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913 Meridian St, South Pasadena, CA
www.SPPRESERVATION.org

February 19, 2008

Ryan Kuo
Robert Huddy

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
Re: DRTP/DEIR Comments

This letter provides the response of the South Pasadena Preservation Foundation (SPPF) to the

Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (DRTP) that proposes listing the SR 710 Tunnels on the
constrained list and the Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Program Environmental Impact

Report (DEIR).

By way of background, SPPF has been involved in the SR 710 Freeway Extension issue since
the 1970's. We are members of a broad coalition of national, state and local organizations that
oppose this freeway extension. We are also co-plaintiffs with the City of South Pasadena, Sierra
Club, National Trust for Historic Preservation, California Preservation Foundation, Los Angeles
Conservancy, Pasadena Heritage and the South Pasadena Unified School District in City of
South Pasadena, et al v. Slater.

In 1983, the foundation was renamed the South Pasadena Preservation Foundation formerly
known as the Jean Driskel Cultural Heritage Foundation. Our mission is to foster awareness and
appreciation of the historic heritage of South Pasadena and to advocate and facilitate
preservation of significant examples of that heritage.

The proposed SR 710 Extension or SR 710 North is incorrectly designated an Interstate (l) in the
documents. Since the early 90's the City of South Pasadena, SPPF and others, including FHWA,
have continually tried to correct this error. This is a prevalent misstatement that SPPF hopes will
be corrected in the final RTP and EIR and any future documents produced by SCAG and others.

SPPF agrees that the proposed SR 710 surface freeway be removed from the DRTP. This
project has languished for thirty years under an injunction, due to severe negative environmental
impacts, while Caltrans produced multiple drafts of an EIS/EIR. Ultimately the federal and state
approvals for this project were rescinded.

There is no future for the surface SR 710 project. And, there is no reason not to return/restore
the five hundred properties owned by the state in Pasadena, South Pasadena and the Los
Angeles community of El Sereno, many historic, to private home ownership and restore the
neighborhoods in the corridor cities.

In the DRTP, the proposed sub-surface tunnels are not without their own set of negative
environmental impacts. SPPF's comments are based on the information contained in the MTA's
6/7/2006 Route 710 Tunnel Technical Feasibility Assessment Report by Parsons Brinkerhoff.
There are impacts on historic resources and sensitive receptors as well as environmental justice
issues.



There are severe impacts on historic resources at the tunnel portals and around the ventilation
towers due to the large numbers of resources in the three corridor cities. (See 710 Corridor
Historic Property Summary prepared by Glen Duncan 2/11/2008) In particular, at the north portal
entrance in Pasadena where one of the proposed ventilation buildings might be located, Singer
Park, Markham Place Historic District and Pasadena Avenue Historic District would be severely
impacted by demolition, construction, noise, dust, decreased air quality, the visually negative
ventilation buildings, ongoing operations and an increase of two to three times the number of
vehicle trips that currently occur.

South Pasadena may have lesser impacts, but negative impacts nonetheless abound around the
mid-point ventilation tower or towers. It would be impossible, due to the five historic districts and
individually eligible properties in the city's corridor, to locate one or two of these towers without
major impacts.

The Short Line Villa District and individual resources in El Sereno would be impacted by the
possible interchange at Huntington Drive and location of the mid-point ventilation tower.

In the entirely built out SR710 corridor there are many sensitive receptors...schools, residences,
churches, nursing homes, libraries, auditoriums, parks, and a premier medical facility. These will
all suffer negative impacts with the previously mentioned activities related to construction and
ongoing operations at the portals and mid-point ventilation tower locations.

There is a particular concentration at the north portal in Pasadena with Huntington Memorial
Hospital and Day Care Center, Sequoyah School, Waverly School, Pacific Oaks, Cottage Co-Op
Preschool, Maranantha, Westridge and potentially Kids Klub as well.

