22.

Comment 20-248

The commenter suggests use of a marginal cost per
revenue vehicle service hour. See response to comment
20-247 and 31-22, which discusses the standard use of
the MTA O&M cost model for financial analysis in
environmental documents.
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Comnmuasy On Draft Revioed FEIR, S4a Fernands Vallry East-West Traosht Corrider
Nevember 12, 1084 Page 121

435Alwml:wb|lxllnhww¢5wdﬂ=pmo\'“ ber 18, 2002, “App
Implensentation of the Metro Rapid Five-Year Impl Plaa” This & \Hh
source for the data that | whilired to prepare Exhibit 00, “Margingl Hourly Cost of Bug
Service”™ Note, in the “Added Service™ columa, the third row from the botiom, the value of
$62.75 per hour as the cost to add an hout of MTA Rapid Bus service. | believe that the cost per
hour of adding bus service for alf the Atternatives will be withia, or at least close 1o, the range
that these two documerits establish.

435, If there are serious problems with the model — and thers appears 1o be indications that this
oy be the case ~ then every metric in this docusent - ridership, Tavel time savings, cost per
new rider, air quality, travel defay, eic. - may be cormoped

437. Finaily, | must protest sbout the extreme short lizve period that | led 10 attempx to perform o
wmaum«um perticularly the workings of the all-
Y é md:LMpupnh,mmmmduam
lrmpro_geu mmncupul for public tramit, the

are predomi ‘pr.bhcmmdﬂwmformglh
mmofpﬂ:mnlmhpnwhm:p Yes, there are most cenisinly other
imporant metrics for projects of this type, inchading waffic congestion and air quality, but these
metrics are driven, 1o & very large extent, by how well tramsit project Altermnatives will do in
sttracting riders, With a decision imvalving hundreds of millions of public sccior dollars on the
line, neither the MTA decision-makers nor the public can be satisfied with being sold that there js
& “black box™ that puts out the values for the metrics. There must be an understanding of the
workings of thet “black box,” it must be svailable for inspaction, and there must be 1 consensus
that the results it is producing sre mesningfial and that they are not based on changes 10 logic,
datx inpas, of errors that can shift the rankings.

43&1mumwummmwmmmmuml

line, nor any b regarding revenue vehicle bowrs or miles, of peak vebiches,
byhm maummummwmuummmunuwm
Appendices, and | had hoped that “Traasportation Study,” Appendix 8-C, would have this type
of data. When | finally did receive the printed DRFEIR and Appendix, | found bundreds of
pages of detnil of the vehickes through almost every major iztcracction in the Valley under each
Ahernative - but not one word ebowt transi wsage.

439, How can MTA expiain why, mlhsmdylhnsm.f.rmdy it feels compedied wo provide
detail down 1o the porcentage grade for each intersection, but nor any information at all about

mnmuimwhmmmmmmMM| in the DRFEIR and
Ap d snd submitied Public Records Act requesta for this data. 1 did not
mhdﬁulm%ﬂmm“lmmmmmhwtwlwunw
day on November 17%, the Wednesday before the Monday whes comments are due. Instead of

20-249

20-250

20-251

20-252

| 20-253

I 20-254

Comment 20-249
See Response 20-248.

Comment 20-250

The model has been presented to qualified modeling
professionals in the local area as well as nationwide.
The model is considered adequate. Please also see
Response to Comment: 20-240 for more details on how
the MTA model has been accepted by peers in the
nation.

Comment 20-251

The commenter again makes the same protest on the
duration of the comment period. (Comment No. 20-
12.) See Response to Comment Nos. 14-2 and 20-12
for discussions on the adequacy of the comment period
for the Revised FEIR. As to the workings of MTA’s
model, please see Comment No. 20-255.

Comment 20-252

Model output reports generally are voluminous and not
in a format that is usable for the public, but are readily
provided under the Public Records Act.

Comment 20-253
Please see Response 20-252.

Comment 20-254

The commenter again makes the same protect
concerning his Public Records Act request. (Comment
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dznmpmﬁkslhdlﬂsdfw.lwﬁmuﬂyhﬂmwpﬁmm—uﬂﬂwnwy
poorly stractured and organized snd eves bave different formats,

441. | have devoted many long hows to the painstaking bervesting of data fom these reports snd
the comparative analysis betwoen Alematives. As ] have indicated shove, | bave fownd many
wsﬁm&mhﬂmiﬁ#ﬁmumsmmib
-nddmmwmmgnndweuugywumﬁadunﬂhm
of making decisions b the Altcraatives § 1 in \be FEIR and DRFERR. Ye, 1 have
quite literally ondy scrasched the surface to investigate what | have found. 1 simply did net have
um»mmmmummum.mmmmmdﬁplunh
MwﬁﬁmgmﬂymMo{mmdMﬁuhmlm

442. Therefore, even though the comment period i over, be aware that | am continuing 1o
amalyze the data and reports | was provided and there is a high lkelhood that | will be
submitting additional comments. This matter is simply 100 important to ignore.

20-254

20-255

20-256

No. 2-12.) See Response to Comment Nos. 14-2 and
20-12 for discussions on the MTA’s compliance with
Mr. Rubin’s Public Records Act request.

Comment 20-255

The commenter suggests that MTA’s model is not
valid. MTA’s model is a sophisticated and complex
transportation demand model that utilizes hundreds of
thousands of input data and performs over nine million
calculations during a modeling run. MTA’s model
knows the spatial distribution of the population of the
Valley by population data within zones. Figure “(see
figure emailed on Sunday)” shows the model zones in
the Valley. Each zone is programmed with 12 different
dimensions on the population. The entire street
network and existing transit network of the Valley are
encoded in the model. A person’s decision to choose to
take transit is a highly complex evaluation. It considers
the time and cost characteristics of various types of
transportation available. For example, auto versus bus
versus light rail versus commuter rail. Further, the
model considers demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics of the person making the choice. Fora
more detailed discussion on how the MTA’s model
determines a person’s decision to take transit, see
“Mode Choice Model Development Report,” prepared
by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc., and
dated September 2002. A copy of this report is
available for review in the MTA library. This same
report contains a validation of the model’s accuracy.
The validation data for the Mode Choice module is set
forth in Tables 9 and 10 of the report. Further
additional model validation was conducted in 2001.
See Response to Comment No. 20-33 for a discussion
on the model validation of bus run times.

M
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Comment 20-256

MTA is not obligated to respond to comments received
outside the comment period.
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Comment Letter 21

MIR SFW/NC PLANMING Fax:213-922-6356 Kev 23 2004 14:3% P2

November 22, 2004

This letter is conceming the Draft Revised Final Environenental Impact Report
Volume 4 — Chapter 8- San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor of October,
2004,

To: Roger L. Martin
Ifectitis y for me, a3 am poken critic of this busway, to put in writing my 21-1
grave concerns about the safety of this proposed buswiy and the seemingly cavalier
distegard for the safety of the public riding this busline and for the people close to the
busline whose safety will alao be at risk.

After doing some rescarch it has come 1o my sticotion that there have been several
accidents along the corridor, some very serious with serious injuries, &t intarsections
across the busway corridor. Here is my first question to you? How on earth are there
pot going to be hundreds of sccidents op this busway when the busscs ame actually
running om it iT there have been several already with no busses running on #7

J alsa wanl i point out 1o you that | was unable 1o locate a copy of the FEIR at the North 21-2
Hollywood Public Library or the Panorama City Library, both of which service lurge
areas that are highly impacted by this mess. [ went to these librarics several days afier
the October 77 due date, specificalty on October 27 and 28% and they were not these.

1 then went onltine 10 access the information from your website md none of the I 21-3
appendices was accessible, Why is that?

Finally, why would you choose to study Rapid Buses on Chandler and Oxnard? Can you 21_4
show me any statistics that make these candidates for Rapid Bus? Just because someons

mentioned these strects in & comment letter and the Court cites such comments in ity

decision docsn'| make hem good Repid Bus Rowtes; Where is the data for Rapid Bus

Routes? Some have already been planned, | keow. 1 want the informstion that you

already have on Rapid Bus. Hey, [ waunt the inforroation that you already have on

LOCAL BUS ROUTES. Where is that deta to be found?

T expect a resp 10 the above g
ﬂ{m% M-{/\‘_

Marilyn Hencken )
Resident of Hillview Park, located in Valiey Glen

Response to Comment Letter 21
Comment 21-1
Please refer to Response 13-2.

Comment 21-2

Copies of the Draft Revised FEIR were sent out by
courier to all the public libraries in the San Fernando
Valley on October 22, 2004. A letter accompanied the
document explaining what the document is and that it
should be made available to the public. The Project
Manager did not receive any calls from the public, or
any public library in the San Fernando Valley
indicating that the documents were not available.

Comment 21-3

The appendices were provided in hard copy form at all
libraries in the San Fernando Valley. They were not
placed on Metro’s website because they were not
available in electronic format.

Comment 21-4

See Response to Comment No. 4-2 for a discussion on
MTA’s reasoning for selecting the three RB
Alternatives. See Response to Comment No. 6-2 for a
discussion on MTA’s reasoning for including the
Chandler and Oxnard routes in the RB-5 Alternative.
The data on each of the Rapid Bus routes are included
throughout the Revised FEIR. The data for the Ventura
Boulevard Rapid Bus is included in the report entitled,
“Final Report Los Angeles Metro Rapid Demonstration
Program,” dated July 2001. A copy of this document is
available at the MTA library for review. Data on local
bus routes in the Valley are also available at the MTA
library.
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Comment Letter 22

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
WATHE K, TANGA CTALIFORNIA )
ey TRANERFONTATION

N TELRCA STMRE ne i
Lk A LAY G W2

T b v
(et

Movember 23, 2iKM

Mr. Roger [ Martin, I'rpect Manager

San Fermando Valkey/North County Area Team
Metropolian Transporanon Authority

One Gateway Plazs, Mail Stop 90229

Low Amgeles, CA - 900122957

DRAFT REVISED FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE SAN
FERNANDO VALLEY EAST-WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR

The Department of Trameportation {LADOT) his recched ihe Drafl Revised Final 22 1
Emvronmental impact Report fa the San Fernando Vafley Easi-West Tranmt Cormidor which e
amabyzes threw new Mytro Rapid Bud Alernatives,  We have carefiilly reviewed the amlysis of
the imansportation impacts for cach ARcrmative and find it 1o be adequate. We concur with the
findinges that traffic impacts 2t affected i would be ciher nsig or

through b rome planming.

While LADOT strongly support the Metro Rapd Bus program and & developing transit priority

sysiems for Hs new rowtcs. we bave concerma about the cifectrveness of deploying wansst prioriy 22‘2
for the proposed Metro Rapid Bun Abcrastives in this document, Soveral of the routes sre m
cloge proxsmiy 10 one onother, partxubuly the parallel rowles i the RB-1 amd RB-§
Abterrativer. This prosmity could mpair LADOT 's ability to fully dephoy 1ranmt prioriy for
these routes, decreasiog travel time savings fos the propused Metro Rapid services.

We contrue to suppon transit mprovemcnts fof the San Feranda Valky and ok foraard to 22 3
continug our work with Metro on the East-West Tramst Corridor project. b

Jw F7LK

Suan L. Bok
Supervming Transportation Plume

A RO, LD TRENY Y Ares

Response to Comment Letter 22

Comment 22-1

LADOT’s concurrence in the findings of the
Revised FEIR transportation impact analysis is
acknowledged for the record.

Comment 22-2

LADOT’s comment confirms the findings of the
Revised FEIR that it may not be possible to
provide the same level of transit signal priority to
multiple Rapid Bus Routes as to the Ventura Rapid
Bus.

Comment 22-3
The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 23

----- Original Message-----

From: Thomas A Rubin [mailto:tarubin@earthlink.net)

Sent: Tuesday, November 23, 2004 4:58 PM

To: martinr@metro.net

Subject: San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Draft
Revised Environmental Impact Report, Comment on

Roger L. Martin

Project Manager, San Fernando Valley/North County Area Team
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

One Gateway Plaza

Mail Stop: 99-22-9

Los Angeles, California 90012-2952

Via e-mail
Dear Mr. Martin:

In addition to my comment letter on the San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor Draft Revised Environmental Impact
Report | hand-delivered yesterday afternoon, | have one
additional comment | am now transmitting.

In Section 8-2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE | 23-1
REVISED FEIR, the following information appears in the
description of each and every Rapid Bus line in each of the three
Rapid Bus Alternatives:

"The hours of operation are from 5:00 AM to 10:00 PM, Monday
through Sunday. The headway for this route is 10 minutes
during the peak hours, and 12 minutes during the off-peak
hours."

Response to Comment Letter 23

Comment 23-1

MTA has set a current guideline of 10-minute peak
period service and 12-minute off-peak service as
desirable for Metro Rapid Bus. The individual MTA
Sectors adjust actual service levels to meet a variety of
factors, including financial and resource availability.
Absent major budget limitations, MTA would like to
introduce the various Metro Rapid lines with higher
levels of service to give each market an opportunity to
fully develop. At the same time, MTA expects that
continued ridership growth over time would warrant
operation of at least the guideline level of service by
2020 on nearly every line.

For the purposes of considering the various proposed
alternatives in Section 8-2.2, it was expected that full
Metro Rapid service levels would be warranted by 2020
given the ongoing changes in San Fernando Valley
demographics and densities. As well, a critical element
in developing the alternatives was the recognition that
ridership is generated at both a route level and for the
overall network. The proposed service frequencies
allow for reliable and timely transfers at service
intersecting points, thus keeping average transfer wait
times to reasonably attractive levels. Also, with both
Metro Rapid and local bus service operating on the
same corridors (standard MTA practice), the Metro
Rapid Bus must operate at competitive frequencies to
the local bus service to make it attractive when out-of-
vehicle time is considered. Thus, keeping the proposed
Metro Rapid lines at reasonably frequent levels
specified in the MTA service guidelines allowed each

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
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First, what does 'off-peak hours" mean? For "working | 23-1 alternative to fully realize its ridership potential while
weekdays," does it include early morning (between 5:00 AM and minimizing operating and capital costs.

the beginning of the morning peak), mid-day (between the
morning and evening peaks) service and evening (after the
evening peak ends to 10:00 P.M.) service? Does it include
service on Saturdays? On Sundays and Holidays? If "off-peak"
does NOT mean all of the above (other than peak hours), then

The following service frequencies provide a
representative plan of RB operations:

what are the headways for the days and times of service not Weekdays:  Sam-6am 15-min
included as "off-peak?” 6am-9am 10-min
' 9am-2pm 12-min
As a general rule, | agree that Rapid Bus service at no more than 2pm-7pm 10-min
approximately ten minute headways during peak periods is 7pm-11-pm 15-min
appropriate, although there could certainly be some exceptions
where somewhat longer headways may be desirable. However, Weekends: 6am-8am 15-min
I note that MTA has many current Rapid Bus lines that have mid- 8am-6pm 12-min

day, evening, and Saturday and Sunday headways that are
significantly longer than 12 minutes. Non-peak Rapid Bus
service should be more closely tied to demand - there is no
reason to be running service if the demand is not present.

6pm-10pm 15-min

For many of the Rapid Bus lines proposed in the three Rapid
Bus Alternatives, the high level of Rapid Bus service proposed
may be wasteful and not justified. Also, there is often vary good
reason to change the headways during the various periods | list
above, such as starting early evening service with headways like
10-12 minutes, but longer headways closer to 10:00 PM.

Also, for individual routes, the 5:00 AM to 10:00 start and end
times may require adjustment. For some routes, there may be
little, or even no, reason to operate on Sundays and perhaps
Saturdays, but this, like all scheduling decisions, should be
driven by the data and by the application of proper transit
management solutions.
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Comment Letter 24

Mr. Roger L. Martin

Project Manager

SF Valley/No. County Area team
MTA

One Gateway Plaza

LA, CA 90012

I am a concerned resident of Victory Park Neighborhood
were your Van Nuys bus station is being built. I am also an
active member of the Victory Park Neighborhood
association. I would like to address a few of the issues that
have been discussed in the revised copy of your EIR. I
would first like to state that [ am not in agreement with the
station being built and feel that is a waste of tax payer
dollars. The building of this station has been a thorn in
my/our side since construction began. The truck and
building noise, dust and air pollution, outsiders it has
attracted, time consuming traffic and damage to my
property. But enough of my personal feelings, [ would like
some clarification and understanding of this difficult to
read EIR.

My and biggest concern is how difficult it is to get a copy
of your EIR? T was informed that I could go to the library
to view a copy or have a copy sent via email. Although I
did not request a copy, other members did without success
as I was with the library. 1 due understand that this is a
very important document and most likely limited in

24-1

24-2

Response to Comment Letter 24

Comment 24-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 24-2

Copies of the Draft Revised FEIR were made available
at every public library in the San Fernando Valley,
Metro’s library in downtown Los Angeles; and
available for viewing in PDF format at Metro’s website
at www.metro.net/projects_plans. Additionally, 30-day
Notice of Availability ads were run in the Los Angles
Times (Valley Edition), Daily News, and in Spanish in
La Opinion. Anyone that requested a copy by phone, e-
mail or letter of the Draft Revised FEIR was sent a

copy.
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supply, but just as it is important to the project it is
important to the people that is going affect.

Since you were suppose to evaluate a true bus grid as an
alternative, why did you choose the routes you chose?
Could there have been other routes used to provide better
data and what was the logic behind those streets used?
What data was used to determine ridership for each route
and was household income as well as public transit
dependent figures used when you chose these routes?

Is the TSM included in those alternatives in terms of cost?
Also, were the new riders coming to TSM because of the
upgrades factored into the ridership model when
calculating ridership for the Rapid Bus Alternatives? Were
the TSM routes and ridership included in the grid of busses
like you did with the Orange line? If the answer is yes, can
you please provide this date with a detailed analysis to
prove that apples are being compared to apples?

Concerning ridership was there consideration of every
major East/West and North /South streets in the valley to
determine the potential ridership for each? If not, why not?
Why didn't the Appendices include ridership data? How
am [ supposed to understand and trust the facts and figures
for ridership when there is no supporting data?

24-2

24-3

244

24-5

Comment 24-3

The commenter asks how MTA chose the three RB
Alternatives. The characteristics of the Valley’s streets and
the forecasted performance of the RB Alternatives represents
a good estimate of what can be accomplished by multiple
Rapid Buses in the Valley. See Response to Comment No. 4-
2 for discussion on MTA’s reasoning in selecting the three
RB Alternatives. There may be other assemblages of Rapid
Bus routes that could generate greater ridership than any of
the three RB Alternatives. However, MTA is aware of none
and optimizing the alternative of multiple Rapid Bus routes is
infeasible. See Response to Comment No. 20-6 for a
discussion on why optimizing Rapid Bus routes is an
infeasible effort. The data used to determine ridership are the
location of discrete zones (see the Figure at the end of the
Response to Comment No. 20-255); nine dimensions of
socioeconomic data (single dwelling units, multiple dwelling
units, group quarters, retail employment, total employment,
population, median household income, workers, and licensed
drivers); the streets layout, the characteristics of the streets
(type of street, length, number of lanes, free-flow speed, and
direction of travel, HOV lanes, area type); the transit network
layout, and the characteristics of the transit network. This
information constitutes thousands of entries that are encoded
into MTA’s transportation demand model. Numerous rules
are applied fo this data to determine ridership. The model
computes trillions of calculations that typically take 24 hours
of computing time on sophisticated, powerful computers to
generate the model’s output. See the report entitled, Service
and Travel Forecasting Methodology Report,” dated August
2002, prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas,
Inc. for a detailed discussion on how MTA’s model
determines ridership. A copy of this report is available for
review at the MTA library. See the report entitled, “Mode
Choice Model Development Report,” dated September 2002
and prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc.
for a detailed discussion on how MTA’s model calculate a
person’s decision to take transit. A copy of this report is
available for review at the MTA library.
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The idea that a network of 9 Rapid Bus routes only | 24-6 Comment 24-4

generates 200 more new riders than 3 routes is rather hard Please see Response 18-2.

to conceive. How is that possible? One would think that

there are a lot more new passengers that would prefer to get Comment 24-5

on a bus closer to them than have to travel south to the See response to Comment 4-2 or a discussion on

MTA’s reasoning for selecting the RB Alternatives to
study in the Revised FEIR. See response to Comment
6-3 for a discussion on the infeasibility of modeling
ridership for every major street in the Valley. Even if
MTA was able to model ridership for each street
separately, adding up the ridership of various routes

BRT line. It seems to me that a greater number of routes
which offer more convenience to travelers and that have
stops closer to their homes would, by definition, encourage
more new riders. What do you base your conclusions on?

I believe your revised EIR lucks pertinent information and 24.7 would be inaccurate. MTA’s model considers the
appear to be a little skewed. It seems more time needs to interplay of all routes of a public transit system in

be dedicated and further research applied before final determining ridership, which would generate results not
decisions should be made. It is imperative that our equal to the mere addition of separate model runs. See

the report entitled, “Service and Travel Forecasting
Methodology Report,” prepared by Parson Brinckerhoff
Quade & Douglas in August 2002 for a discussion on
how MTA’s model determines ridership. A copy of
this report is available for review at the MTA library.

concerns as a community are heard and addressed in your
decisions making process.

Respectfully

Comment 24-6
Please see Response 11-2.

Eric G. Branche
Comment 24-7
The commenter suggests the Revised FEIR lacks
pertinent information. The Draft Revised FEIR
presented information and data sufficient to provide the
public with an opportunity to conduct a meaningful
review and comment on the project. In addition,
responses such as 4.2 can give an idea of the amount of
research conducted for the study.
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Comment Letter 25

RTa SE¥/NC PLAKNIKG Fax:213-972-£353 Nov 23 2004 14:27 P27

Subject: Draft of the Revised Final Enviroomental Impact Repont for the San Fernando
Valley East-West Transit Corridor dated October, 2004

Atm: Roger Martin
Sirs,

As a resident of the San Fernando Valley for over 30 years, I am aghast that you have no
regard whatsoever for the public safety nor bave you exercised judgment concerning the
ridicutousncss of this basway. 1t is so obvious that it is simply 1 tool of svaricious
politicians and other “wsual suspects” many of whom work for the MTA. This busway
will have few riders and will simply end up being a $500,000,000 (you have never
brought mxything in even remotely close to budget) monument to egregious greed and
hidden agendas. ‘We bave bospitals closing, not nearly enough police, overcrowded
freeways and have 10 sttempd 1o use bond measores (which are pothing more than
botrowing sgainst fusture revenues) to finance things that are far more important to the
public than this bomb. It is matfeaence at the very least.

In reviewing your ridiculous d littered with flawed deta, one thing really stood
out 1o me: The Figure 8-1.4 showing “exising Daily Travel Patterms w0 snd From the Ssa
Femando Valley” discusses Regional Statistical Areas. As far o5 | can determine from
the graphic, it appears that there are only two RBA's in the Valley —No. 12 (West
Valley) and Mo, 13 (East Valley). This is essentially the whole Valley, yet you state that
approximately 7 percant of all trips origimaling of terminafing in potts oulside the Yalley
occur along the corridor defined by the existing Red Line and the proposed East-West
Transit Corridor. How did you isclate the comidor from the whole of the Valley? It looks
10 e as if those trips coudd just as well ocour along the 118 Freevway corridor as well, for
example. What was the “methodology” involved in those calculations?

The outcries from the public sre going to be massive when, &t the end of the day, there
mkﬁmkzmm,mmm&mmmmmwﬂr_
“poor™ and “transit depead " a3 they were deseribed in your own document, who will
\paot even be bk to get to the busway in a logical fashion. Tt takes real talent to screw

251

25-2

25-3

Response to Comment Letter 25

Comment 25-1

The commenter’s concern for safety is acknowledged
for the record. The commenter is directed to Section
14-13 (Safety and Security) of the Revised FEIR, which
concluded that the BRT Alternative would not result in
significant safety impacts under CEQA. Nevertheless,
measures to increase safety and security were adopted
as part of the FEIR.

The commenter’s concern for cost overruns is
acknowledged for the record.

According to Table 6-5 (Ridership) of the Revised
FEIR, 18,700 passengers are projected to use the BRT
Alternative daily.

Comment 25-2

Figure 8-1-4 "Existing Daily Travel Patterns To and
From the San Fernando Valley" shows travel
relationships between 5 Regional Statistical Areas
(RSA) where the East and West portion of the San
Fernando Area represent 2 out of the 5. These travel
relationships are more likely connected by the use of
the 405 Freeway, Interstate 5, and the 101 Freeway, as

ing up as bedly &5 you have screwed this up. opposed to the 118 Freeway, which runs through only a
: small portion of RSA 12 and not the other 4 RSAs.
Woodland Hills

The methodology used to calculate the travel statistics
represented in the graphic were prepared with the
LACMTA Travel Demand Model, 1998.
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Comment 25-3

The commenter’s concern is acknowledged for the
record. The commenter is directed to Section 6-3.7
(Significant Trade-Offs of the FEIR, which states that
the BRT Alternative *...has the opportunity to provide
the greatest benefits in travel time savings, and leads to
the greatest amount of added transit riders.”

-y
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Comment Letter 26

CARL Q150N
P.O. Box 6102
Woodland Hills, Califoruia 91365
818-223-8080

November 9, 2004

Mr. Roger L. Martin

Froject Manager

3an Fernando Valley/North County Area Team
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

One Gateway Plaza, MS 9%-27-9

Les Angeles, California 90012-2952

Re:  Comments on Revised FELR on Metro Orange Line
Dear Mr. Martin:

Please consider the following comments on the Hevised FEIR
for the Metrs Orange Line,

1. There was a failure to consider an alternative for the
Rapid Buses to travel on the 101 freeway. On the westbound
raute they could enter the freeway at Tujunga and exlt at
Topanga Canyen, and for the eastbound route they could enter the
freeway at Topanga Canyon and exit at Tujunga. This is a
logical parallel route te the Metro Oraige Line. It is not
impeded by any traffic lights.

2. There was a failure to consider the effect of the Wetro
Orange Line on the traffic on the 101 freeway. The effects on
many sast-west surface streets were projected.

4. There was a failure to consider an alternative which
would permit the public to use the Orange Line espressway as an
alternative to other streets. Under the current project, it
appears that the Orange Line expressway would be occupied by
buses less than L% of the time during the day and 0% of the time
at night. The waste of this public asset for 99+% of time is
not. the best use of $330 million of public funds.

The projections of carrying 5000 to 15,000 passengers daily
on the Metre Orange Lines buses is a minimum transit service to
the public. If the public were able te utilize the Orange Line
expressway, Lhe lanes could easily handle 1000 cars per hour at
45 miles per hour. Trafiic could be alleviated on several sast-
west parallel streets and the 101 fresway.

Vehicles of the general public would very easily integrale
into the bus traffic flew for the Orange Line expressway. The

26-1

26-2

26-3

Response to Comment Letter 26

Comment 26-1

There do exist LADOT Commuter Express lines 422
and 423, which run along the 101 freeway. Without
dedicated HOV lanes on the 101 Freeway it does not
appear worthwhile to add additional express bus or
Rapid Bus service on the freeway. The Rapid Bus
program is designed to provide limited stop service
(approximately one-mile spacing) and take advantage
of transit signal priority, neither of which is practical on
the freeway.

Comment 26-2

The 101 Freeway is included as part of the highway
network in the MTA travel demand forecasting modzl,
as are all major arterials in the highway network. The
statistics that were reported for Vehicle Miles of Travel
(VMT) and Vehicle Hours of Travcl (VHT) in the Draft
and Revised Final EIRS included aggregated data for
the entire highway network, including trips on the 101
Freeway. The specific volumes on the freeway were
not reported because the changes in freeway volumes
associated with the transit alternatives were relatively
small positive effects (reduced volumes) and the
purpose of an environmental impact report is to disclose
impacts that may require mitigation. Positive benefits
of projects are often not the focus of environmental
documents.

San Fernando Valley
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anly difference would be that only the Orange Line buses would
have the ability to delay the traffic lights at intersections.
There would be no problem with vehicles of the general public
which may be proceeding in fromt of the Orange Line buses,
inasmuch as they would alss proceed through intersections along
with Lhe delayed green lights that the Orange Line buses will
activate. For those vehicles behind the Orange Line buses,
there is obviously no conflict.

4. There was a failure to conslider an alternative of the
use of the 5330 million for the Metro Ofange Line {or whatever
remains of the funds) to add capacity cnte the parallel 101
freeway, =such as by adding a non-HOV lane in =ach direction
between the 170 freeway and Topanga Canyon.

Freeway lanes eazily carry 1500 vehicles per hour. In less
than three hours, Lhey carry more perscns than the Metro Orange
Line would carry in an entire day, and the operating expenscs
would be negligible in comparison with the Metro Orange Line.
The additional freeway lanes could also be used for regular
express bus routes. The investment of public funds should
produce the maximum amouni of perscn-miles per day per dollar.

Your careful analysis of these alternatives is earnestly

reguested prior to further expenditure of public funds on the
current Metro Crange Line project.

Sincersly,

(R Ok

Carl Oison

26-3

26-4

26-5

Comment 26-3

Allowing other vehicles to use the busway, along with
buses, would remove the advantage afforded to the
buses in terms of travel in dedicated lanes. This would
be inconsistent with the goals of the proposed project.

Comment 26-4

The addition of additional travel lanes on the 101
Freeway is the subject of a separate study that has been
conducted by the Southern California Association of
Governments,

Comment 26-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir

Page 9-239



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 27

Mr. Roger Martin
Froject M,

g F fallay County Area Team
Metropolitan Transponation Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Mail Stop: 99-22.9
Los Angeles, CA 80012.2952

Desr Mr. Martin,
I am a resident in the San Femando Valiey and | would like to comment on the Revised EEIR

| believi that clearly the Full BRT aptien is supericr to the three Rapid Bus options that are
presented

Currently, any Valley resident wha wishes to Park and Ride to use the Red Line must arrive by
8.00 am when the North Hollywood and Unversal Red Line Stations fif up. Ona of the most
imperant aspects of the Orange Line is that i will offer thousands of new parking spaces ail
across the Valley | fve In Sherman Oaks and when the Orange Line s completed | will be able to
park in the Van Nuys or Sepulveda station lots rather than drive four miles across the Valley. This
preject wifl reduce the number of cars an the streets during rush hour.

The desirabilty of a fixed guid cannot be 4. The BRT ROW fraely moves across
{and under) both the 405 and 170 freeways. Most of the proposed Easl-West Rapid Bus Routes
have lengthy and frustrating congestion back ups at elther the 170 or 405 or both. Adding backed
up buses to this mess will only make street congestion worse,

Gur best Rapid Bus routes are ones that alieady high volumne transit ridership . Some of the
prapased roules (notably Burbank Bivd and Chandier) currently have entire sections not served by
any MTA service.

1t should be noted that there is already a program in place for cannecting narthisouth Rapid Bug
The complation of the Orangs Line aleo does nat preciude any future . for additional
easlfwes! Valiey Rapid Bus routes in addition b the BRT in the future. [When the day ammives that
the Red Line i extended north, routes like Victory and Sherman Way could become excelient
Raped Bus feeders |

In addition to having park and rides, the BRT is also superior in that it is a green belt with
msands of new trees and landscaping across the Vatley, and it offers 3 pedestrian and biking

The so-called Citizens Organized for Smart Transit have proved themselves to be both coven
and duplicitous. These are obstructionalists with no real interest in Hmproving mobikty in the San
Fernando Vallay and do not represent the maiodity of Valkey residents.

Sincerely,
’ {7/ -
{ P"?“i"l (jl VG
Roger Chnistensen

14335 Huston St #2085
Shaman Oaks, Calif 91423

271

27-2

27-3
| 274

27-5

| 27-6

| 27-7

Response to Comment Letter 27

Comment 27-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 27-2

The commenter’s observation that the parking facilities
along the Orange Line will reduce auto trips by
facilitating use of the BRT project is acknowledged for
the record.

Comment 27-3

The commenter’s observation that the fixed guideway
will benefit bus operations by removing buses from the
congested roadways is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 27-4
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 27-5
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 27-6

This is correct. The BRT project includes extensive
landscaping throughout the right-of-way as well as
pedestrian and bike paths.

Comment 27-7
The comment is acknowledged for the record.
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Comment Letter 28

Frem: Wask ks

Fa o QIRTIEEN To Row Math Fam =3 DA AN Buge 2 of 3 bucsy, Wowrmes 19 2504 207 A

C-TRiM

Center for Transportation Resource Manegement
2839 §. Rimpau Blvd.

15 Angeles, CA 90016

(323»735-2911

AFFORDADLE, EFFECTIVE, SOLUTIONS, TO TRANSPORTATION FRODLEMS

November 19, 2004

Mr, Roger L, Martin

Project Manager, San Fernando Valley/North County Area Team
Metropalitan Transportation Authority

One Gateway Flaza

Mail Stop: 99-22-9

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

This better is in response o a request for comments o the MTA Revised Environmenta! Document
fot a proposed "under construction” BRT comidar along the south side of the San Femando Valley
inthe City of Los Angeles. M1'A bas preposed and is building a high frequency extended vehicle
busway, similar in impad to light rail, with & potenially high filure capacity. We have reviewed
the domrgm and have concerns regarding the analysis included within them. In our review we
paid special atiention to current and future land use pelicy in the San Ferrmndo Valley, Thereare
ceriain points that we el still necd ndoquate and objuetive review,

l\IT.-'\nlle..‘lcdacpn'idmhal, icularly impacts sensitive land in ways that cannot be
Waul,\e‘ itig: d. Specifically we are d showl the bisecting of 2 decades old,

pedesirian oriented ',_ and educational ¢ ity along Chandler Boulevard, The BRT
I‘a_u:h!y iices sr entublidied green-way ubong this corridor. Furiher west the BRT fucilily is
aligned on the north sid:l?fl.he Sepulveda Recreation Area. This open space is currently separated
from adjoining by interstates on the south and east sides. Because of the proposed
fréquency and speed of the BRT, we believe it will separate communities on the north side from the
Sepulveda Basin as well. Finally we are concerned that this project avorded use of tederal fimding
and subsequently svoided section 4f analysis. While we do not know the intent in this cuse, there is
ahistory of projects which impact open space to avoid 4F analysis in this way.

We have identified many appropriste and superior east-west corriders in the San Fernando Valley.
We are unclear why MT had ot reviewed them in the nitial FEIR and selocted proper transit
serviees accordingly. MTA's wnalysis shows an und ding of the relationship betwaen
ransportation and hnlrt-u\e in theory, it we believe nof in practice. Actitally, acceptable fidure
land use suggest far higher ridership potential on the other corridors inthe Valley as compared to the
BRT. We believe the MTA ridership forecusts between BRT and altsmatives are nou objective as
well. The forecast differences do net appear to be statistically significant based on the modeling
method used. Wi belicve that the forceasts ar unverifiable as well,

281

28-2

28-3

Response to Comment Letter 28

Comment 28-1
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 28-2

As is detailed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report, the project would be consistent with the
previous and current use of the corridor for
transportation purposes. Sensitive land uses would be
buffered from the project by landscaping and
soundwalls. Existing legal crossing points (i.e.,
crosswalks at signalized intersections) would be
maintained, and therefore, access across the proposed
busway would not be impaired.

As part of the BRT, landscaping would be introduced in
the median of Chandler Boulevard to mitigate localized
land use impacts. On days of religious obscrvance,
special pedestrian crossings would be provided, one at
Goodland Avenue and another at Agnes Avenue. Other
enhancements for Chandler Boulevard include low, see-
through fencing for pedestrian safety, 35 mile-per-hour
speed limits, and left turn lanes.

Unlike the freeways that are cited in the comment, the
proposed project would not create an imposing physical
barrier between the Sepulveda Basin and communities
on the north side of the Basin. The BRT would consist
of an at-grade profile with signalized pedestrian
crossings at all street crossings along the corridor. The
project would not pose a substantially greater physical
barrier than a two-lane, signalized at-grade roadway.
Moreover, in addition to shifting patrons from
automobile to public transit, the project would provide
numerous pedestrian and bicycle amenities.
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A Section 4(f) Evaluation is a federal requirement and
is not required under CEQA. Because at the time of the
preparation of the FEIR federal funds were under
consideration, the FEIR provided a Section 4(f)
Evaluation, and in fact there were no impacts on
protected Section 4(f) resources by the Full BRT
alternative. As stated on page 8-4.15-1, the Revised
FEIR is strictly a CEQA document, and therefore, a
Section 4(f) Evaluation is not required and was not
conducted for the Rapid Bus alternatives.

Comment 28-3

Please see response 4.2.

M
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Fromr Muck Jobes Fa 4t (203741010 fa Rager darin Fa =102 BT 300 Fage 3 of 3 Frduy, Novamoe 19 7004 202 80

MTA BRT
November 19, 2004
Page 2 0f 2

The BRT adds a fourth standard 1o regional rapid wansit service, Use of an existing standard can be
belter inleyruted it other cormidurs and s better bt term cos benefie, MTA immplies that BRT is
mlchsulog:ca.ll_\' superior. Technologiex arc available for the other corridors which would make them
kighly competitive with the BRT in travel time, cost, and convenience and at better cost benefit
than the BRT corridor.