In South Pasadena, the mid-point, there are St. James and Calvary Pre-Schools, South
Pasadena Middle and High Schools, Arroyo Vista and Marengo Elementary Schools, South
Pasadena Library and Almansor Center. In El Sereno, another potential mid-point tower location,
there are Sierra Park and Sierra Vista Elementary Schools that could be affected.

There is an environmental justice issue in the largely Hispanic community of El Sereno, the
location of the southern portal. Due to grade and water issues, it would be more advantageous for
the contractor to tunnel both bores south to north as currently proposed.

This construction advantage would concentrate most of the construction impacts at the southern
portal and create unequal, more severe impacts in El Sereno compared to the cities of Pasadena
and South Pasadena. Additionally, the years of construction and eventual operation of the
proposed freeway would be located virtually next door to Cal State Los Angeles (over 25,000
students) and the Children's Court.

In conclusion, because of all the stated negative environmental impacts, plus those not known at
this time due to the lack of a thorough substantive study and years before environmental
clearance, SPPF feels it is inappropriate to list the tunnels on the constrained (funded) list in the
RTP. Many more deserving projects that are environmentally cleared and ready to construct, but
for lack of funding, should be placed on the constrained list in place of the SR 710 tunnels.

Steven Karr
President - SPPF
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CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
1414 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
TEL: 626.403.7230 FAX: 626.403.7211

February 19, 2008

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re: Comment on Regional Transportation Plan and its Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

The City of South Pasadena appreciates this opportunity to comment on the draft
regional transportation report (RTP) and its accompanying draft environmental impact
report (DEIR).

Overview and Interests of South Pasadena

As stated in the scoping comments submitted by our city manager on July 31,
2007, South Pasadena desires to contribute to improvement of Southern California’s
transportation mobility and efficiency, while preserving the values and qualities that have
defined our city’s character for more than a century. As a first priority, South Pasadena
needs to secure the complete elimination of the long-enjoined and now rescinded state
route 710 surface freeway, and concomitant release from State ownership of the
properties acquired for that surface route. The South Pasadena City Council does not
oppose sound, route-neutral research of a bored tunnel alternative to the construction of a
surface freeway in the proposed route 710 corridor. The city also supports further
emphasis on rail to move both goods and people in the Southern California region, and
thereby reduce the present heavy reliance on motor vehicles, particularly diesel trucks.

The city is therefore grateful to read that the draft RTP and DEIR have (with one
exception) removed reference to the surface freeway To pursue its exploration of the
tunnel option, the Southern California Association of ~ vernments (SCAG) can include a
bored tunnel alternative in its RTP, but only asa gic” project; the sently
falls far short of the criteria to qualify as “cos M -ver, ‘ in
the RTP and DEIR deserve clarification or correction. ‘ ‘
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Clarifications and Corrections
State Route 710, not Interstate

In virtually every reference to route 710 in the RTP and DEIR, the proposed
project is described as “I-710.” In fact, as stated in the 1992 Final EIR/EIS on the
proposed State Route 710 Extension, the proposed highway is a state highway, not an
interstate. The project cannot be deemed part of, or as frequently asserted, the “last
remaining link” of, the Eisenhower system. With its removal as a surface route, the 710
will join other proposed freeways such as route 2 through Hollywood and Santa Monica,
route 1 through Hatton Canyon, and others that have not stood the test of time since their
initial proposal in the 1950s and 1960s.

Historic Resources Understated

The DEIR, chapter 3.4, and table CUL-1 purport to list all historic and cultural
resources protected by federal and state law. Table CUL-1 and the text in chapter 3.4
fail, however, to include all properties eligible for listing in the National or California
Registers, all of which are protected by section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), section 21081.4 of the Public Resources Code. To
complete the list of these properties, which are in abundance in South Pasadena, the city
attaches into and incorporates as attachment A to these comments the 710 Corridor
Historic Property Summary, prepared by Cultural Heritage Commission member Glen
Duncan. This list reflects the properties determined to be eligible by the Keeper of the
National Register and State Historic Preservation Officer in the section 106 review of the
surface freeway corridor.