In conclusion, we believe that the MTA's analvsis is not objective and has an uncovineing bias
towards the BRT corridor. W believe thal this approash does not serve the public wellL:fd
misdirevts resouroes, Targeting other corridors would address mwbility, tax base, growth and land
use issues in the San Fernando Valley more effectively.

Deborah Johnson
O IR
Policy Review and Analvais

‘ 28-4

‘ 28-5

Comment 28-4

MTA has not introduced a fourth “standard” to regional
rapid transit service. The BRT “standard” per national
and international definitions includes expedited bus
transit services using a variety of techniques that range
from arterial Metro Rapid Bus service with signal
priority, stations, branding, wayside information, and
some exclusive travel lanes up exclusive right-of-way
full BRT like the Orange Line. Many BRT services
have both exclusive and arterial operation further
supporting the integration of these services into one
standard.

Comment 28-5

The MTA and its consultants made every effort that the
Rapid Bus alternatives in the Revised FEIR were
evaluated in an objective manner using the same
evaluation criteria as those used for the Full BRT in the
FEIR. As is detailed in the Revised FEIR, the analysis
was the result of an extensive planning process that
concluded that the Full BRT would be the best
transportation improvement in the San Fernando
Valley. The analysis of the Rapid Bus alternatives did
include other corridors as requested by the commenter.
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Comment Letter 29

-----Original Message-----

From: BHA in L.A. [mailto:bha_in la@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 26, 2004 11:14 AM

To: MTA's" "Martin, Roger

Cc: MTA’s Michel, Kevinl,; BHA in L.A.

Subject: Comments, EIR SFV East-West Transit
Corridor (SCH1995101050)

This file is written in the Windows-1252 character set. If
"box" characters like O appear, then reset your
computer's encoding to Windows U.S. On MS-Internet
Explorer browsers, the encoding may be reset through
the View menu; point your mouse to that item on the
menu bar, and select (click) it, then click Encoding, then
click Windows U.S.

Comments Upon the Entire
Environmental Impact Report
for the San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor

(SCH1995101050),
Including the Draft Revised
Final Environmental Impact
Report
1.0 Comment (reference: procedures)
| hereby integrally incorporate by reference in

every "comment" of mine the "discussion" of that
comment which follows it.

29-1

Response to Comment Letter 29

Comment 29-1

Copies of the Draft Revised FEIR were made available
on October 22, 2004 at every public library in the San
Fernando Valley, Metro’s Dorothy Peyton Gray library
in downtown Los Angeles on the 15" Floor of the
Metro Building; and available for viewing in PDF
format at Metro’s website at
www.metro.net/projects_plans.
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1.0 Discussion of comment:

Therefore, | contend, MTA must respond to the
totality of issues presented both in the labeled
“comment" and its "discussion". The discrete (not
discreet) labeling system's primary purpose is to identify
to staff where | deem a comment to exist and its core
issue, not in the least to invite staff to indulge in
summary dismissal of comments by ignoring the
supporting discussion. Each of my comments together
with its discussion constitutes a "package deal"; the pair
may not be "unbundled". Your responses, in whatever
form, must include all subsidiary issues.

Wherever | include a "(reference: ...)" element in a
comment, that to no degree limits any comment's scope.
Its sole purpose is merely to aid staff in understanding
my comments and in identifying their relevance.

1.1 Comment (reference: Due-process clause, 14"
amendment, U.S. Constitution)

When did the first party other than MTA and its
agents actually, provably first receive a copy of the draft
RFEIR? When did the first party other than public
agencies actually, pravably first receive a copy of the
draft RFEIR? If that date is later than October 24",
2004, then what is the revised circulation period to which
the public is entitled?

2. Comment

The status of the subject EIR is somewhat
analogous to the status of a court trial which was
declared a mistrial. From this analogy alone, the lead
agency may not validly argue that new comments
offered upon the contents of the old FEIR, the adoption
of which was vacated, are invalid. In which respects is
the subject EIR's status similar to that of a mistrial, and
in which respects is this status different from that of a

2941

29-2

Comment 29-2

The commenter contends that the status of these further
proceedings on FEIR are somewhat analogous to a
declaration of a mistrial in a trial court and, therefore,
MTA improperly limited public comments to the
Revised FEIR. As discussed in the Revised FEIR, the
CEQA Guidelines authorized MTA to limit public
comments to the Revised FEIR. Thus, MTA properly
requested that comments be limited to the Revised
FEIR. Therefore, because MTA appropriately
proceeded under CEQA Guidelines by limiting
comment responses to the Revised FEIR, this situation
should not be analogized to a mistrial.
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mistrial, does MTA contend? What legal reasoning does
MTA adduce to support its contentions here? Does MTA
legally rebut, to a standard which can withstand every
appellate-court challenge, that comments received upon
the subject EIR's entire scope are, instead, invalid, and if
so, comprehensively how does it do so?

2. Discussion of comment:

Where a mistrial is declared, no conclusion has
been reached, a new trial must be held in order to reach
a conclusion, and although a party may rely upon the
undisputed testimony presented at the preceding trial, alf
of it must be presented to the triers of law and fact. The
triers of law and fact must consider alf of the presented
testimony. No party may omit testimony at the new trial
merely because it was presented and undisputed at the
previous trial, and the triers of law and fact must
consider all of the testimony, old and new alike.

At the new trial, a transcript of the previous
proceeding is not always read to a jury instead of
examining and cross-examining the witnesses anew.
The parties's attorneys, need not necessarily repeat their
direct and cross examinations of withesses verbatim.
Indeed, the new testimony might lead to new avenues of
cross-examination. Certainly, the transcript of the trial
attorney's previous summations weuld not be read to a

jury.

No final conclusion can be reached upon the
admissibility of new evidence and argument upon the
unrevised content of the FEIR based upon this analogy
alone, but both the analogy and the admissibility issue
need thorough analysis and discussion.

3. Comment

What are all of the salient points of conclusion of
the law-review article authored by Professor Eric
Goldman entitled "Legal Adequacy of Environmental

29-2

29-3

Comment 29-3

The commenter requests that a 1982 law review
article on environmental law be reviewed and
synopsized in a comment response. The
commenter does not explain why this synopsis
would be relevant to the Revised FEIR. A copy
of the article is not included with the comment.
Since the article is from 1982, it would not
contain information relevant to the specific
alternatives being compared in the Revised
FEIR. In addition, as noted by the commenter,
a number of amendments to CEQA and its
Guidelines, as well as new case law interpreting
them, have occurred in the interim.
Accordingly, the request to perform this legal
research and analysis is respectfully declined.
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Discussions in Environmental Impact Reports" in Volume
3, Number 1 (Fall 1982) of the UCLA Journal of
Environmental Law & Policy, notwithstanding whether
the lead agency judges CEQA to require this
discussion? Do not combine the response to this
comment with the response to any other comment.

3. Discussion of comment:

Note that most (both in number and degree) of
Professor Goldman's points remain valid despite the
passage of much time, the intervening amendments to
CEQA, and the intervening evolution of CEQA case law,
such as the opinion in "Goleta I1".

4. Comment

What are all of the conclusions which may be
drawn from a comprehensive application to the subject
project and its full EIR of the arguments and conclusions
presented in Professor Goldman's 1982 article,
especially his subdivision A., Project Description, but not
at all limited to that section? Do not combine the
response to this comment with the response to any other
comment.

4. Discussion of comment;

5. Comment

What is the design capacity of the busway in the
proposed options (BRT) which incorporate one? Use all
criteria reasonably applicable to all project facets and
locations,

5. Discussion of comment:

Both busway-endogenous and busway-exogenous
criteria must be included. Thus, the capacity limits
imposed by the busway.

29-3

294

29-5

Comment 29-4

The commenter refers again to the 1982 law review
article and asks what conclusions may be drawn from
the application of the arguments and conclusions
therein, especially a portion regarding project
descriptions. Please see response to Comment No. 29 —
3. Again, since the commenter does not specify with
adequate particularity the conclusions or arguments
which should be addressed and the relevance to the
Revised FEIR, the request to perform this legal research
and analysis is respectfully declined.

Comment 29-5

The theoretical design capacity of the busway
represents the maximum number of buses that
could be operated on a two-lane facility, one
lane in each direction. It would normally be
stated as an hourly capacity. The busway itself
can accommodate many more buses per hour
than can the at-grade crossings of arterial
streets, so the crossings become the limiting
factor in terms of the number of buses per hour
that could be operated on the busway.

The theoretical capacity of the at-grade
crossings is a function of the total number of
articulated buses that could pass through the
signalized crossings, which in theory could be
one bus through every signal cycle. Most of
the signals operate on sixty-second cycles, so
this would generally be one bus per minute.
The MTA does not plan to operate buses

at one-minute headways, so the design capacity
of the busway will not be a constraining factor
to bus operations. This bus operations plan is
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determined by MTA on the basis of need and
resources, in coordination with the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT), which
manages the traffic system in the City.

M,
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Response to Comment Letter 30

Comment Letter 30
Comment 30-1

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

NTA SFY/HC PLAMNING  Faw:213-922-5258 Kov 2§ 2004 14:55 P02
DA
> =
- STATE OF CALIFORN|A : ‘:ﬁ
\Sh” Governor's Qffice of Planning and Rescarch ( Q)
State Clearinghouse and Planning Uait ‘-”f
Schuargenegrer = Boul
Cvernaor Acting Direcior
November 74, 2004
Roger Magtin
LA.CwmmewothmmmAumdw
| Gaiway Plara, Mail Siop $9.22.9
Lot Angeles, CA 50012
Subfect: Stn Fermando Valley East Weat Traanit Comidos
SCHN: 1995101050 ? “t :
Dear Roger Martin: i

msmqmmummsmwm:u selected smate agencies for
xzh't‘h review peniod clossd on Novembe: 23, 2004, 1ad 5o stue agencies mbemtind comments by
d mﬁmw?mmmwmhsnmw
g Frarssame to the California Envicommments] Quealivy Age,

P]Munmsmlﬁﬂdtgbwuntmﬂﬂmﬂkm VE &y questions regardmg

ba the
n¥irournennl review mrocess If you hav A question ahout the ehove-oamed.

Bave peoject, please rafer to e

Terry Kol

Director, Staw Clestinghosse

1406 TENTHSTREET PO BOX 044 SACRAMENTD, CA 2504
2 LIPORN 3
TEL (PI6 M3-0613  FAX [(916) - m.ql-u?:v”“
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NTA SFV/NC PLAMMING  Faw:212-922-5358 Nox 29 2004 14:55 B3
. Document Detalls Repert
" i Stata Chearinghouse Date Base

ACHE  ARITNwRg
Profact N thVmEnl-WmenlC«m
Lead Agency  Los Angeles County

Typs SR Succlemantsl EIR

M.mmmmwhr«muﬂm-mmmm

Lead Agency Contact
Name  Rogar Martin ;
Aguncy LA County Matropoitan Tranaportaton Authexity
Fhone (213} 422.1462 Fax

Agvirane t Gateway Plazs, Madl Stop 09.22.3
Sy lesAogens _Stm CA Zp enz

Highways SR 170
Abports  Van Nuys
Rafways UPRR, Metrolink Vialley Ling
Waterweys rong

Land Use Various

Project [ssuas  AsstheticiVisuel: Air Ouslty: Arch Hierboaia; Cy e Effencts; Jobe; Fiood

F‘hhmng: Gackogit! Samic: Groth Inducing; Landuse; Molsa; PopuistionHousing Batanca;
Public Services; ; Sockl; Towcst Trafficre Water
Quaity

Ravigwing Rmm«mﬂmhmmmmmmmma_ma%m

Apencies m;wnmmwm;mmm;m«m
ﬁmnm;nmummcm.mms:mmawunm;mm
H@myw;mu.mmnmmmmw.rmumwm

Date Recetved  10:262004 Btort of Review  10/252004 el of Roview 1112312004

Not, Blanks in deta feids st from insuficlant nformation provided by lesd sgancy.
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Comment Letter 31 Response to Comment Letter 31

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

THOMAS A. RUBIN, CPA, CMA, CMC, CIA, CGFM, CFM
2007 Drive

Bywsod
Coliand, California 946021837
Homae OMica Telephone/FAX: (118) B31-0824
LAUSD: (213} 633-T483  Mobile: (T11) &47-880%
e-mall: fpraiieRearth ek gt

Roger Sachie Seplomber 16, 2004

Chiel Excowtive Officer

Los Angeica County Motropoliten Trarsportation Avthornty .

One Gatswary Plazs &w.rdw

Los Angeles, California 90012 e P27
A

ia Hand Delivery »1-.!’

Dear M. Snoble:

Thank you for your etiee of July 29, 2004, respanding to my better in you of July 23, 2004.

| spologing For nol respondieg carber, but, a3 | am suee you are awarc, there have been both o
Targe pumber of event rogaiding the Orange Lise that have mguired my priondy sttention sad
may of theso cvents have impacied the kechnical issues discussod in the enclosur 1o this loner.
Wow that many of these kogal issucs have ecither becn scttied or o least prescoted to the
Cabifornie Supremee Cowrt, # i3 spproprisie 1o retwn w0 the lechcsl s that need o be
addressed a1 part of the Californis Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) procew.

An | explained in my eardier leter, | have becn dmigned @ the contart betmoen Citizens

Organired for Smart Transit (COST) and the Los Angeles County Métmpntitn Tramsportation

Avthority (MTA) for coondination of our effuns ko properc the new Environmestal fmpact

Report (EIR) For the stady of transil aliernalives in the San Fenmado Vaficy. This new EIR mili

nﬂm&tdu.ﬂy‘hl\dﬁ\dﬁmﬂnmmﬂi-ﬂhnwwuﬁ:&mﬁ?m

QUL 1 MW connnction of what is naw known 2 the “Orange Line.™

| am, of course, very well sware of the MTA sctioms in this regaed that were amounced ol the

MTA Board mecting of July 22 and widely reporiod in the press. That wes why my lenier of 311

July 23" was pespared

Evidently rmy earty betler inslod to mkor clear two importmt point.

®.  The srong desite of COST ko wark closcly with MTA on this CEQA cffort thronghout
the focess, beginaing with the cxtremely fmponant iniial planning and scoping of this
effort

. Time: i3 ol the eascnce in this process
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Rager Saable
Septrmiser 16, 204
Page 2

hmwmmkmﬂdbuwmnmlwmwnhm&ncan
-z-mu-up_mt Your letter stmten, *_, if you would ke 0 exprems your views

wmmtm,\nmwunaﬂmm inchcates Mt s must be your
action. Therelre, | am providing our peefiminary views on this process o5 an enclosere
aﬂmkﬁﬂ

However, [ orge you 10 delepate this responsbainty w0 another porson, erther an MTA cooployes

echmicel knowledge of the day-to-diy work of this effort 4o serve 23 the primary comtact persan
i effective manner.

mhmmHMmywmmmjmm While |

hand carried sy first lefrer 0 yoor office on Fridey, July 23° end followed up with sdditionsl

EMempt i comlact you wmmL-ifmkm&dmmdmlmw

dwicd [Thumdey) huly 9%, As your sssistasd informed me That you wero hot in Lo Angeles

Mondsy torough Friday of that woek, fhis jom of e wocking drys i enderstandable, but

mummmrukwmﬁmmmmmmﬂm
ificam delays in theough otention.

n fact, the weskness of this method of communications can be farther illasimcd by the other
detaits of the thining of your scopomse. While your letter i3 duted {1 handay} July 29%, the
mmuwnumhnm.&wmmdw Auguest 2. The letier wes
also faxed to me and hus what sppears io be the facumite machms seader information live of the
wp, “MTA CEO  Fax213922-T447 Aug 22004 9:22 .7 Thes indicstes & farther loss of
mmmmhmmmmmmdmmnmwaﬁwmnm
me.

Fioadly, rsthwr than respomding to me via -l or telephone, 0 respond o nry e-mmbs and
phone mexages to you in this maticr, you communications wore sont ooly b0 mry home in
Oudectand, while | spend mast of work week days in Loa Angeles — u fict e | believe to be wetl-
knerwt b0 meny 1 MTA In total, slmost iwo full weeks were boot between my hand camying my
Tetier of buly 23" o your office snd my receipt of your responss.

A less charitable person might coemsider the shove tocord and specadase il it was MTA's iment 1o
deliberaialy communicatc is & manner far shower than modem commisscations makes the norm
in our dary-to-day working ives.

Although my fetter specifically mentiooed, "1 suggest that we stieynt lo schedule o frst meeting
uumthuyw(mqummymlymmmw
a8 You mEy oarlisst " your letier bhas oo

31-2

31-3

Comment 31-2

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

Comment 31-3
Please see Response 31-2.
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Rager Snable
Seplomber 16, 2004
Page 3

information as o when sech & meeting will be schoduled | again ire the of
having this first mocting 4 voon i possible

wcmmummm ﬂumﬂmnﬁumh:

c.wm mubﬂhmudhylﬂa
m-ﬁ'ﬂhm.. wned trivi | coumel.” O ng (e project team it the
meinmmﬂﬂlmﬂlnmhumMMwnm
contractor can holp MTA svold the errors i the previows CEQA process that led o the Second

o expertive anad advios in svoiding ruch ervors can be added to yours

Abo, while the shove discloses that the tosm for this project has boes formed, you evidestly
Forgot #o stk the names of the fims and MTA staffers (and their contact points) that will have
signilicant roles in this project (although & rooont Lkl Ve artiche appeans wo indicale that your
comutnt Brm bas just reoently been aclectad). So our request is clear, we wonld Hike the names
of the exsernal consuhant, or consultasts, mnd MTA’s retsimed covironesentsl coamsol, snd the

10 be cransmusicated o 3 by spoodier means, such s c-ma, tolephone, sndior Gacsimilc (wnd fet
me provide you with & Los Angelcs Bscimile sismber for me in these EIR matters, 123633
#109) We also roquest that this infermation be provided i us m swon m potsibie.

?wmuimm,ﬁﬂwmm with o views on the new EIR. lengthy and

T will be aveilable most of s week (September 13* thought the (7%} sad moxt ot the
convenience of MT A sad comsultant sl

31-3

314

31-5

31-6

Comment 31-4
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Comment 31-5

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

Comment 31-6

Mr. Rubin’s points were well articulated and follow-up
meetings were not required to understand his
comments. As soon as his letter was received, it was
distributed to the project team as public input to be
considered in completing the project. The team
anticipated that the letter would be submitted as a
comment letter and gave it serious consideration as we
proceeded.
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Reoger Sasbic
Seplember |6, 2004
Fage 4

We at OOST mre lonking forward W0 working with the MTA team on this important progect o
produce s FETR and & project recommendation that we can both be proud of

P il
/‘ A Rubin
Baclossne
oc: Frask Roberts, MTA Chasr (v/eaclosure)
Steven Camevale, MTA Geweral Covnael (;

wieackere |
Jefirey Z B. Speinger, Dometriow, Del Guorcso, Sprmger & Francis (wicoclosara)
[hiame Lipan, Chair, COST [wimnclesur)
John A_Henmng. Jr , COST Legal Coussel {wionclosurc)

Acknowledgponcet:

Received

NameTSiged Diwe Tz -
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Sbiknd e T Lo boni Lt

2 = WA
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY Kote rwae Lo, it
EAST-WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 7732y

SIGNIFICANT CONSIDERATIONS FOR COMFLETION OF
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT REQUIREMENTS

INTRODUCTION

This paper is toscnded ko commont an the scups of the saticipeied Eavironmestal lmpsct Repent
{"EIR") tn be prepared by MTA m & revalt of b recest Califorsia Scoond Appelisie dorision is
COST w MTA. B is owr hope that by incorporsting these commmonts & Mvance, MTA will
produce as end product thet o ive, fir, nad pook wudy of the
San Fernando Valicy's iom toeds wod evalustion of the iven 0 moet thom ja
mﬂmwm@_ﬂmu.mmmmwﬁ}mu
othar applicabic laws, regulations, sed caa b,

While our major po d boose, with sckditional detail provided on selocted itema, it
is owr strong belicd that the best wary for w t0 communicate oor thouglets is theough & series of
This

conducting Through such 3 process, MTA and ity consultasts cam better sndorsiand COST's
positions through the prescaation and quesion-sad-srwer procem, before positions: become
more difficult o aber and whilc it is il essy 10 mke changes.

Az » threshold maiter, becmise the addition 10 the EIR of s new Rapid Bos (slso know as “Muiro

Ripid Bus”™ and “Matro Raphd™) sherastive maquires § sew of thet sltcrostive 10 the
busveny project and other altcratives siready sudicd, we request that MTA taka otioe of certaia
changed

mot reficct these changes would be 1o render 3 Appios-I0-orANgcs COMPATHON.
OVERALL STANDARD FOR SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Study/Draft Esvironoenial (DEISDEIR) for what we now knew a3 the Orange
Lioe, H was working under the “old” FTA mgulstions in this regend, which roquired a

7 Systems £ (TSM) ahermative. TSM is defined m (fd, $43.12
page 36)

31-7

31-8

319

Comment 31-7

The comment is acknowledged for the record. See
Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a discussion on
“public outreach” (i.e., consultation with the public).

Comment 31-8
Please see Response 14-12.

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

o Comiteiats o Chapbbs O o A= Please see response to comment 31-9.

e o e | 1318

eTRalive,

nmumuu;p-ummwmmuzug?u- otrl e Comment 31-11
Adwunistration, Techmical (ruidence on Section arw Crirers 3

H3.12, pago 30) . Please see response to comment 31-1.

Since MTA prepered this DEISDEIR, new regulstions have gone into effect (the “now™
o e e e DR e gt e o | 3110

" L] e e i
foaner requizzment for both o buld” and & “TSM alicmalives with 8 single aftoraative that Comment 31-12
whmﬁmmhw‘m The “basehine” shomative iy defised § i
in e, e The commenter’s statement is noted for the record.

mt,
osrures of trumil mobility compared 1o cast than the Mo Build shermative; the 'best you
< do’ withesx the scw s imvestment” (FTA, 64 Federal Register, 1707071,
Appendiz "A." V1, Soctionlry-Section Assiyss, E, §6119. Frojoct Jusification
Crieris, page 76E71)

We wizh 1o focus MTA's stiontion om bwo koy, alment identical, phvases from the “oid” asd the
“reew” requirerienta, reapectively;

... the bext that can be done 10 Moprove mobahity in the corridor withost the conttraction
of major pew traoit facilities.”™

~... the "heet you can do’ without the new slat mvetment ™

‘We are looking for & Rapid Bus shierntive thal mects theae defimitions s ix “the best shat can 31 1.!
be dome™ without the cxientive capital cxpomss of the Orange Line.  This will include both a o
network of Emt-Wes snd North-South Rapid Bus lines serving the sudy mres - which the
DEISTIEIR and the FEIR cloarly established a5 the entire San Fernaado Valky - plus other fow
capitel cost tramait insprovements that are detaiied below,

The evalustion of Rapid Bus al ive(s) that are not “the hext that cam be done™ witl md be
satisfictory to COST, mad would not, we believe, satisfy either the kemer or spirit of the Cowrt of
| evisg

We wish to make clear that These is one decision criterion, even 1 descriptive term, that will be 31 12
totally usacceptsble 1o vs because b domonstrably fulse. We refer to MTA's ofica cited =,

Comtemtion that, "A Metro Rapid anermstive was not included in the originel Environmental
hpmmpmteul]bmu:mthhm“hwmmmu-ulyl
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m-mvﬁqmwutuﬂmmw Poge 3
For Completion Of CEQA R

demonsimation " (MTA Fress Redesse, “Metro CBG Ondery Work 1o Resmae on Metro 31 12
Orange Line,” August 26, 2004) Al the heaing on A B. 1798 (thet would have crempied the =
Orange Line from CEQA) before the State Scasie Eaviseorsestal Quality Conmeitos, it was
even sinted that Rapid Ban was & demonstration project whes the Finaf ETR. was adopiad

Let ws be extremely clesr on two poirts: Fiest, Rapsd Bus was ma ovorwheiming success from,

quite liscrally, the finst day U began sorvice i July 2000 [t was, wiibowl sy dowbe, the best 31_13
transil action Gest MTA s ever done without the involvesnent of & court of lew, 'Within & very
short peried of time, Ropud Gua 2 very significent pent of the ewtire MTA Uramat plansing,
stracture. While there are 2 large mumber of documents — includieg sy that wers compleied
prior to the FEIR and are in te Admbstsintive Rocond - that we com usc to prove Thin sislement,
we will concentrate on two, the MTA Dralt (isweed February, 2001) and Fisel Losg Range
Tewaportation Pl (LRTF) {Adopsed by MTA Beard of Directors, Apel 26, 2001,
Sttp i v sl oot bty clwosongrempe/ LT bim -

Onpqezdduemwmdmmﬂmmdmnﬁwdcmm
the “Plan dations,” we hve, “Ex don of the

bt program i & promitesd composcant of the plaa.” (}nwllaawdﬂn

“Consirsived Plan™ (which, &1 explained os page 10, it the "recommendod™ plan). we e,

“Rapid Bus Program; mhmarazmm for $92.3 mublicn, sad the page 13,

deere is 4 map, “Existing and Proposed Metre Rupid Rowtes.

There can be no doubt: In Apeil 2001 - the month pror io the Drgt Envieosncotsl Intpact
Sstcment/ Dyt Environmental Impact Report being circlated, the MTA Board, the final snd
ultirote decision-making body of MT A, had adopied “oxpansion of the succeasful Metro Rapid
Bus mrogmm” m “a premisest componeat of the plan”™ - wnd, we might add, s likely the most
productive and cost-cflective traneit expansion component of the plan by a very wide mangic.
Mmmuum:_pmurmwnmmrdmnrmunm
regasd o Rapid By and, given fhe amount of time it takes MTA to prepase docunents of this
Iype, therr is sbanhuaaly so doubl thal the suocess sad the imponance of Rapid fuy were
extremely well knewn io all bevels of MTA safT monthe prior o the releme of the Drall IR for
what we iow know 23 the “Crange Line.™

As to the second point, i MTA wishes 1o somehow maintain thet Roped Bas was still in a2
“demomsiration” mods al the e that the DEISDEIR was reicaed, thes Lhe same tcrm wowld 31-14
not be seflicient to describe the type of “heavy™ Bus Repid Transit that MTA wished o
Implesenl. Az the time of the DEIR, thers wats oaly one such systom in the U5, the South
Mimwi-Dade Bummway. N begam servics in Februmy 1997, bw, duc w0 cxtromely high
ooflision/isjury mies, had the “wdvisce Joop” bua deicctors mcd to tum nallic signals for
Berwey buses o “green” - the same wchaology that MTA proposcs fo the Orange [.ine - teraed
off in Junc of the sarne year.  Aficr maay changes, they were tumed hack on in March 1999 -
and, sfler move collisions, inmgurics, and the socond buawey faality, were tumed back off in
December 1999 md were still tumed off when the DEIVDEIR was circulatod and when the
Final EIR was adopted in February 2002, (Miami-Dede Transit Excel™ spreadsheet provided
by MDT safety il

Comment 31-13

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

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

This direction called for three principal work efforts:

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

¢ Implement an initial expansion phase of 6-7 lines.

¢  Monitor, analyze, and improve Metro Rapid
operations, facilities, and customer experience.

The Board Report of February 2002 presented the first
element in this work, selection of the Metro Rapid
Expansion Program lines (Phase II).

M
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s-m \ﬁy Fast-West Traasll Corrider Preject Poge d

tiows For Completion O CEQA

I Rapid Bus was gill in “domonstration™ made whon the DEISDEIR was cirombsled aad the
FEIR was adoptod, thon what \erm could e utllored wo describe the mode St MTA adopied?

“Failed demonstration.” perhaps?

SUMMARY OF EPECIFIC K18 CHANGE/ARDITION REQUIREMENTS

General Requirements — While Usere are certain segmments of the Februmry 2002 Final

is imtended omby significant changes,
m;mummmmhmmm

ives 10 Ba ( dered - We that alt of the follewing aliematives,
mmmu‘ﬂmﬂuuﬂ'hamﬂwhﬁm

4 Adopted Orange Line from old FEIR (updaicd, and & MTA may choose to
rmoedify

-

1
Crunge Line MOS-1 (we have no ohjection if MT A docs not wish 60 inchade this
altcrmmtive in the new EIR)
“No Beild™
Tranaporiation Sysoms Mamagemest
Raped Bax notwork{1)
fapid Bas netwarks (1] including other tramsit service cohancoments (Scs. V1.
Below)
Ornege Line + Rapad Dus network(s)
Ocpepe Line + Riapid Bus setwork(s) incloding other trasit scrvice cobancements
{See. V1, Below)

[

e

We do not proposs that cach snd every ome of the lorcgong potestial sltematives
requive fifl development is e EIR.  For cxample, “e " ("Rapid Bus networkdsy™)
could include modeling of eitier & single Raped Bus nework or more then one
rectwork. At this point, before thera is & mom detsiled sody of the varion strecty
where Rapid Bas may bo mowt productive snd the resoumes pvailable For
implonmentation, nisnmk»uﬁnmmammm&mm

mppears strong .
leaditg to n presentation of the phasing in of the “ultimase™ Raped Bus actwork in 2
manner very similar o the “minimum operating scgmem” shemative for whet e
now kmow & the Oreage Linc in the origingd EIR.

31-14

3115

31-16

Comment 31-14

This comment appears to address an issue of semantics
rather than environmental impacts. The Orange Line
can be described as bus rapid transit in a dedicated
busway. It is actually modeled in the MTA travel
demand forecasting model as an express bus in a
dedicated facility with run times hard coded into the
model as opposed to being a function of the highway
speed, as are other modes, such as Rapid Bus which
travel in mixed flow lanes and are therefore subject to
the influence of traffic congestion in those lanes.

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

Comment 31-16
The Commenter’s statement is noted for the record.
Please see Response 4-2.
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Comment 31-17
&-nmv-&,mw—rmmrm Poge & . . . '
ForC Of CEQA Ry A baseline cost comparison was used to maintain

L. Evahuion Crieiafor Abcrmmives 31-17 continuity of the original FEIR.

1 Cost/Revemas — Cost is the key mewore of’ macurcs “iapot ™ Revenus, Incinding

capital Fanding darived from both internal MTA-centrolicd famding sowrces and

from cxiermal pramts and other soarces, and opersting and non-operating revomacs,

i n mgnifices limiting factor in determiming whet projects snd slicrastives can be
imphessaniod,

The costing of the variows shcrnatives i the pow EIR will be close to 2 “stan-
over” process. The work in the okd EIR to cot what is now known e the Ormge
m-ﬂmmm_udnwmmmnm require

conmidernble new wnabysls in detsil.
mmum&nml\ummquu (Ilunmll
ol costs of the Crmnge Line shemative ko show the moest incremses in om.
inchuding those caused bry the stay of don snd redomyg the eavi

charmoe work, (b) Allocating the iotel cont of the Otange Line imto “umk™ costs
~ those et have alresdy been incurred ples those thet would be incwred if the
Ormmgs Line does nol emerge from the EIR go the sitamative (o be implemeonted -
and the wwmnining costs ko complcie the Omange Line if it is appeoved for
compiction, (c) opdating the costs of the other previousty-studicd sicraatives in
fhe: ohd ETR that will be mcluded in the nrw ETR, () determining the costs for the
other slternatives 0 the new CIR, (<) adding certain conts of te Ormge Line, and
the other shernativer inchaded in the old EIR, that were nol comprehended by the
costy inchaded 1n the oid EIR.

L Capitat'

' m}.um-ﬁm-wqwerulmqrmnm 5307 “mew sterts” e, for
e Cornage Ling - or. vy assame, for mey orher of the ofher slertives to be comprabesded by te sow EIR - snd,
wm-nmmuuﬁw”mmmmm
rn” resaden the “new pare” For wewmlcacen of caphal coen.
hﬂ:ﬂhhm—mamuu*ﬂmmdm

M&\gﬂnﬂtktam for o proj —"—-‘.—
oburmnd aad aised by MTA sad i comide biahtepnih s mesica that ko seapi aod valld
Compariporn o other it projects.

San Fernando Valley Page 9-259
East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Feir



Responses to Comments

&:M\'M Eaat-West Trausit Carridor Project Page &
22 For Complath CEQA Rey
|. Defnition: Celifornia Public Unilities Code 130513 - “Cost," 1

~

& The firsi is “fully allocated costs,” where, for cxample, pan
of the ot of the MTA Human Resources depaniment is

rucmmmumm
b The sccond i “marginal cest,”™ where, i hi. sitwion, the
costs allocated 10 & new Activily are, in smple ferms, the
differeace betwesn the comts of ransit service with md
without & specific change in service. In most casex, the

Counly Trarsgorurtion omivion Reveeus Bosd Act (FUC 130000.51). The provisices of

thia PLIC porsion sew & fely siandard definidon of "com” foumd in demiicel, o nbetanialy idendcal, form 8
eart v difPremt plnces b verkoos secions of Smes Sisiuies.

s w0 applieability of s “LACTC™ defimiion of comt 10 MTA, sse PUC 13003014 ~On s sher Apni

1. 1990, mery rothrpses i this park or uwﬂwﬂhmm nhmmnm
Asguien

Tirnewit Diatrict ox o the Lo

Comicty
commmiraicn i grnoral shall be decancd 1o refer 10t Low mmmhw Aatheority.”

H

Abthoogh wis disesasion b 1ioed usder “capitd” com, T is aqually spplicalile i oparating coss aed ol
ey

3117
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M \"*, Last-Went Transit Corrider Praject Page 7

For C Of CEQA Ry

margiaal corts of adding tramit mmswﬁwﬂy
lower than the fllty sllocaied costs',

3 hewa to be inchuded:

2 These are significant expeases of the Ormmpe Ling, under
the PUC section shove, thet st nol mcladed a8 such costy
m the roisting FEIR.  These inchede, for cxample, the
wlwmthmd:&m

cos! of construction of the Orange Line

1f MTA does aof plan %0 open w this estramcs, than the
eira time for peisengers 10 progress fom the Red Line
Norh Hollywood staton platiorn, ss well m the tiow
requited for b pasenmgen: tansforing from  bwses

e 5
and, therefore, the ndership projections - particelarty since,

& we aec e that WA is mware, ‘udk“lmenpnslﬂy
“weightod™ st higher than sctual value in Iransporistion

modeling.

&, While both the DETR and the FEIR. showed | ndership
data for two docades in the fsture, snd this and other fenure
data was wiilized o drive key decision Bacier calculstiona,
we noted that, while the deafl showed the costs of the “owt
year™ bus flect, the finsl sdopiod bodget — post.FER - for
the project onty included the costi of the buses required o
operss the service on oponing day.  Also, since the DEIR

z mm;:::a.‘._'—ad ing of b e b 3 work
bl sometimes hay i thesr 08 10 dpecilie inmuma. o
r-mﬂm&mmwmdmh-hmwwmﬂhn-
Latvor ooty Sarabegry Covier v T4 List yoar, it howad bo bowrt cossd 2t whis appeand 1 b4 *
aocaned™ raies of stighily over 1100 pex b fix most e i the six.year poriod the was sl yzed.

31-17
31-18

Comment 31-18

MTA has no plans to construct a portal on the west side
of Lankershim Boulevard. This is not a part of the
Orange Line project, and no funds have been budgeted
for it. Travel time calculations for the BRT used as its
easterly terminus, the BRT station located on the west
side of Lankershim Boulevard, not the North
Hollywood Metro Red Line station. In fact, it is not
assumed that all patrons will arrive at the North
Hollywood BRT station from the Red Line.

Procurement of advanced-technology vehicles was not
anticipated in formulating the Project budget for the
FEIR. Please see Response 20-229.

At g MTA hily 7004 Bound msting, sisen e B ook aciion o opacisthe shisd sarvics tat Spocisl
iawter Bliss orvered, the Avetags oom pat hted appoared (0 be 8. * ‘margina” cost rwie of dhightly over B0 par hour.