Knowledge of the breadth of South Pasadena historic properties is vital to
appreciate the harm that must be avoided to them through measures such as selection of a
possible tunnel alignment, and adoption of alternative strategies that would eliminate the
need for a tunnel extension through South Pasadena.

“No Project” Not to Include Property Acquisition

At page 4-2 the DEIR asserts that “no project” includes right of way acquisitions
“underway.” The final EIR should clarify this statement, and make clear that whether
“no project” can include other acquisitions, route 710 acquisitions are not underway.
Nearly continuously since 1973, a federal court injunction has prohibited property
acquisition by the State, so that such acquisitions cannot be deemed “underway.” See
City of South Pasadena v. Slater, 52 F. Supp. 2d 1106 (C.D. Cal. 1999).

Moreover, in the RTIP listings on page 7, item 2009 should be deleted [partial
right of way for new 6 lane freeway with 2 HOV lanes], because such right of way
acquisition is enjoined as stated above, and there is no approval either existing or pending
for a freeway of six lanes and 2 HOV ones. (See next section.)
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A Surface 710 Freeway Cannot Be Included in the RTP

The RTP and its accompanying EIR do not include a surface 710 freeway, and
cannot be amended to add one at this time. In December 2003 the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) formally withdrew its approval and support of the route 710
surface freeway, and in April 2004 the California Transportation Commission (CTC)
formally withdrew its approval of the surface freeway route adoption. The city attaches
to and incorporates as attachment B into these comments the FHWA and CTC rescissions
of approval.

These withdrawals of approval have been validated by statements made by former
directors of the California Department of Transportation and the immediate former
executive director of the Southern California Association of Governments, asserting that
because of its environmental cost and unacceptability to local communities, the state
route 710 surface freeway will never be built.

Nor is it necessary that the surface 710 freeway be included in the RTP for air
quality conformity purposes. As explained by the regional administrator of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in her letter of August 22, 2000 to
Congressman Adam Schiff, this one project alone will not determine Clean Air Act
(CAA) conformity in the South Coast Basin and is not necessary for that purpose. The
city attaches to and incorporates as attachment C to these comments the EPA regional
administrator’s letter.

Finally, any reliance on the 710 surface freeway in the conformity determination
would unlawfully distort its analysis. In effect, the CAA determination would become
reliant upon “paper air”—that is, alleged air quality benefits that exist on paper but have
only a remote, if any, chance of becoming a reality. By contrast, the Clean Air Act
requires modeled compliance demonstrations to be based upon realistic assumptions.
See, e.g., 42 U.S.C. § 7502 (c)(4) (SIPs “shall include a comprehensive, accurate, current
inventory of actual emissions from all sources of the relevant pollutant or pollutants in
such area”); Sierra Club v. Costle, 657 F.2d 298, 332 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (modeling
assumptions must “reflect reality”). Realistic assumptions are indispensable to the RTP,
whose analysis of long-term transportation infrastructure developments depends upon an
accurate description of the projects, plans, and policies the transportation agencies have
committed to pursue. See 49 U.S.C. § 5303(c) (planning requirements); 40 C.F.R. § 106
(content of plans for conformity determination); 40 C.F.R. § 93.122 (content of regional
emissions analysis). Indeed, the plan, which will guide future transportation and air
quality planning, must be grounded in reality to have any lasting value.'

' Courts adjudicating the Clean Air Act’s requirements, including those in the
Ninth Circuit, have consistently rejected plans that are based upon assumptions that,
much like the assumption of a viable surface freeway project, do not “reflect reality.” For
example, in Delaney v. EPA, 898 F.2d 687, 692-93 (9th Cir.), cert. den. 498 U.S. 988
(1990), the Ninth Circuit rejected EPA’s attempt to rely, in approving a SIP, on emissions
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A State Route 710 Tunnel Can Be Included in the RT. P,
But Not as a Constrained Project

As stated in the introduction, South Pasadena is not opposed to sound research of
a bored-tunnel route 710 option. Toward that end, South Pasadena believes it appropriate
to include the tunnel in the RTP as a strategic project, to permit such long-range
examination and planning. South Pasadena emphasizes that existing city policy opposes
any form of freeway construction through or under the city, so that this comment should
not be construed as supporting the tunnel concept.