W wal bw phatand #o masine MTA i the mpplication of b cormre: costleg sbodologees bo the variom
Doczort 10 bt g e s HHL
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Saa Fernands Valley East-Wast Trassk Corrider Prejoct TFage
Cansiderstions Fai or

r i

wehitlo costs mtmewod mn cxiremcly expomive
or CHOElectric Aticalsted vehicle — which MTA decided
801 1 procure - Hhmmquu

"ﬁhmhhewhebh:h:w
w sxacly meich the smowsts added bo olber line iema,
leaving (e progect totsl unchengped a2 5329 5 million

15, 8 wes doas in the originel EIR, the data for ridership,
time swvings, sir quality, ot ol i the new EJR aro based on
& yoar X) yours 1 the fishare, then the costs of the Oraage
Line should aiso be based on the mmmber of velickes
voquired 10 operse the Onngs Line service, and other
selasedd sorvicn, in fhe pame your. OF course, the wnit coat of
vohicies should be based on MTA's best profensional
estimation of the coss of the wohicles that would ten be
uae, which, we expect, wili be baved in lange part o cires
wehiole costs,
The coy in the faet EIR were based on an ssospiion thet
substastisl Amding weuld be socoived Grom the Stae of
Cahifornia. As we now know, spsroximessly 398 million
of the expeond fomding it nol cumently suthorized and
MTA has clected 1o “front” this Sms [unding by borrmwing
Wmmmmmmnﬂhma‘
Fossds froms variows treneportation projocts plamned in the
Vo™ years &Mmmehuﬁa
ipousibiticy that & small portion of the 398 millios m TrafTic
Rnhf&aﬁndluwddhwvd-yum
in the Rresceable Aaure’, the “repayment” of the
MMWM‘I’A&M u "rob Poior to pay
Paid™ scheme that assumes that other funds will become
wvailable in i forers wo fuod the projects thet had sheir
mmwmummama
Ormge Line 3 i iy be a
recognition that, -l'lha'l‘(‘MMdnnlmq:p::ﬂm
witimaiely, chooging lo ~fand™ the Omange Linc in the way
thas MTA buo clocikad wil cvomtumlly uvcan that furnd Ul
could heve been wsad for other Los Angeles Couaty

: MMhnMdi!loMluhthmnm'mw --n,

Hpﬂﬂthmhm o s v tved pri nhm

0 vl 8 Pl dlscunsion ko et DETR ' dhat

document s bmued prics 10 i cutooma of e Noversber dection being kaown.

3118
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Comment 31-
Swn Fernandu Vallcy Eset-Wast Tranek Cerridar Project Poge e t3 19
goificam Consdcrations For Completiva Of CEQA R Commenter is correct that the FEIR suggested that
esporson pojects il pot be malble & == | 31-18 quieter buses could reduce or eliminate the need for
Mo mgen dn o e e o my s soundwalls for certain points along the alignment.
Lepslsee st te 39 rallon be showm & MTA g However, all soundwalls are being constructed at
i o oy f i e e locations designated in the FEIR, and the cost of all
o e . ocations designated in the » and the cost of a
m“?:’*?*g-%r; soundwa_lls was included in the l_Tl_EIR project budget.
ey ot evewe Whiensod dacoien. Meanwhile, MTA has worked diligently to procure a
=iy es eyl e oo uieter bus, therefore implementing additional
:mmwnun.#,mmmﬁ q . . 1 L piem g .
e N T mitigation measures in advance of the BRT operation.
pot justfy ity adopsion of the buswsy liemmative on he
#t 13 less xpensive to complete duc W "k
pven that the coms were 8 result of

witimsie

{ Sound Walls - In the old FEIR, it wwdllqlh
quicler “now gencration™ bused tht were being procursd 31"19
would heve & posilive impact on Roise bevels that could, st
lesst pousibly, eliminate the requiremcmt Ror sounds walks
for certsin points on the sligamont.  Since hese buses we
not heing procured for the Orange Lme, this opers the
question if theae sound walls will now be required.

cam o b determined thek the woise level of the buses that
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Comment 31-20

The comment is acknowledged for the record.

Sem Fersssde Valley Esst-Wed Trasall Corvider Projoct Page 18
5 For Of CEQA Rege

mmnm-ﬂuwf-nm m | 31-19
¢ S Eavina Lt o | 9y SOMIENt -1
' ' o The Orange Line project budget contained an allocation

order dn COST v. MTA The b the
Eﬁfmim of $16.5 million set aside for construction of additional
S i T e et g parking in Warner Center. The construction of a station
ﬁ%?ﬁ%ﬁ%& and park and ride lot on Canoga Avenue in Warner
M s g o sy Center has been environmentally cleared by an
e addendum to the FEIR, certified by the MTA Board in
s oy e TS o i Ty February 2004.

FEIR by the MTA Board of Directers ia Febrawry 2002, | 37-21
MTA ha evidently detcrmined Sl » paric-and-ride facility
& the "Boeing” site be comructod md opersked with 8
shuttle service between the parking Jot aad the Wamer
Comer Orange Linc tomimes. For many months, this ks
been showa in the Momibly snd Quancrty Mo Oraape

% " Scheduby Harmairve,” pagt 10, stons, “The (0675 DesignBrihd Cootrastor sebenutind & Crrront Schdibe
Uapdoty vt pariod i g d § cabsmadent Scbertaniind Coomphotlon bi lticns e 4
(Bow we 59 duys negaive floss).” i y the 1owrce, of of semenns fom MTA

P Liewe & s betived achmdite [The COSTS compact it Gw prisary oomirnct for e
Ocange Lina )

Howrver, “Couract COSTS Pryvical Percent Comphets.” pags 27, shows “Comsiruction Percsst Comploss™
41765 3 of “ (4" (whick ma pressss ssst i of the oo of Jume, 2004) This is e beved of consraction

st For the ond of Samanry, 2004, five monthn price {ixmssry Prejoct
Suas Ropan), ted the 'l st 0 ety monh
Erom: bumanry i June, 2004
Wik tharw sy maiple Wil wbariace, aad the S Aep &
oty o romke up bomt tawe, cur cakeu i & i tn cortarnly te most
comueon mathod of calcubimon of schadub adiuronce, wed vt bl wive that thery e vary pood reesons & believs
that et ity boa crpas ol it dane.
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San Fm--lc Yalley Eal-\ﬁ-al'l’rud! Cnﬂl&;l:tu Page i1

Lime Program Status Reports as, “Proposcd Park-and Hide
Facility with & total cost of 5165 millica aad, mosl
rocently, “Commitsacnty” and “Expessditurs ™ both ol 553
miltion — mmnumumum
more them “proposod™  Im “Comcern Mo, 1 meder
“Menagement bsns” in the Status Reports cleardy stales,
*The weaicen iomines o the Waner Tramwit Hub

conl et was not comprehended i the adopind FETR.
il Operating Cost/Rovenus

T aca of Fudl va. Margial Croatiag, | rtfor you 10 the Declaration of
MLM.HF“MMM]I 200, Im doe Procesdmgs Bufors Rpscisl Muser Desald T.

1 apglinn o MTA casts, thare pew T major differsmcet retveen e MTA
Rully-aftecatid-soming mathodology For calcolating the cont of e bou of bus service snd the mer gleal couting
m (I)Mnnquuuhuwwm hnl MM

mmumm
m-l mparvisry posiiioes will mnwcmmm hou m‘i‘kwd

mﬁhwiﬂunkhﬁyﬂld’-m hw?nhmw
Rl Uinices, A bt aporsiony) Wiests s
Baoeditn™ numm—mwm&uﬂuhmﬂur«fm Theat b baand o8 e
ipvernge wage ke for 4l MTA bus opermon, which buludur 5 s susmisr of b opsrmors wh e ot lop of
mwﬂghlﬁwnbﬂ Homarver, tﬁmﬂ,lﬂ'ﬁhﬂmﬂl ‘-'&'u_".m:ﬂuh
-

mﬂlllhnhﬂd\uﬂ-&n{mnw mnd»-umm-dmm
Wdhwutuwumhmmmmhmmw part-

* paraton, & o uwtumdun}ﬂl!ﬂb
S]!Isﬂllﬂﬂ”h vith smp u-.ﬁlmiﬁ L MTA provies fuf
fullltione operrs.

MMTAmmimmmdSloz*ﬁﬂuDuﬂ;wm
nrvion ot operwied by conracions), whibe br. Ribba, usiag oomsereat

;M”J“nh-ﬂluu’huiamlﬂﬂm hm‘_ﬁmw

Rubia shemed that MTA o o o for naleing Rl Bus sorvics of 158 57,

31-21

31-22

Comment 31-22

The MTA O&M cost model is a resource cost build-up
model that is typically used for MTA planning studies.
FTA guidelines state a preference for use of a resource
cost build-up model (see Guidance for Transit
Financial Plans, Federal Transit Administration, Office
of Planning, Office of Program Management, June
2000, section 2.4.2). The MTA O&M cost model
provides a valid tool for understanding cost
comparisons between alternatives.
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Ben Fernands Valley Last-West Trausit Corrider Prajoct Page 12
Shawificast C

b

"

AT

Far Completion Of CEQA Reqel
2. Fare mevenue - While cont Is llways & kzy driver m decesions such
s this, the traditional focos has siwiys beam the “gross” cont of
g v operating # traneil frojoct of program, rther than

praject is move Fmancially Thm‘gumlhl
opcrating revenue, chiclly farebox revens, be projected for each
10 allow the om of subsidies a8 weil as costs.
RidershipNew Ridorsbip and Pascager MitcsNew Passeager Mide' - This is

the key “potpad” or “results” metric, We expect thet ridorship valuer will be
produced for cach alemative thet will show both the ridorship on the “new” lines
o 3ervices and the overall system-wide changes in total ridershep.

this regard are:

' Aa.n ganrl rube, for each metric et wifies cider shap, s suhsel 3 sirmsLae K that whlies praser g
ik

Tacheecally, we sy tfking ahou e “cromemsl com par incommental passcog™ e found i B
FTA " s ptars” meshodcl oy, but “cost par orw patisager” i the (o wider wiliced amd undorstud

31-23

31-24

| 31-25
31-26

31-27

Comment 31-23

We typically do not account for project-specific fare
revenue. Capture of fare revenues is not an
environmental impact-related issue.

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

Comment 31-25

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

Comment 31-26
Please see Response 31-23.

Comment 31-27

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

snru-nh\!.b; East-West Transit Corridar Praject Page 14
g Fer C O CEQA Regal

modely, there oy be different weightings e tha “firt™ v3, “pubseouernt” 31-27
ramait tripw, of Sot, as wel m diffented weiphting Factons for “walk™ socco
Limnay (with & | 50% clock time weighting for the type of walk tisse heing
cotntion in amportation modeling)

Wo mk for the presentation of the travel tmes for both of the mbhowe —
notusl “clock”™ tme med beveler-porcerved time - in order o allow
deciglon-makers %0 sciually seo how the users of the it system view
the utibity of the various shemative.

We also recommond twt the varions factors - soch e “wail lime
weightings” — wtilized im MTA"2 tmmportation modeks be specibed. We
alsc wish 10 know of sxy “modal prefercace™ factors wtilized 1o the model
ais - swph f apsuenptions thet riders wall have & preference for stilizing &
mm-nahpnmmmummm“ 1 such

modal preference(s) ivae wilized in the MTA modeling process, the
MmMM|MMMMmHMWmofh
the Foderal Tramsit Admis

T making shun recuanat, wo bear in miad that, whilé spocd of traved is often
one of the most imponant fxctons ia travchers’ decisions & W how 10
complete sheir trips, this is o far broader factor that the travel apecd of

is & factor in travel lime decizions, bt only one of many, sad flen aot &
very important one, pariostarty when the vl distance oo 2 particalar
mode ~ such s the Orangs Line - In short, or the access time w the
favored ighcr-spocd mode i such that the frvorod mode i simply not
sefid to mEny tvelers.

mwmupmwmmmmm

“walk” tirme). The metwork of Rapid Bus lnes thet we reqoest MTA o

* Tu e chese, =4 o the muoche sar Y, mot the miirberics of the verious moder
w-nuhthu#wdmmnmm“smhwwm
Inan rcaums the mpead of b 'a ol tp W wrw iabing
mm-mmkmm#mﬂmuﬁ.nmhpumum-u
ok wilf ot w08 8 bey” - - or not —-

wkloimmm“uhlnwhmw-a“mm work o
smh wa have
wﬂu-mﬁﬂym n--nnlr.p-duhﬁn. h-d&cnﬂnhlwmrﬁ_&-
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San Forsande Valiey Kast-Weel Trowsit Cortidor Project Page IS
2 For O CEQA ey

m-ﬁ_mmmuﬁgﬂ-umhmw 31_27

f Ovher Meirics ~ Thae other metries thw MTA chooes Lo wtilize.
i an 31-28

wy raquest thal yeu brief ws on those mctrics md bow they will be calosisted
befivwe thery booomss part of the basis for the malysis is the mew dradt EIR.

I¥.  Rapid Bun Rowe Aleomatives lo Be Commdercd for inchation in Aberaptives a3,
inchusive. (Line nambens below are those of existing MTA Joca” limes and, whee | 31-29

wach m 750 For Venturs Bowlcvard — wre Rapid Bus lines.  For those srests whene
ihere mac ptiple local bus lines, anly the primary local bus lise thal which operstes
the loogest om the stre is thown. )

u. Rapid Bus Cumostly in Operation

1. Lime 7500150 - Vestues Boulevard (East-West)
2 Lioo 7617233 - Van Nuys Bowkevend (North-South)

b I varios papars ths MTA hoe fle jn e corvest Orange Ling CEOA e, it buia i stainsd dhat Rapid
P mens mt sinching For Pioes- Woent s b fion: Ja Formsado Visliy bacimate o will ot bt poasibly for Raphd Buses
ummm Hﬁrﬂﬂ- profece O discwsdom wilh LA-DOT purvomnal bod w10

ekl mmmmww 'qu-a
et o ot of tha v ETL provese, ow homsat affort what
mm-umnuwmnhnns—r’-—th

- ol Werner

Cﬂw-‘—“— --_-—pnddn [ u.. o theai the wevel blme
prafeom for these b batie of shiier spmnp

h&rﬂtuﬂ“mﬂhmm o mignal = prufirancy

ety For B on Vidlny - 4 sexnilh by ther, o e juthed
m—mdﬂmmumn-ﬂﬂmwn——um
of mam — Rapid Bua
wmqmuumwmmmmuwud‘.whu_
ummu“mcmmmdaumm
of marvice and by s oo roasts aad rowic varisiions, sich s we e prposiag sl b e pigse
hat pdsos wealk and weit ilane for irast vebicies nd slisninaie Samfers

Comment 31-28

For the new rapid bus alternatives, MTA provided

evaluation based on all the metrics presented in the
DEIR and FEIR. No new metrics were introduced.

Comment 31-29

MTA did not consider separate north-south and east-
west Rapid Bus routes, but rather considered combined
routes as suggested by the commenter. The balance of
the statements concerning potential routes is noted for
the record. Please see response to comment 4-2
concerning selection of RB Alternatives and 6-3
concerning multiple repetitive iterations of study of
route variations. In addition, please see response to
comment numbers 20-46 — 20-79 regarding route
variations.

San Fernando Valley
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Sam m Vlﬁr I.-I»WDI Trassi Corvidar PNH Poge 16
g For Completion Of CEQA N
b msnwhmu.'n"
L Limes 9166 — San Fo RoadT

‘Boulevand
HNonheast, Phase THC, Docember 2005- hane 20068)
<. Potoutial Additional East-West Limes (liskod from North 1o Sowth)
. Limg 158 - Devonshire Streot

. Linc 163 - Shormas Wy
. Line 165 - Vanowen Streat
. Line |64 - Viciory Boubevard

st
:
Hi
§

d  Potential Adchtions! North-South Lines (listed from Esst o West)

1. Line 163 - Hollywood Way
2 Linc [52 - Vineisnd

" - 5 o v
L3 hwmunumduw-.vdumkmwu-m
variery

Sﬂhmm Wikibe e Msjor [ of Rapid
i propeaL, e sch, [ b i prart, whem it prewtriond

nom wailf abd, i of what may or may novbe
w-umhm.&m ﬂhhhﬁ.muﬂmh-h—

hmﬂdhumiﬁ.h- e ohetre b d dhat O Iaunu
mnmh-ﬂmws«ummmn-ﬁnmmmw
Enrovimaess b Nert-Sonh svvics Howne, We beki ———
o sarles of waly wnd North-Seoeth s hmvanqup-—u is fmclamenialy

Prwsd, ¥ istoed s i by af et S, Bt P, e o b wemt
wedd
For eample, dua llmhtl “m"‘)ﬂmmmhiﬁ'fﬂq hnm

we-qt-tnwummm—nruummwmmumamu
Dirsage Line 0 cperste Nork-South sarvice. Howrvar, e son-Orssge Line partian of this servior fs proposed i
. service, ol s Papid Bus mrvics.
Mﬂkmuunmvmhumhd-ﬁmﬂdmnm aad
bl irmilar P o parwenuring the optmal netwock of e Naphd Bun routes nd.
ther st morvioe i mprovemests

31-29
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San m Yalley East-West Transht Corvider Fraject Page 17
For Comp

OFf CEQA Bagwh

w

. Line 166 - Lankershim Bowleveed (Nove: There i a bine approved for
mmummsnﬁwwnsbnnasmm
i the Horth Holywood Red Line Ststion. We suggest stadying aporatiag
l\mManmmmchMLiﬁ:M)
Lime 230 = Luurcl Cemyen Boulcvard

Liee 17 - Coldwater Canyon Avenue

Line 158 - Woodmen Avcoue

Line 23 - Balios Boskevard

Lime 239 - White Osk Avenwc

. Line 154 — Tumpa Avemae

10 Lime 243 — Winsotka Avems

11. Line 243 - De Soto Avens

12. Linc 243 - Topenga Canyon Bovlevand

BV

© Porential Additiensl Horthwest-Soutiess! Line - Line 94 - Sen Formmndo Ruad
{for portions sot kchuded in cusrent MTA snplemevtation pine)

f Powenbel Sowthwest to Morthesst Lime - Line 1830 -  Hisllywood Glendale/
Pasadens/ AltadenaNotth Lake Averwe via Colorsdo Boulevard (partally in Smn
Fu-dv\i-lqr

Had Supgestions fior Rapid Bus Service - We offer the fellowing = polanbisl
Mm&-llmumnnmgnm posential for
Nﬂmmmﬂ&nuwﬁ!ﬂiﬂ!thﬂ'—bvﬁq
Rt wsers;

-

1. Victory — Wo suggest n Rapid B linc oo Viclary runsing from the

Burbank contral business disinict and'or the Bwbank Metrolink Stanon m

the East 0 Warmes Coster wndior furthor West, porbeps all the wey to

Vallcy Circle Boakevend

Sherman Wy Lankorshim - We suggest « Raped B hioe begianing st the

Universsl City Red Line Station, past the North Hollyweod Red Line

Station, thon 0 Shorman Wy

. For the Yictory and Sherman Wayllankershim Rapid Bus lines, we
suggex shudying rmule devistions.  SpeciBoally, Rapid Buses starting from
the Universal City Red Lime Station could rorn West, shermsiely, on
Victory and Sherman Way, snd Rapid Buscs starting from the Easom
tomminus of the Yictory Line could, aliernately, contimes West on Yictory
wnd turn North ow Laskerndim and then West on Shoman Way  We
sugpest this option because, for many San Femando Valley transit uscrs,
the mansfer wast lme, togother with having to wtilize two diffisrent
wehicles, is fir more of & preblem than & knger headway,

4. Topsmgs Canyon — We muggesl comlinuing Rapid Bua pervice on the
enisting T50-Venturn lin¢ wp Topemge, porhape sliemsting service ‘o
Topenga and Wermer Coeter.