By way of overview, to be detailed below, the initial inquiry into the tunnel
concept did not establish either engineering or financial feasibility. That inquiry, referred
to in the RTP workshop wrap up of November 1, 2007 (page 4) as a “technical study,”
did not determine feasibility. For that reason, the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and Los Angeles County METRO proposed in December 2007
to initiate new geo-technical studies in order to “determine if a tunnel option is feasible.”
This analysis will, pursuant to the METRO board’s direction in March 2007, not include
environmental analysis that would otherwise be provided by an EIR or environmental
impact statement (EIS). Not surprisingly, METRO does not include the 710 tunnel in its
constrained plan.

Thus at this point the tunnel option cannot be identified as feasible or infeasible,
likely or unlikely; moreover, as reflected in January 2008 correspondence from the City
of South Pasadena and Assembly Member Anthony Portantino, disagreement remains as
to the conduct of this future study. A state route 710 tunnel meets the draft RTP
definition of projects within the strategic plan, that is, an item that presents “controversial
and difficult choices that will push the envelope and test the boundaries of what is
politically acceptable” (Draft RTP 29); and the DEIR strategic plan description of
“projects that require study and consensus building before the decision can be made as
whether to commit the funding to include these projects in a future RTP’s constrained
plan” (DEIR ES-2).

The following detail explains why the RTP and its EIR should be amended to
remove the tunnel from the “constrained” list. The appropriate federal regulation, 23
C.F.R. § 450.104 offers the following definitions (emphasis added):

control measures “of such speculative value that the EPA could not assign them any
emission reduction value.” Similarly, in Riverside Cement Co. v. T, homas, 843 F.2d 1246
(9th Cir. 1988), the Ninth Circuit rejected EPA’s reliance, in approving a SIP, on a state
rule that might never take effect. The court described that reliance as “a federal agency's
acceptance of the bureaucratic equivalent of an illusory contract.” Id. at 1247. A
conformity analysis predicated upon the equally illusory assumption of a surface 710
freeway project would likewise fail elementary legal requirements.
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“Financially constrained” or “fiscal constraint” means that the
metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and STIP includes sufficient financial
information for demonstrating that projects in the metropolitan transportation plan,
TIP, and STIP can be implemented using committed, available, or reasonably
available revenue sources, with reasonable assurance that the federally supported
transportation system is being adequately operated and maintained. For the TIP and
the STIP, financial constraint/fiscal constraint applies to each program year.
Additionally, projects in air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas can be
included in the first two years of the TIP and STIP only if funds are “available” or
“committed.”

Beyond doubt, no funds are committed or available to the route 710 tunnel
proposal. The question then becomes, are the funds “reasonably available.” As a starting
point, the RTP November 1, 2007 workshop wrap-up list (page 4) describes the tunnel as
having “inadequate funding commitment,” while presenting an “expensive investment
alternative.” Analysis of three proposed funding sources shows that they are each far
from “reasonably available”:

Route 710 corridor property sales. Alone among projects in the RTP, the
710 tunnel relies on property sales for financial feasibility. See RTP 23, 149, 154;
Transportation Finance Report 6, 15, 17. Although the city has strongly advocated the
sale of these properties, these sales and their proceeds remain uncertain.

First, ever since the 2003 federal withdrawal of support for the 710
surface route, South Pasadena has consistently called for Caltrans to declare these
properties surplus and release them for sale into the community. Caltrans has
consistently refused to release the properties.

Second, the values estimated for these properties fails to account
for the Roberti Bill provisions (Cal. Govt. Code, §§ 54235 et. seq.) that require some of
these properties to be released at less than fair market value to qualified buyers
(principally previous owners and long-term Caltrans tenants).

Third, legislation would be required to reserve these funds for a
710 tunnel project rather than have these funds revert either to the State’s general fund or
transportation fund.

Private equity participation. With only a handful of other RTP projects,
the 710 tunnel assumptions include the participation of private equity. RTP 23, 149, 154;
Transportation Feasibility Report 6, 15. But current law (A.B. 1467) allows only two
Southern California projects to be so constituted through the year 2012. Additional
legislation, which appears controversial at best, would be required to render the 710
tunnel qualified for private equity participation.

Reliance on toll income. Again, to create a 710 tunnel toll facility,
additional legislation would be required. Moreover, as demonstrated by other toll
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facilities in the Southern California region, the sponsors of toll facilities have been less
than successful in projecting toll income and reliability.

In sum, the 710 tunnel proposal faces a trio of financial contingencies that
disqualify the project’s funding as “reasonably available” and therefore qualified for the
constrained list. No other project in the draft RTP faces this combination of
uncertainties.”

The RTP’s “availability assumptions and risk assessment” recognizes
(Transportation Finance Report 17) the risk that “Caltrans’ proceeds from sale of [710]
property diverted to other uses or proceeds from sale are inadequate.” The RTP proposes
to mitigate this risk by this “RTP amended if needed.” Id  But this course of action
cannot be followed with respect to the 710 tunnel; the RTP must adhere to the criteria set
forth in the federal regulation, and in the interests of internal consistency in its own
terms, cited above, and confine the 710 tunnel to the strategic plan.

Conditions Precedent to Qualify Tunnel Revenue as Reasonable Available

Because of its unique importance to establish availability of financial resources
for the 710 tunnel, the single most important condition precedent to advance the tunnel to
the constrained list requires Caltrans to record an irrevocable commitment to declare the
surface properties as surplus and promptly release those properties for sale. Only when
the sale is completed, can the amount and dedication of those funds to the tunnel be
considered “reasonably available.”

Legislation must also be enacted to authorize private equity participation.

Legislation must also be enacted to authorize the tunnel as a toll facility, and a
reliable forecast of toll income produced.

Finally, before appearing in the RTP as a constrained project the tunnel proposal
must be the subject of a major investment strategy [MIS] assessment, to ensure the cost-
effectiveness of the project. 23 C.F.R. part 450; see Pub. L. 105-178, § 1308 (1998)
(MIS requirement must be integrated into MPO planning process). This assessment will
compare the effectiveness of a route 710 tunnel investment with other strategies that form
fundamental elements of the proposed RTP, such as its relied-upon mitigation to produce
a freight mode shift. DEIR 3.5-36. Such an assessment seems especially appropriate
when the RTP proposes a $6.3 billion dollar investment in the tunnel, but only $257.9
million for port rails. Compare Project Listing Report 190 and 93.

? The High Desert Corridor, for example, does not rely on property sales to assure its
financial feasibility, and thus its financing can be considered more “reasonably available”
than that of the 710 tunnel. Compare RTP 24, 102, 124, 129, 150, 154, Transportation
Finance Report 15.
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The MIS assessment, comparing the impacts of rail strategies such as the
Alameda Corridor East and Gold Line to Ontario with the impacts of facilitating diesel
truck use of the 710 tunnel, honors the priority of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), stated in its scoping comment on the DEIR, to not
generate or attract vehicular use, especially heavy duty diesel-fueled trucks. An MIS
analysis should also compare the effectiveness of rail strategies and the tunnel in
reducing congestion in the existing I-5 and I-710 corridors, and avoiding nonconformity
by generating increased PM,y and PM, s emissions. See DEIR ES-12; cf. DEIR 3.2-16
(RTP would increase these emissions substantially, threatening CAA § 176 conformity).’

The importance of reducing truck traffic, which the 710 tunnel is proposed to
accommodate and encourage, cannot be overstated. The following summary appears in a
recent publication of Dr. Andrea Hriko, Global Trade Comes Home: Community Impacts
of Goods Movement, 116 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PERSPECTIVES No. 2 (Feb 2008),
attached to and incorporated in these comments as attachment D:

The ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach combined contribute more than
20% of Southern California’s diesel particulate pollution and are the single largest
source of pollution in Southern California, according to SCAQMD. The
California Air Resources Board (CARB), in its 2006 Emission Reduction Plan for
Ports and Goods Movement, calculated that in California alone there are 2,400
premature heart-related deaths related to port and goods movement pollution,
62,000 cases of asthma symptoms, and more than 1 million respiratory-related
school absences every year.