3. We sogpent hooking of obe-bus service between the bigh it demand
arcas in the Morthcasiem srcas of the Valley mad the mujor Fasl-Wen

M

w

31-29
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Sas Pernands Valiry Esat-West Trassit Corrider Project Page 18
Ui Coasideracias For Comp O CEQA Regot

it corridors, such & Shonues Way, Van Owen, sad Viclory, Options
10 be mnadiod imchude {nuwing Srom Northeast e West):

i. Bramford and'or Osbore ko Woodman %0 Sherman Wey, Yaa Owen,
andior Victory, Simce we heve proposed Rapid Bus Lioes on Shorman
Wy and Viciory previously, ruansng & Bin on the Westem segment of
lhehﬁymdd\'uﬂmbnlmmthmddu

i Vam Nem b Sherman Wy, Vi Owa, sndion V) ctory”

V. Comsiderstions in Schecting Repid Bus Rowses for Inclusion in EIR Asalysis - We
that MTA we e following considerations im mriving a Rapid Bus routes
For inclusion ia the EIR ssalysis:

& Al Rapid Bus routes carratly in operat u.,, d for Irmph wion (TV.
&MRMIMHW ofl shternatives

b, Vickory Bosdevard should be iacheded is Alerostives e, 1LE, fl.g, and 115"

© Routes almady planned - Wahnuinﬂfﬂhnnpl.hh&wo{
Rapid Bus over the next soveral yemr  However, we have major probloms with
this plan — which was adopted by the MTA Board on the same day that i adopied
the SFV BRT - in that wo find, oddly, that MTA dees not propose ooe additisasl
Enst-Wesl Valley arvcrinl for Rapid Bas {which the cacoption of & shert East-West
loyg for the "Reacda™ line). Our problcms with the methodology wilined 1 seloct
Rapid Bas lincy s discozsed in Appendin 1. In ssmmary, we believs that MTA
waried with a deficient sclection methodology mnd then spplicd o incomeetly,

. W ecma dessil of origia s that MTA dons, 50 we are forned 1o saggest
o Bt o fnaw usage manpqnq..m
emmw-umwmm w—q#hh“ niiied wcering
rensiod, homt ot Shormmn Wry, Yen Chow, and Vickory, W belirve i e et Hicely w0 bt ofbor Easi-Woest Hnes
et North whory mch sarvicn may be justilied m wall.
Wnﬂ-“mlﬂhnﬂ“-ﬂ:mm“ !hlﬁuldmd’

" uhmumman_m-mhmu-ﬂmumm&-
_mmmum Lt bacuate thars arw moctions of the (irsage Lina llnmw
:_\'m ] e i e o e, s Viciory

i, e Oramge Ling js immacipaly sdfscent 0 Victory onby for twn seciiom, ioilisg i Gow miles of
hﬁ Mmhmmdmw”nﬂ\"mmm-‘mhnﬂwﬂ
medrting, Second, we puy fhe Viciory e
Mﬁnhhdhﬁ“nﬁvﬁwmmul&quhmdmm
Ttinem disiricd sadior i tha Btk Modrolink mation. Tisind, O propesr 420 0f what types of irmasi| mrvics
whoraled B iptried tw wikich rous: iizmson ofics iea ke to da with et Bees “runsing on op of tech oher =
1 showwrs |3 3 e o dfTerend types of servicss om tee /e ab pramed, teod e OF Dbece TP of 3arica mary
wyﬁlhw m-*ammmmamm.\—..mxm,w
Rapld Bur service, hm fac, it i very , Ip rbasipad
-—.lmum»ﬁdqwhmnwﬂumuw-m‘mm—it-ﬁm»
o cpurand b g very merrow trmsit orerider.) Fowlly, O copimi cost of iding Rapid Bus srvics m sastisg
rowtan by vary small ard e sdbdad oparming coms may sctustly be offeet by de sdded fart fevisue fom sew
pasmrgers

31-29

31-30

Comment 31-30

Please see Response to Comment No. 4-2 concerning
the selection of the RB Alternatives. Please see
Response to Comment No. 14-16 concerning origin-to-
destination time including walk time or time spent in
other transit to the bus transit service. The
commenter’s statements about the operation of other
Rapid Bus lines and the impact of the Consent Decree
are noted for the record.

San Fernando Valley
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Sll FM \'i‘; East-West Transit Covrider Projoct Page 19
S tions For Completion OF CEQA Ry

viclaling 8 own simiod methodology. Therefire, we belicve that the proper 31_30
mummumuuwmhrm“umm
shormanives I8 fo stirt Erosh, withowt wing the previows, fawed snalysis for
sything wve a supply of data, where such deta i complete, mocurate, and
spplicable

d Soreening Methodology - We propase s ieitia scroening metbodology based on

extating of passcnger oad, sversge trip kmgth,
fine length. {For details of why this methodology wex Appeadi 1l fer
» discussion of the problesss of MTA prior 1 Adber a short bist ia

itta A : o
hHImhhuﬂuﬂmhwsuMﬂhmﬂ
camparison of resaltn

Pﬂﬂuhyflﬂnrmlhﬂh’lh.wmummhdmmw
Iy TMTA's i
mumwrm»muwn-ﬂummg.
BAT, they do mot teke imto sccoust the effoct multiple casl-west roules would
mumm timc vercs & single busway, -d-im@:
trwved time does nol reader Rapid Bas infeasible or othorwise jusufy it reection.™

Mgm-drmmamwmd:hdnu MTA should

&umwuwmumwmmmm rervice
- ig alvo critical e u selection of e sppropriste rowles for comparison. MTA's
first 1wo bus rowses ~ Line 72V Wilshive- Whiktier and Line 730-Venlura - wem
implementod in way thal was deshpaed o moremes b ridership, md thin wae
extremely successfil, producing ridership increases of 25% 10 40%.  However,
MMMyummmmmmwmn
dhfferent manner, evidently designed to roduce oporsting expenses.

Rapicd Bus has the imteresting charscieristic of nol oaly cifenag supenor transt
service for pemesgers who e willing o trade Fewor mope for fter vehiclke
travel apecds, but hower opcrating costs per revenue vobicke mile of service and,
in most cases, per passeriger aed per paseoger mite The ressos For this is that,
because Ropid Bee buses trwvel fder tham local service buses, there wre more
round trigm per shift for each bus and for rach bus operator, thereby lowenng ot

San Fernando Valley Page 9-273
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snhrmlﬂ-ulq mw-rrnuuanuormm Fage 11

Comment 31-31
For C letion OF CEQA Ry

Please see Response to Comment No.31-42 regarding
Desprte the plaimiffs’ m:nﬂuh@lmhd(jbhﬂl&u 31-30

o, MTA et 0 b g tin h s of b S i cam o by the alternative of timed transfer route design and
. gy Bn&mhb’w e dditi | b i fi
Rapid Buy servico - nmmm that will on a S -

Ropid b i b e e S 1tional express bus service on freeways.
Em,wwm to make it clesr thet the prime divoctive showki bo iscreasing
ridership, wor atrmptiag W limit MTA axpendiises  Obwiously, com-
effectivences of exch preposed line is very imporiest, but, 18 3 gonorsl rele, Rapsd
Bus has bocn by far the most cosi-effbctive trarsit improvement thal MTA has
“IM

Of course, Lhere i3 1 pUIpose i eporsting service thal = ot required, and 1t is
npomible 1o exactly predict ridorship in advance. Our problem hem is we keew
that MTA's wandportation plannlng modsd hes & kisory of significandy wnder-
profecting bes ndership. This irses is discussad in VTII, below.

V1. WFITMIS&M', 0 be Considered m EIR '_ —\_lfc 31_31

sont-gffective bencficisl
ecommend their inchadon in MTA's snalysis of the fall scope of stomatives in
the pew ETR:

& TiMTu&fmudnup mmumknm’alww
program. W propose
the “trnditional” mmwmwmmmmmu
rowics amive o 8 specified iaxyover locstion i the aame Ume, allowing
wuwkhymhhlwﬂ:mwlm Becmne of masy
inhercnt in this type of roune design,
hub-and-spoke pencrally his Hule applicsbilty w0 routes and service wem
‘whero there ace short headways on 8 yigaificent portion of the lines, such
mamry porticas of e MTA scrvico meea South of e Hills
Hewever, in arcan with bus lmes with long headways, such m the Valley, this
whmmﬂ Hhﬂwqﬂm&uhh

such location,

o it in several
mu-mmwmumawmmm
agencied, such w the Universal City and Nowth Hollywood Red Line stations,
Metrotink stations, snd the Wamner Center Transit Conter.

Unfortunstcty, many of the locations where such comseny are placed, or &
mﬂMmmmlumhdarwm-m
tritaie for hub-and-spoke locations.  Evem more unforiunstely, Becro have
been major sticmpls i implemont such cosens in the past, in the Valley, that
have gone nowlere due, in great part, to profests of local rxidents o ther
clected officiels.
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Sumhlq !m—w-l Tirnasdt Corrider Pnjeu Pege 11

O CLQA R

We secomencnd revisiting b-and-spoke traesit ot sckected Valley locations
where the peyoffs are obvious aad { may not be impeesible o ke ssother
shot ot the political process.

Additionsl Express B sorvice on frooways, pamiculady where HOV lacy
are i place or plmnod — There are seversl existing HOW lanct in (be Valley,
plias others planned, where irnsil service on the fresways i betworn ovmimal
sad non-sxisiont, including lurge sectiens of 15, CAIDI, CALLY, CAIM,
CAIT0, and 1-405 — in oter wonds, cvery singhc frocway in the Vallcy,
Evidently, very few people sre swase of Californin Public Uilites Code
{PUC)N)DJSO wihich statcs:

A el wamsstions =l we tx onbneic mplcsble | e
incorporated and unincorporsted of the Canmiy of Los Angeles
ey ba ndopiod by the .oy Angelet County
socordanee

‘County Transporistion Comseisson in
with Part L6, (comemencing with Scchion 7251} of Diviskon 2
of the Revonue snd Tacstion Code, peovided thet s« majority of the checion
woting on the teomsemy vobe 1o suthoriee it caaciment &t 2 3pecial clechion
called for that purpose by the cosnemissn "

FUC §130154 states:

mmmuummm Traosporiation
G from the np snd wie Loy shali be
usod for public imnuit purposes.”

The probiemn that srises is that Preposition C - which LACTC piaced on the
November 1990 ballot, and was pested by the clecionie — mcludes the
umo{mwumcmmwm(mn(u
allocabed for adrisiatrative costs) to “tranit relmed improvestents
These fands have been wtbized primarily for HOV laves - and, under
California statwes, HOV ia mof recognized as traosit.

Mowover, LACTC stadT was very weil aware of this problem.  Thia can be
comchuively demonsrated by logal opimioms requested aad received by
LACTC and the uomeccessful miesapt, for aver o year, by LACTC o have
wmmmmﬁmxmawmmywm“mmy
hecama C on the baflot becauae there e no such restrictions oo
vt uses of sabes Lax proceeds for ballol momsres sponsored by these types of
govemmental wmits. Although LACTTC stiempied 1o get around s lhmitation
by adopting its own definon of "ransit™ in ity Ordinence 49 that inchaded
HOV lencs {the tegal name for what we know = Proposition C), teis iy ool

ku.u.-minm—.,m Kacw & Ellsc on his mbjct. up-:.ﬁnugh—nm
Richmon, Executive Duvcier, Los
MR OTI ml'dr(‘mm(mvﬂfﬂ

mmEsaion, Jumary 29, |

31-31
31-32

Comment 31-32

The commenter’s statement on the use of Proposition C
funds is noted for the record. Please see response to
comment no. 20-146 concerning Proposition C
proceeds. Please see response to Comment 31-42
regarding an alternative of additional express bus
service on freeways.
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San ﬁr-nh Vlﬁj F-lﬂv“t Tn-l Corvidur Fraject Page 13
For C: .

OfCEQA ley

valid under both commen scmec and & defisitive California AppeHume 31 _32
decision’ - 2 local governmentad legisistive body connot pess leguistion that
“gwernides” legislation passed by 2 Wl:ysllmbdy,-ﬂun-,ﬂu
California Legislsture.

If necemary, we can provide afl the documenttion = ihe sbove legal
iproblem, bul we nuggest that MTA Erst aflempt to soc if there are sy staff
from LACTC sndior County Coundel (which was [ACTC coussel before 1
wad MTA coameel) who are GaiHar with the sitostion,

In Hight of this issue, ther e two very good reasoms for MTA i study adding
o jeasl ono exprem. resle 0 overy Enghe milke of every HOV lasc in the
Valley that has recrived Propositaon C 25% funding in te new EIR:

1. There appesnt to be & demostarstad tramsit noed for tach lines, sad
F 3 If there i3 ot casl one exqress hae operating ou cach mike of every
HOV Junc, then MTA is ot least not in il violation of the

the smewst of iy wtitizstion of the HOV lanes farls 0 moet
even the lexst wringent de surieur leal, but & Feast MTA would
Bave the opportussty 1o argue what the standard showld be

¢ Redooed fires - As e been demomtissed comchisively by both e 1982 | 31-33
1985 50y fare” peogram and the more recont Conssal Decroe £ reductions,
perheps the sbeolule vimplenl, camest, quickest, md most econemicel ind
effective waty 10 incremse ansdt ndership i mply bo bower the faes. [n the
formes, the reduction in the caah e from 35¢ to 50y was evidently virnully
the sole canec of the 40% incremse in undinkod peoonger trips aver the Ueee
yoars of the progrem, the greseest riderakdp scresse of amy matuee traonil
wystem in the US. since World War [, by fw.  More recenily, the reduced
pess prices and mew fypes of pesses in the CD wero hey compoments of
turming what bad been s 11-year trend of loascs of 12+ million niders o year
imta  nx-yoar irvnd of adding | 3+ millon riders 8 year.

And, of oourse, MTA haa slways totslly refimed to cven consider reducing
Torcs 23 § means of increasng irsasit use. One msporac by MTA io the past
s boen that there in no fanding being svailable, but, & we know, s i3 not
question of the weailability of fumding for o fare reducton innsil uss increase
jpeogram, but rather, it is one of priontization of sponding of fands thet could
e wiitized for Hus purpose,

Cliy of K1 Cagom v Lomergen (19TE, 83 Cal App 34 072}

Comment 31-33

The commenter asserts that MTA should have
separately considered fare reduction. Comment F8-1D
in the FEIR suggested that Project funding be used to
implement fare reduction. Response to comment F8-
1D stated that this was not feasible:

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

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

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

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

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

Moreover, fare reduction is infeasible. MTA has not
raised fares since 1996. (MTA 2001 Long Range
Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County, Executive
Summary, p. 23.) The cost of MTA's transit operations
is already expected to fall well short of revenues,
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San Porusnds Viallry Eset-West Tromit Corrider Project Puge 14
el it Otk

For Comphetion Of CEQA Regs

We sugpen thet e most fmpoctant siegle crilerion for decisions of transit
agencics i rdership, and thit & program thal hes shows Lo be 30 incredsbly
effective im i iy ridership i3 well worth detsdled sidy.
Fuir and Consister Anadysis - A fair snd consisiont snalyus is cesemtial,
raiber than one which fevors the MTA favoeed siomstive.

1 the fird EIR for what became know m the Orange Line, MTA failod w0 do
this. The most signilicant exampie, of coune, was the fiilure 1o cven inciude
=3 an sltornanive the most logical option, that of & network of Rapid Ban limes,
which Second Appeitsie has ordered MT A o comect.

There are many other examples, however. Turning ko the nun times projoctions
For the yarions shernatives, MTA was forced 1o ademt, in the FEIR, that te
28.8 minue cnd-so-end rem tinse o what is now keow i the Oraage Line wa
never pusible - a8 was poisted out, in dotedl, by members of COST in their
comments o the DEIS/DEIR. Howovor, MTA las never “fixad™ the ogqually
obvious emror tn the 50 mimote Rapsd Bus run time botween Warner Center
and North Holtywood, While MTA wat forced 10 respond 1o DEISDEIR
comments from a COST member that the Rapsd Baw timee thown was mor' for
the Warmer Conter 1o Norih Hollywosd trip, bat between Wamer Center and
Ubsiversal C'Wy, s nm over  mile longer over & mone congesied, ower ey,
with fr more traffic signals el & lower speed imit, tham the mast obwious.
Rapid Bus conmection between Wamer Cemer and Morth Holtywood. it has
‘mever postod the projecied Raped Bus run Lime between the cod poinrs on the
Orange Line.

There are & puimber of ermors and inconsinencics in the actusl MTA vm ime
calculations. For exsmpic, the seanderd braking rie for such calculations is
30 mph'sccond, bt MTA evidently otifires & bigher rase in ity calculations
for Orange Ling ran times. This "saves time,” bt the faster rate of braking is
likely %o causse majer problemns with siandecs that will be thrown sroumnd the
intenior of the buses.

in the calculation of the run fime for the “misimum operating segrmend”
sltemative, there appear 1o be several errors and inconsistencies.  Foe
example.

1. The top speed of buoes opersting in “Rapid Bus” mode oa Victory Weat
of the “WN2S" bus rapid transil scgment is limited to 35 mph in MTA's
rwvel He calculation, even though this street s sctually pesied s 40

mph.

2. Time differences for identical operating sssamplions arc sl apparcal.
For the M, the avemge intersection delny o alations wat nine seconds,
w3, cight for the “Rill BRT™ shemative. Meanwhile, the run time for a
Rapid B is cleven scconds longer than for BRT on the sreer rueung
appmach to Wamer Center after excimfing amy differences de 1o mmaffic

| 31-33
31-34

31-35

including state and federal sources. (MTA Draft 2001
Long Range Transportation Plan for Los Angeles
County p. 7-7.) In order to manage the shortfall, an
increase in fares is being considered, not a reduction.
(Id. at p. 7-8 — 7-9.)

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

Comment 31-34

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

Comment 31-35
Please see Responses 20-22, 20-23, 20-28, 20-29, and
20-76 in regard to calculation of run times.
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Comment 31-36
probimedbivoibmat depdiprwpigiin 3l e Please see Response 31-35.

signad stopn, where both Rapid Bus ssd BRT would be opersting in 31-36
exactly the same way. If thore i soy difference st all, one wowld expect

id Bt 9 be fstar became tho BRT buacs would be makieg & right
e ke Rl B e ak N Comment 31-37
L e L L Pl 3135
| -
et el fn che LT A o ki mocets, CaBESEN Response '

hm—wﬂﬁ.ummmamuwmhdldhﬁhﬂm 31'37
and make applov-io-sppies companiwns. 1 for cxsmple, MTA proposes to

Rak B s (i s Sy B s b + v, o Comment 31-38
O it e  eeiesion o R B s e Please refer to Response 20-35.

modcls. IFMTA proposes the we of the sams 60-fookers for Valley Ragpid
Bus servics s il proposet w0 use on the Orange Line, the smalysis should
show. {1) the ratiomale for this, and (2) the same rotes of accclortion and
braking I there sre anry difftronces m such other timefspoed fSactors, tach 2
dwerll time, sipnad dedays, cic.. MTA showld provide detailed explanaions of
why such differences are proper i this comparison.

I Appendix H1, we provide scverl cxamples of how the nn tisse models
wtilived by MTA in the first ETR were (aulty,

YL Sxfoty - We kave previouwsly commented on the poor safety record of st-grade 31-38
Encilities kike the Long Beach Biwa Line and the buawsey opersted by Misow-Dide
Transit. h&m‘mmdeMnmmm_mm

imterrelmied experience
mdmmab—mumm The Houston Main Street
Tighat rasl systems bum & troin-va-cor coflision approximeely every four days Hage
opening. snd operates using the same type of “trming-io-the-mi ddle-of-the -street-
twough-grade-cromings thel are iscumbent in much of the Ormmge Lin
slipmment.

Tlnnmdmnmu-"muly B safety isvoe (althongh we are nol avare of sy

the traffic signals to require rod lights in all dircctions for & minimum of fifleen
scconds prios to & train being altowed 1o ovler the intersection. {1t is too early In
have cnuough data 10 acc what the isapact of this raflic signaling change is, but the
first returms appear o chow it reducing the collision rats - perlaps by wbowt half))
We have nol yet modelod what such & 15-secoad rule weuld do to surfsce
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Sas l’«u-lo\?lln lm-wm Tramit Corrider Frajeet Page 18
For

Of CEQA Req:

vilL Orheer | ! There ars af least theee other sipniRcant legal inmass that -
mw;wm”.:(ormmmtmqmn:;nm: should be 31 39

s Ovenge Lioe Staiors st FultonBurbank snd Coldwaster Camyom amt in
viclation of Sisle Statute — During the 19801 and carly 1990%, thes-Stae
Senmtor Alen Robbiss of Morth Hollywsod was sbie &0 introduce and get
cancted seversl provisions ko protect the imterests of SFY residents in tranall
maziers. One of the provisions he muhored, codified s Public Ulilities Code:
§130263, prohibited (what is now) MTA from building ny type of tramit
cxcept & ebway along pant of the former Southcra Pacific “Hurank Branch”
and placed other mmmllmm The following are the
thred most relevant subsections:

“{u} In the arcs betwees the western carb of Hazeltine Avenue sad & Ine
parabed i sl 50 feet west of the weskem cdge of the Hollywood frecway,
there may not be comstracted any cxclwave public mass tranart rull (regwhois
euddect jor indiaiy the gdbitson of this wond bie w the J00] Leguiative
session) guidcemy, rail rapid tramet or kight reil syviem, or olber track, other
than a# » subway system that is covered and below grade

"B In the mes described in sbdvision (c), no stetion mey be
construcied, other thn & stalion where e o entrance is locatad on
property that is currentdy pan of the Los Angeles Vislley College campus or on
that portion of the existing ruilvosd right-of- wy Jocated north of Hurbenk
Poukvand snd cast of Fulton Avene,

"} in the area below Twjungs Wesh snd ar least one mila 10 the casl and
wesl of Tyjungs Wash, thece may not be constracted sy exchmave public
mass tramsit rail guidewary, ol rapid tramai oc Hght rel sysiem, or other inack,
oher thar =8 & subway wsing boring technology as 5 deep bore subway located
ot Jeamy 25 feet bedow grousd, messursd from the existmg groosd level ko the
top of the nmnel ™

Oppoments of sarface transit gusdeways thought thet subsertion (a) woukd be
their strongest protection.  However, MTA was sbic 1o pat the word, “ruil,”
mided, in subsection {a), @ shown above, making the controbt on surface
tramit therein contained relovant onlby 1o rail fransit - and cxempiing busways.
Thia change way made very quictly in the last days of the Assembly seasion,
with virtually no sdvance motice, and passed withowl opposition in the rush w0
wljoumment.

However, MTA failed to have any changes mace to subsections (b) or {c) (b}
clanrly recuires amy stafion at the inkersection of Burbank/Fubon - regardfens
of she moue of transit guideway wilized — to be on the Nonhesst cormer, whibe
MTA bes designed the two busway station piatforms to be oo the Northwest
and Southess! comers.

Comment 31-39

The commenter suggests that the siting of the
Fulton/Burbank station violates Public Utilities Code
Section 130265. Section states, in its entirety:

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

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

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

(¢) In the area below Tujunga Wash and at least
one mile to the east and west of Tujunga Wash,

there may not be constructed any exclusive
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public mass transit rail guideway, rail rapid
transit or light rail system, or other track, other
than as a subway using boring technology as a
deep bore subway located at least 25 feet below
ground, measured from the existing ground
level to the top of the tunnel.

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

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

The arrangement of the Fulton/Burbank station does not
violate the Robbins Legislation. Although the station
platforms for the Fulton/Burbank station are located on
the Northwest and Southeast corners of the intersection
of Fulton and Burbank Blvd., the Robbins Legislation
does not impose a restriction on a busway facility,
including a busway station, which this station is.
Subsection (b) of the Robbins Legislation relies directly
on subsection (c). In subsection (c), it only requires any
rail facility to be a “deep bore subway.” It specifically
references the rail facilities as a “rail guideway”, a “rail
rapid transit”, a “light rail system,” or “other track.”
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Thus, Subdivision (b)’s language concerning the
placement of a station logically means a rail station and
not all types of stations. Rules of statutory construction
require that statutes be interpreted in context, by
considering the statute as a whole. The Robbins Bill
Legislation is unambiguously directed at restricting rail
facilities to deep-bore subways. Accordingly, the
placement of the Orange Line station at the intersection
of Burbank Boulevard and Fulton Ave. does not violate
the Robbins Legislation.
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~ . Comment 31-40
St ottt ot Compiion O CHOA B - Refer to Response 20-100 for discussion of bus weight.

In sddition, the bowaderies scl in subscction {c), mken in comext with (b, 31_39
prohibit the plicamnt of the stalion plisoed 8t Coldwmer Camyon - both the
Eant- snd Westbound boarding Brens, locaied Went and Eant of Coldwater,
respectively, sre wathin ooe e of the Tigangs Wash.

Alhough subsection (a) was changed, MTA is wadoubtedly sware that similar
chunges wese notf made 10 ubsectiens. (b) amd (c), snd Beere i3 & distinct
potcatial that these laws will be eakmced, whether by way of litigation or
thervise, 10 exchode t slations.

b Bws Weight - mmw«mmhmms-
Industries’ proposal to MTA™ for the 50-foot CNG mrtic's that MTA propascs 31'40
0 wtilize on the Orange Line, we aote thel the ktal vehicle weit for the
“sorvice load” test is shown s 62,050 pownds. Thia calculation is normally
mmmmwmm.mwmmmmm
and three siandices por sqaere moter of standig $pece, and sn asmumption that
sl smans woight 15 Klograms.

However, Califormia Vehicle Code Secbon 39534 stmes. "Notwithatanding
Section 35530, the groos woight on eny ome axke of & bus shall not exceed
20,500 powads.™ Em:flbeve-wnfwwmnwlyqn-dmoﬂ
three axdes - which is vienmily mever the cese, particularly with buses — this
bus would stil] be in viotslon of YCI4554, with an sverage weight of 21,016
posands per anke, humm.whmﬂmhwm
‘weight limit by thousssdy of pourds on the most hesvily weighted axic.” The
md&llﬂemﬁumklﬂw&ﬂyhmmmm
toar on the Califomis roads. ™

hmﬁwhmlmm-wmwllﬂdyhhmlﬁ:
Jegal maximums for street use i Cabiforaia ™

» There v this Lsen pri e TR brichanit Ut diecision b
L L fer thwe FEIR they WITA Bowrd bn Fabruary 2003 ~ mar MTA
mmlnmlw—amnw«mwm-nmw

Comnfwuus-}u‘hvllqmom‘tmmr April 3, 2003,

Uﬁ.awwmaucmmumm&—mm(w

sur,.l T a pericd of 20 umates of o hoas, but
syl e o psphichodriooipct;

BT MTA b evideenly wedh sware o, thiy facior judgiog bry e sl propossd v the MTA Board on July 22,
04, Agunda it surnbet 79 - 1mcwmhnm-uu-aw—umma.mm
r‘muupﬂﬁﬁlkw Frvement

mlﬂnmuhﬂmefﬂmdowu“hunrm-:nnumm‘mlv.lI-m-u
MTA ™ will e crosting doesas of public rusd srerts
o Sl Oramgs Lina ond-to-mmd iript sl will be oparming on the wpen m the extrors Wesbern o of e Hac
wpprimcibog Wirmar Comer
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San Fersande Yalley Exst-West Tramelt Corrider Prajert Page 30
B 'y Far Completion Of CEQA Bequi

MTA should porform weight icsts with & certified sxbe scale W desermine the 31_40
maimuan boad that wilf sflow this bus & be legally operted md adpet the
Orange Line opersting plan and costs accordingly.
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&lPMVMMWMTnMCMM Page 31
For Completian Of CEQA Roqui

APFPENDIX 1
EVALUATION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR CHANGE BY CHAFTER

Chapezz Tith B : Reqs
Surnary Reter 1o speciic Chaptens below for requarcd modiBcaions 1
1 Purpose sad Necd The Study Arca i3 clearly defined m the eatire Sam Fonande 31_41

Vallcy, but the vast majority of the discussion of mprovemwent
focmes solcly sa the Orange Ling and North-Somh fecdor

servica b the Oange Line, There nesds o & discussion of the
rolt of both gedewsy sod mon-guidewsy tramiit snd their
relationships to tremedt neods in the enrive Vi

2 Altemnatives mmm»b.mmummm
Conmdared mw»awunwmmmm 31-42
entice Valiey, mp-wﬂnw Rapid bas i one
olrvicus

3 Traaaportation Sching, | The focus noods to belier describe trnsil ravel, cxnting sad

Impucts, and Mitigation | potcntial, in the Valley, Tho obvigus gresest powentil for | | 3143
iocrease: in tamit usage is from curcead bransit users and those
Vidbey residonts, wockers, knd vititors with chamctaristics most
sizniler 40 cristing transit wvers.  The difficultes of tramfers i

mﬂmﬁw portion N&
¥ ATfociod Envicament | &m‘lmdnhulmuhﬂlﬂlmhﬂinlh:

and Envireamental Sowhen portion of the faland o the elire Valcy. Sisoe we 3144
Comsequencat have new , il i impacts neod
mumdnmw-ﬂm For the w00~
Orange Linc-only scmatives, the poselive Gnancial impsct 10
MTA (mnd the propenty lax basc) from the comversion of the
formar Burbank Branch property o other use and the proceeds
From the sale(s) o lesse(s) of such land should be disclascd. A1
o mimmun, there shoukd be o discuasion of the lesse income:
forgone by MTA when the 109 Barbeak Branch lessen were
terminated (discuossion W be placed cither here and/or Chapter
). ‘The study of zir quality needd o b taitored 1o the jmpact of !
| mproved Jocal bus tansit i rducing mot just sasobic s | | 31-45

Comment 31-41

Existing transportation facilities throughout the entire
Valley are discussed at 8-1.1.2. In addition, subsection
8-1.1.4 discusses transportation problems for east-west
arterials in the entire Valley. Also, guideway and non-
guideway planning efforts are discussed for context
purposes in subsection 8-1.2.

Comment 31-42

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

Comment 31-43
The Transportation Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

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

Comment 31-44

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

Comment 31-45

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

M
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3 Constrecwon lmpact

31-47

Comment 31-46

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

Comment 31-47
Please see Responses 31-17 and 31-18.

San Fernando Valley

East-West Transit Corridor

Metro revisep Felr

Page 9-285



Responses to Comments

Sen Fernands Yalley Esat-West Tramil Corrider Praject Page 13
Siguificant C For Compiction Of CEQA Ry
APPENDIX I

PROBLEMS WITH MTA PROCEDURE FOR
SELECTION OF NEW RAPID BUS LINES

In tursing to the cument MTA plan for Rapid Bwa™ - adopied by the MTA Board on the same
mmmuﬁvmrnhmm that MTA does 1ot propese one additions] East-
West Valley srtorisi for Rapid Bus. Smox both the East-West artatial streets sod the East-West
bua rouics arc geacrally (o longer than the Movth-South oncs, somctimes well over teice s
fong, this appes usesual, because the Janger the irip & paasenget i balting, the grester the time
saving by wing Rapid Bus. Rapid Bus on Rescor ma included in the proviows MTA Rupid
Dros proliminary plans, bat wat dropped by the most cooomt adopied list (cxcopt 11 8 componcal
of the “Resede™ Rapid Bua line botween Reseds and u i of ape fy Four
muder).

Why s no Vallcy East-Went artesial strcets or bus Haes proposed for Rapid Bun?

Going to the detaily of the MT A iafT report on “Metro Rapid Expansion Program.” on pp. 1-2 of
“Metre Raghd Expansion Program,” wider 2 Schoction Proceas™ — “destity Potestial Caadidate
Liney,” the following procesns stmemend of process sppesrs:

“The LRTP (TAM: Long Rmpe Trawporision Plan) Metro Raphd coscepnmd plan
Mwﬂmﬁﬁuﬂ@wiwﬂﬂmmbﬁduﬂ!ﬂuﬂ_l

was considered sufficent ot thet time. However, since then thers has boen 2 desire on the
MJWMIANMWW»M'M“W@MWHMM:
Metro Rapid candidates based on the premise thet cortam corridors had the Bocoyary
charachrristics o support Metro Rapid strvice and provided ecessary metwork fimkages,

'Mdy.lwmwdlmmdiﬂ_wm’:w
comsidered the thieshold for Mietro Rapid consideration, recognizing that most Muni fnes
ware shortar than MTA liney [hm.%nah;mmhﬁ—qﬂ
Operstions salT suggestad ming » now Breshold on weekday passenger
boardings per mile of rouke in onder \o fctor ow the efitot of the overall route iength.
The candidale noloction wes modi fied m refloct this approach.

“Mmirsem tresbolds for Phase Ul were ewablished st 500 weokday paaseriger bosrdings
per mike of rowte with .anmMa‘mmluinmngmuu&
mecessary ridership levels and opportnities for siguificant travel time wvingy wer met.
A secondary considersion, for pomible inchasion, was given o routes with bordings per
rouse mikc of 400 to 500 as noted i Exhibil 1. Thitty-six candidaie fines were salocied
Tor cvalustion ia the end ™

P Mekre Ropid Expaniscn Clam. WTA Board Meeting, February 28, 2008, e 31

3148

31-49

Comment 31-48
See Response 31-49.

Comment 31-49

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

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

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

In response, only Van Nuys (which was included as a
Metro Rapid corridor) met the 10,000 or more
boardings per day threshold. Topanga Canyon had
approximately 2,000 daily boardings. Victory and
Vanowen, although considered one line, are in fact two
separate corridors. Both lines are operated by one set
of buses and ride-checked as one line. As individual
lines, however, neither met the boarding threshold.
Moreover, they did not meet the boardings per mile
threshold of 500 after each was evaluated with respect
to employment density, population density, and transit
dependency. In fact, neither Victory, Vanowen, nor
Topanga Canyon had boardings per mile greater than
400. Therefore, none of the above lines were not
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. 1 “ _ included in the Potential candidate line list, Exhibit | of
Sl Coerobo Tr Compion 1 01 o ke the February 2002 Metro Rapid bus Board Report.
This is & curious approach, for several reasoms:
3149
1 Generally, spoaking, the longer the rouse, the highcr the ridership. One would think thet

mmmmhxnmmnhmwrormmuw
g doctaions for deph of Rapid Bans

2. Cenernily speaking, the Toager the rowic, the longer the sverage prssenger (rip length.
(Toviously, the longer tha trip kmgsh, the greser the benefil from speed iaprovements of
 given peroentage. For example, if we assume that A bus now has an avemge speed of
12 mph, wod thal Rapid Bus will offer & 25% speed incrosse (spproximsting the speeds
for curreat MTA local mnd Rapid Bus lince), then the Rapid Bux sverage speed will be 13
mph. For & pesscrger traveling two miles (spproximately hall the sverage MTA bus
unlinked trip hongth), the time of trevel is decressed from len minwies 1o cight minales, &
aavings of iwo minuses. For a passengor traveling eight miles {mpproximatcly dosbie the
wverage MTA b mmbinked trip lengrh), the time of travel is decreased from forty minutes
10 71 mimutrs, 8 savings of cight mimuizs. Obviowsly, the time wvings of Rapid Hus is
finr move important for & pasenger takang konger trips than shorier ones

Onc womld think that s obrviows criterion for Rapid Trensit rovte seloction should be the
scrusl benafit that individual travelers would receive. Far s passonger making o two-atile
Wip, the exirn wail for & Rapid Bus would ot ety be worthwhike if & “regular™ hocal
camae along firy, particularfy if the “regular’ bus hus stops near (o the tramsit Wip oniging
snd destinations  For someons taking 8 hﬂﬂmﬂ)’wmm‘mumm-
wo or three mimotes for 8 Rapid Bes would coramly be the rmﬂﬂmn copecially if
there wre resl-time, dependable “next bus will armive e ¥4 minetes” sighs.

3. Not considering avetage irip kngths hes two impacts  Firsl, it ignores the poist made
sbuve, that Rapid Bus time urvings 1 mors important o passcagens laking longer trips,
T‘hmﬂeﬁnumm Lines with longer sverage trip lengthy tond 10 bave

. MTA schodules bus tops primewily on the bass of peak Josds, If
mmwmmu:rumuwm thercfore, all zlse squel, there
are Fewer bowrdings on bus lines with longer sverage trip lengths.

Therefors, for two buses with sirsilar peak Joads, the line Bat ki the longer average trip
length »ill simost alwiys beve fewer bosrdings per hour. Therefore, not oaly does ot
conxidering mverage toip kength ignose te gresier benefils 10 prascngers wha Iska longer
wrips, bet, in fact, the bosrdings per hour rule thl MTA cstablished actually sctivety
works oguinit rowtes with passenigers who tke longer tripn bring considercd for Rapid
Bus tremment.