Recent research findings about living close to traffic emissions add to
concerns. A study by investigators at the University of Southern California
(USC), published 17 February 2007 in The Lancet, showed that children living
near freeway traffic had substantial deficits in lung function development between
the ages of 10 and 18 years, compared with children living farther away. “Since
lung development is nearly complete by age eighteen,” says lead author W. James
Gauderman, “an individual with a deficit at this time will probably continue to
have less than healthy lung function for the remainder of his or her life.” Other
studies published in the February 2003 and September 2005 issues of EHP linked
traffic exposure to increased risk for low birth weight and premature birth. A new
study published 6 December 2007 in the New England Journal of Medicine
showed that adults with asthma who spent just 2 hours walking on a street with
heavy diesel traffic suffered acute transient effects on their lung function along
with an increase in biomarkers that indicate lung and airway inflammation. In

3 South Pasadena does not concur that localized PM;y and PM,; 5 emissions will not
present significantly adverse impacts, even if reduced from current levels. See DEIR ES-
15. Adversity results from delaying timely attainment of National Ambient Air Quality
Standards. See DEIR 3.2-16. In any event, the DEIR does not establish that a route 710
tunnel would reduce these emissions locally compared to existing (non-heavy-duty-
diesel-truck) traffic.
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addition, research by the EPA-funded Southern California Particle Center at the
University of California, Los Angeles, published in the April 2003 issue of EHP,
demonstrated that ultrafine particles from incomplete combustion of engine fuels
and lubricating oils can bypass the body’s defense mechanisms, gain entry to cells
and tissues, and alter or disrupt normal cellular function.

Conclusion

The City of South Pasadena appreciates this opportunity to comment on the draft
RTP and its draft EIR. For reasons stated here, South Pasadena requests that the route
710 tunnel project be classified as a strategic project in the final RTP and EIR, and that
the conditions precedent specified in these comments be fulfilled before the tunnel be
considered eligible for reclassification as constrained in a subsequent RTP amendment.
The city also requests that individual comments on the RTP and DEIR be addressed.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in development of the 2008 RTP.
Respectfully,

kol 1. lisecy

Michael A. Cacciotti
Mayor
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710 Corridor Historic Property Summary

SOUTH PASADENA

LISTED ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER 1,2
851 Lyndon St (Wynyate)

Prepared by Glen Duncan
February 11, 2008

SOUTH PASADENA HISTORIC BUSINESS DISTRICT (mis-named “Mission West District™)

1019 El Centro

1120 El Centro

919 Mission St
1001-1019 Mission St
1010 Mission St
1014-1016 Mission St
1024 Mission St
1032-1034 Mission St

1115 El Centro

913 Meridian
950-956 Mission St
1006 Mission St

1012 Mission St
1020-1022 Mission St
1026-1030 Mission St

INDIVIDUALLY DETERMINED ELIGIBLE OR NATIONAL REGISTER "2 (Note: bold listings in Historic

Districts have also been determined eligible for individual listing)

857 Bank St (Otake-Nambu)

816 Bonita St (Grokowsky)

1109 Columbia St

1131 Columbia St

920 Monterey Rd (Pierce)
2200range Grove Av (Thomson)

209 Beacon St (Whit Smith)

919 Columbia St (Riggins)

1127 Columbia St

909 Lyndon St (East Wynyate)

930 Oliver St (Warren Clarke)
909-915 Summit Dr (Bellmar Court)

Arroyo Seco Parkway

: Source: Caltrans’ 710 Freeway Gap Closure Project. Effect and Mitigation Proposal for Historic Properties (N.D.)