ﬂunhmmdn.:uh«wdwmmmkmmh
for it a combination of verage vger load (p ot
wehicle miles) ind sversge trip kength

4, Almowt el of the Rapid Bus lines adopted by MTA are relatively chose o siraight line
moutes, some with mimor bends  There are slmost wo lines with right sngle bends, where,
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San Fernsade Valley East-Went Transil Corvider Praject Poage 35
Sigaificant Co Fur Completion Of CEQA Reqod

Sor exmmple, where & bus could start heading Novih oa & Morth-Sowth Rapid Bus line, 31_49
then ham Esst oo % an East-Went Rapid Bun shipement o deliver people 10 & major job
m.ﬂnmdmwmw_m-mmhmmm

Tn this regard, plomc refr b0 Exhibit 1, MTA'S Rapld B candidme listing  Chacking il for the
SFV bus limes listod sbove, there are: four listod, out of the toted of 55

1. Line 94 - 3an Fernanda Road

2. Lioe 150 — Conoga Park/Wamer Centor/ Wentwra Boulevard Universal City — The vast
majority of thia line (s but spproximatcly 1.9 mékes) i oa Ventum Boulevird, which
already haa Rapid Bus - Line 750

Time 156 — Punorma City/Yies y LA City College

i

4. Linc 561 - Sylmer'Sas Femando Metrolink Station'Vae Nuys Boulcvand 1imied'Geny
Cemter Misewm/UCLALAX City Bus CosatAviastion Meiro Rail Station Express
(Lines 156 and 361 both run on Van Nuya, sithough 156 stops st Roscoe in the North,
Ouce the 561 keaves Van Nuys in the South, it oporstes pnmanly on Freeways, where
Mopid Bua it applicable )

Therclor, thare were oaly twe strocts thal did ot already heve Rapid Fan cvelusted in the
Valley, S Fornaado Road, nem the extreme Nocthess of the Valley, and Van Nup, » North-
South roulc pretty much in the middie of the Valley.

This taists & question. What happened to the sl the other [incs in the list sbove? Did not 2
mmdmmmwm,wwymwmwmmmmm
lime wide staradaed?

This appears doubtful, given snalysis in tha original ETR for the buswy peoject (FEIR, pege 11-
10y

“In the east-west dircclion, the hesviost bus fidership ccows slong Vaoowes Strect,
Vickory Boulevard, and Verturs Boulevard, North-south, the heavicst nidership ocours
along the southem sopmemt of Topange Ceayos Boskcvard uad Vs Nuyy Boulevand
Bus ridership mlowg tach of thes snterinla totals more: than 10,000 psscngers cach day.
The cast-west cormider has & daly bus ndendep in the mnge of 40,000-50,000

T

pescngens

Exchuding Venturs, which strcady hus Rapid Bus, there me cbviowaly four lincs thad pass the ald
10,000 boardingy/dey lcst - Vas Owen, Victory, Topangs Canyon, and Van Muys - from MTA's
own FEIR for the Orange Line. Vaa Nuys did make the MTA “Possible Candidsie Lines” list,

" FEIR, Viohane 1, 1-1 2§ Public Treampartation, page 1-10
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Hsa Fernande Valey Esst-West Tromait Corrider Project Page 36
Sigaifcant Cr ions For Completion OF CEQA

bt the othet three shoukd bave beea comidered wnibess they failed 500 boardinga/mile text of the 31-49
Towered 400 boadiags/mila o,

The segment of Topanga Camyon Boslcvard where transit operales is spproximancly mine milay,
sd the ol lino length is spproximately thirteen miles’, Therofore, even if onc enames the
inimnon, 10,000 bordings, thet is still approximatcty 750-800 boardings per route miko {more
on Topanga itself), which woubd sppear 1o place it just umdes the middie of it of the 53 transit
strocts on the MTA candidate hist. However, this Line isa't oa the list. [t is not cestain why.

Perhaps MTA didn’t place this Hnc on Lhe list becamse the portion of tha rwic on Topengs
Cunyon i only minc miks and thes Seiled the ten mle tesl. Howover, if this was the remon, then
ocerimmly Rapid Boa oa Ventura Bouloverd, which actuslly russ on Topanga Camyom il it
‘Wesern end, could be joined wp with Rapid Bus on Topange. The ridorship i definitely there,
and would allow this hesvily stilized fransit stweet w0 be weed for Rapid Boa. Mareover, the
Topangs-Yetur Commection is & hoavily wilirod anc for ramfors, making this an cven more
obviows linking. Indood, MTA route 150, the Venturs Bowlcvard “Jocal™ line, doer opersto on
Topanga Canvpon Norts o Wysadotis Street, North of Sherman Wy,

Indecd, it appears m though the reles ~ inchuding the kon mile rele, if that is what couoed
wamwhmﬂdﬁ-mmhtlﬂdm—wuwhmﬁm
Thenible.

Returning 4o Victory snd Vea Owen, both appear 10 be just less tham twenty miles i length.
mmmmﬁ;mﬁkmummm-ﬂimwmmﬂtmir
we sssume That nidership i the absolate minimem 10,000

Yet, none of these were cven placod on the Exhébit | - Powential Candidate Lines list.

For Victory, it may b that # wes disqualified because the Burbank-Chandler BRT alignment
rurs. faiely closc 10 it for wll of its bength mnd litorally right next 10 it for spproximatcly four
five mikes

There is venaialy no much pelicy staicd la the MTA Board report om Rapid Bus. One of the fire
two Ragid Bus lincs, Line 720 on Wilshire Whittier, rems quitc literally “right on top™ of the Rod
Linc, s within a bleck of L. from Wesiom Avemue to dowmiown Los Angoles One of the next
+ix sireets scheduled for Rapid Bus s Yermonm Avesue, where the fod Line run from Wilshire
10 Hollywood  Line 60 — Lobg Besch Avenue — schoduled in the second phams 1o be
imphemencd, largely packliels the Bluc Line for its eotie length.

Tn sy event, regandiess of whry Victory and Vs Owamn did st even make the preliminary st for
cvaluation in MTA'S procedume two years 830, those ressoms do mod appesr 1 have sy validity
3 Thars ma prveral &b fFuvent bos Hivas et operssc on ol or part of Topangs Casyon B 10me rousings mey
e chaged during fha s poriod of sad slaca this smdyss The curvest st Gt operase ou Topunge are MTA
Mmes 150, 1866, D68, 243, 426, sl T50; Arietope Yallay lint 87, LA-DOT Corammaer Exprom et 422 sad 373,
Bants Clarits Ene 791, mtd Sumi Valley bina C
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San Fersasds Valey Esst-Went Traneit Corridar Prajact Page 37
Canviderstivas For Completion Of CEQA

o Rapid B s b svabiid o thes e other SFV weiahe o part of this mow EIR ]31_49
process™,

-un-w.......' m 5 s o e, E,auu.nma,,:.;m
wwwnﬁ_— m;nmmﬁa&ydmmw
ﬂD-p Md’-whﬂﬂl mkm'ﬂwulm.ﬁﬁum

» e Lavings armct & hmchn
sevica mnd creing e bl Wit with e erd bam prvice. Dotk
Iﬁlﬂ:&"hlw—ilﬂlu. mm-—mwnwumu—-

COST members chonedy Sollcmwed the proyr s of s Rapid Dus suey bt i S
whn o wan e vy, [ i, ol 4, e beelied theat the [ i Jh—
maum-wth——unmnmumm Want i i o b,
Rowever, bew ¥ . |l appaany
Mlh,hhlnmmhﬁ Wo‘! e U ol [ o
Mumﬂqm = il ‘*;“'"Au i idered

o et ow i wuuummum«--m
b $, M s bad howr : sabection

m“unm‘-rmn

m—umm-wﬂg“uh-’mw of ey *20%, wweel Nime suvings”

af wy criverhon tessosely ¢hoss by sach, om say of their 14 pagpes, e s thord say bndboation In amy the of masy
aritarion

Mdh-d-ﬂl
W fnd ivaiebe ical epent of i
M;ﬂpwp}mhhﬂmﬂm P S am i f the sohecsion

maﬂumﬂd*ﬁqdhm%-ﬁuhmhm«-mm:
w v d L 1 Los Asguben You vhars b5 decussionm of radic
wmwﬁMmeﬁhmtmlnmw T ok appear o
mmmnyﬂmnhm&ummdmm

Tnbis § 9 kb Creplmet stms, “The p g £rests with ot rafMc
It ot Bt porformsnce sffers o & rest of congestion. mm»amtuhﬁnlnmm

jon Progrem. (13 AR 12750,} Congest Pevonshire St , Roscos Bhvd . Shirrom Wy,
Vanowsn ., Vickry Titwd, Crcxand 32, Burbank Bivd sad Chandis Blvd. would proves Papid Bay from
Mkm-ﬂdﬂw# ' S
i who will by pleased i k&

ccmgestion el cold bepal muwm mmwmmwwﬂymmm
a0 Wikshiey Bl and Venturs Bivd , the vt two Rapid Bust [laas, sex wil it ever exi o South Brosdmay,
Varmons, Fico'Vemios, Flaremee, Sous, Van Noy, Cosinl, Sests Monica, Hstharne, Long Beach,

Hallywood Faictis, Weewrn, Baverly, Vernoe/L sCiansge, Adimix, Sea Fernaado, South Sepuiveds, Went
{Continued)
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Also, ¥ appoers el there arc other Villey bus lines that would pass the 10,000 bosiding sad/or

wtilized porncrs of the romie — which meand exchiading most of Fallbrook sad
Alameds - e ridersbip pev mile i lmest conainly weil i cxcass of the 400 boarding:
ot Tevemise wile mindmum,

h\pﬁdrdﬂ'm*mumm-ﬂdhuﬂmmm
[pemsenpocmile ML,

Funaily, Line 190 - cabe/Pasadena' Al Horh Lake Avesue vis Colormdo
Pomlevand - Munﬂbnh?ﬂhwhhm*hﬁvuhm
or Rapid Bus viate.

Obymgac, Unrrey-Clarres. Mischwsser, Cismsiuraeflomerery, TorremLsng Boack, o Limcois, te lasy

for Ragid Bus e roprt (B Tl A, Tagh Phasing™).
.wlm|u hﬂ-:l:m- w*-mﬂlﬂu.ﬂdmwdm
vinge, walflc sty e b
maﬂ;mlmuhmhh“m“n*hhu‘—

Aguin, thare o o pohanly 5D SErEon whesas-sver s my “MFST rade (s the “Mesrs Rapld Expassion.

Ll drarusiog e HMI e,
Iﬁ_ﬁ_‘—*#ﬁﬁdﬂkh“ Gui-: ol ‘-n“ w-.w:“-h
—#"_,,_* b sty whan the 2% g™ and e~ swsrm
[y ——ar sl 10 ballers e d *"MMWPWW

mmd-m-uﬂ-nh-mmuwuluhmhm

31-49

Responses to Comments
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San Fersands Valivy East-West Trassit Corridar Preject Page ¥
Significant Cs For Cosa piction Of CEQA Regoi

do know s thal overall by ridenthip ham imcoescd significantly from 1994 med 1957 10 the
wh.nnhwnﬂﬂewmm“wmdmmﬂm

[t is unormmaie that we do not have mors current ridcrainp data avilable from MTA. Whatwe | 34 _B5()
mmummwdkm-muMMmeorm
avel.

states s wiilizad i the feport 10 1he MTA Board, wnd the methodology thet is sxtually utitived.
Evidently not all e lines thal met the st for qualifying fx

anummmuu.uormmmmhmlm l 31-51

Comment 31-50

For equal comparison purposes, data that was available
during the original study was used.

Comment 31-51
The comment is acknowledged for the record.

M,
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Comment Letter 32 Comment 32-1

The comments are acknowledged for the record.

MTA SFUSHD PLANNING Fax:213-928-63568 Dec 7 7004 B:i) P. 02

-

Roger L. Martin

Progect Manager,

San Fanando Valley-Nocth County Ares Teara
Metropolitan, Transport Authority

Coe Catsway Flaes Mailsop 99-22-9

Len Angeles, CA 9001 2-2952

RE; COMMENTS ON DRAFT REVISED FINAL E.IR for
SAN FERMANDO VALLEY EAST-WEST TRANSIT
CORRIDOR. dated Oct 2004 {Valunye 4 Chapter )

Do Sir:

[ support Rapid Bus Network for the following reaons: 32-1
4} COST SAVINGS: $72-92 million vs. $300 million fior e Orangs Line
b)) Transport more pecple
<} There wre 43 Schools along the Orsnge Line-Concam for studont safery -~
&) Time: Rapid Bus tekes only 1.7 minutes koager than thie Orange Jine
e} Quality of Life Issues — enviromental.aw quality raffic delays on Orange Linc

AmslX AL

-296
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9-4 ERRATA

The errata section identifies revisions to the text of the Final EIR and the Revised FEIR.
Revisions have been prepared based on written letters of comment provided by responsible and
reviewing agencies, and/or the community that were submitted to MTA during circulation of the
Revised FEIR. The errata notes the page location of the Final EIR or the Revised FEIR where
each revision occurs and cross-references the comment submitted by that agency and/or
commenter that is addressed in the text of the Final EIR or the Revised FEIR.

Page S-41 of the Final EIR incorrectly stated that air quality impacts during construction of the
BRT alignment would not be significant. The analysis in the main body of the Final EIR
correctly concluded that there would be a significant adverse air quality impact during
construction (see Section 5.8 on page 5-32 of the Final EIR). Therefore, the “Minor Adverse
(Not Significant)” wording in the Residual Impact: NEPA (CEQA) column is being corrected to
say “Significant Impact After Mitigation for PM;(.” The Revised FEIR noted this error and
correctly stated that there would be a significant adverse air quality impact during construction;
therefore, no correction is required in the Revised FEIR regarding this issue.

Table 8-6.6 (Year 2020 Transit Travel Times on Valley Arterials (in minutes)) in the Revised
FEIR is being revised to correct manual computation errors that were discovered in responding
to Comment 20-77. This correction has no affect the model’s forecast of ridership for the RB
alternatives. The corrected table is provided on the following page.

The following revisions are being made to the third paragraph on Page 8-6-11 in the Revised
FEIR:

For Victory Boulevard/Lankershim Boulevard, the Rapid Bus alternatives are
modeled as an—+ a 20 percent speed improvement over the TSM Alternative,
compared to the potential speed improvement of +5 7 to 39 33 percent for travel
times on the BRT Alternative. Travel times on Sherman Way are improved by 18
about 18 percent for the RB-5 and RB-3 alternatives. Travel times on Roscoe,
Reseda and Topanga Canyon are only improved under the RB-Network
Alternative.

The next to the last paragraph on Page 8-6-17 of the Revised FEIR is being revised as follows:

The three Rapid Bus alternatives and-the BRTAlternative would each result in
one long-term significant environmental impact that cannot be mitigated, and the
BRT Alternative would result in two temporary and localized significant
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated. The three Rapid Bus alternatives
would have a long-term an unmitigated significant land use impact because they
are not consistent with certain land use goals and policies (see Section 8-4.1 of
this document) while the BRT Alternative would have a temporary and localized
temperary significant construction noise and air quality impacts (see Sections 5-8
and 5-9 of the Final EIR). Thus, although both the BRT Alternative and the three
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Rapid Bus alternatives are relatively similar in that they result in only one or two
unmitigated significant impacts; the construction significant noise and air quality
impacts associated with the BRT Alternative would end at construction
completion while the significant land use impact associated with the three Rapid

Bus alternatives would be ongoing through the life of the land use plans.

Fable 8-6.6: Year 2020 Transit Travel Times on Valley Arterials (in minutes)

Corridor Limits TSM BRT RB- RB-5 RB-3
Network

Travel Time (in minutes)’
BRT Right-of-Way Warner Center — = 28.8-40.0 -- = s

North Hollywood
Victory Blvd/Lankershim | Warner Center — 43.0 -- 344-387 | 344-387 344 — 38.7
Blvd North Hollywood 471 447456 | 447458 417 —456
BRT Right-of-Way De Soto-Laurel Cyn - 23.9-336 - - =
Victory Blvd De Soto-Laurel Cyn | 32.6 - 271-298 | 27.1-29.8 27.1—-29.8
Sherman Way De Soto-Laurel Cyn | 33.4 -- 27.5-304 27.56—304
Roscoe De Soto-Laurel Cyn | 33.8 27.8-30.9 - -

388 B 336—364

Reseda Devonshire-Ventura | 23.5 18.7-211 - -

Blvd B 209
Topanga Cyn Chatsworth Metro- 17.9 14.4 — 16.1 -- -

link Stn - Vanowen | 22.9 B 214229
Average Speed (in miles per hour)
BRT Right-of-Way Warner Center — - 196-27.2 - - =

North Hollywood
Victory Blvd/Lankershim | Warner Center — 17.3 - 19.2-216 | 19.2-216 19.2 —2186
Blvd North Hollywood 158 163—178 | 163—7%8 163 —1£8
BRT Right-of-Way De Soto-Laurel Cyn -- 21.0-296 -- - ==
Victory Blvd De Soto-Laurel Cyn | 20.3 - 221-244 | 221-244 221 —244
Sherman Way De Soto-Laurel Cyn | 19.9 - 21.9-243 21.9—-24.3
Roscoe De Soto-Laurel Cyn | 19.8 21.8-—-241

10 B 18-3—200 B B

Reseda Devonshire-Ventura | 15.4 17.6 - 19.9

Bivd B 17.8—194 N -
Topanga Cyn Chatsworth Metro- 17.1 _ 19.0-21.3 _ _

link Stn - Vanowen 158 1865—202
Percent Improvement over TSM Travel
Times
BRT Right-of-Way Warner Center — NA | 7-33%° - - --

North Hollywood 38%
Victory Blvd/Lankershim | Warner Center — NA - 10 - 20% 10 -20% 10 — 20%
Blvd North Hollywood 3I—H1% 3—H1% 3—H5%
BRT Right-of-Way De Soto-LaurelCyn | NA | 0-27%" - - -

H—36%
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Victory Blvd De Soto-Laurel Cyn NA - 9-17% 9-17% 9-17%
16% 18% 16%
Sherman Way De Soto-Laurel Cyn | NA - - 9-18% 9-18%
10% 48%
Roscoe De Soto-Laurel Cyn NA 9-18%
Reseda Devonshire-Ventura | NA B 10 - 20% _ _
Blvd 4
Topanga Cyn Chatsworth Metro- NA B 10 - 19% _ _
link Stn - Vanowen 0—7%

'Arterial travel times based for rapid bus based on range in transit signal priority frers generally representing 10% to 20% improvement over
standard modeled local bus speeds to-20%-improvement. (Transportation demand model uses the approximate 20% speed improvement.}

®Percent improvement over TSM on Victory Boulevard.

Source: MTA transportation model, Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc., Manuel Padron & Associates, 2001, 2004.
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