? Source: Caltrans’ Third Supplemental Historic Ar

Overview. Maarch , 1994 (Diane Kane)

chitectural Survey Report: 710 Gap Closure Report. Vol. I:

ADDITIONAL CALIFORNIA REGISTER PROPERTIES WITHIN RIGHT-OF wAY >

2060 Alpha Av

2020 Berkshire Av
2037 Berkshire Av
717 Bonita Dr

756 Bonita Dr

1001 Columbia St
1709 Gillette Crescent
1912-1914 Gillette Crescent
1719 Gillette Crescent
1107 Glendon Ct

1115 Glendon Ct

815 Magnolia St

821 Magnolia St

2017 Berkshire Av
2031 Berkshire Av
708 Bonita Dr

751 Bonita Dr

933 Columbia St

1007 Columbia St
1709 Gillette Crescent
1715 Gillette Crescent
1720 Gillette Crescent
1112 Glendon Ct
1116 Glendon Ct

820 Magnolia St

827 Magnolia St
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300 Meridian Av 310 Meridian Av
1725 Meridian Av 1729 Meridian Av
1733 Meridian Av 835 Mission St

835 Monterey Rd 848 Monterey Rd
852 Monterey Rd 856 Monterey Rd
924 Oliver St 930 Oliver St

511 Prospect Dr 909-915 Summit Dr
912 Summit Dr 917 Summit Dr

920 Summit Dr 921 Summit Dr

3 Caltrans’ Third Supplemental Historic architectural Survey Report, 710 Gap Closure Project Vol. [l Seclected South
Pasadena Properties. May, 1994 (Ann Scheid)

HisToRIC DISTRICTS DETERMINED ELIGIBLE *

PrROSPECT CIRCLE DISTRICT

300 Orange Grove 320 Orange Grove
400 Orange Grove 410 Orange Grove
420 Orange Grove 440 Orange Grove
450 Orange Grove 460 Orange Grove
506 Orange Grove 514 Orange Grove
525 Orange Grove 909 Oliver St

303 Meridian Av 400 Prospect Circle
401 Prospect Circle 410 Prospect Circle
411 Prospect Circle 425 Prospect Circle
430 Prospect Circle 431 Prospect Circle
471 Prospect Circle 481 Prospect Circle
910 Buena Vista St 918 Buena Vista St
928 Buena Vista St 930 Buena Vista St

* Source: Caltrans® Third Supplemental Historic Architectural Survey Report: 710 Gap Closure Report. Vol. I:
Overview. Maarch , 1994 (Diane Kane)

BUENA VISTA DISTRICT®

917 Buena Vista St 929 Buena Vista St
1000 Buena Vista St 1001 Buena Vista St
1005 Buena Vista St

* Source: Caltrans’ Third Supplemental Historic Architectural Survey Report: 710 Gap Closure Report. Vol. I:
Overview. Maarch , 1994 (Diane Kane)



NORTH OF MISSION ©
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602 Meridian Av 606 Meridian Av
610 Meridian Av 612 Meridian Av
613 Meridian Av 616 Meridian Av
617 Meridian Av 620 Meridian Av

621 Meridian Av
625 Meridian Av

624 Meridian Av
631 Meridian Av

637 Meridian Av 701 Meridian Av
708 Meridian Av 709 Meridian Av
712 Meridian Av 713 Meridian Av
716 Meridian Av 720 Meridian Av
726 Meridian Av 803 Meridian Av
806 Meridian Av 810 Meridian Av

SOUTH OF MISSION ’

1014 Glendon Way
1024 Glendon Way
1028 Glendon Way
1103 Glendon Way

* Source: Caltrans’ DPR 523. Prepared 10/26/82 (John Snyder)

1021 Glendon Way
1027 Glendon Way
1101 Glendon Way
1108 Glendon Way

2/11/08

page 3

1110 Glendon Way
1112 Glendon Way
1118 Glendon Way
1123 Glendon Way
1131 Glendon Way

1111 Glendon Way
1115 Glendon Way
1119 Glendon Way
1126 Glendon Way
851 Collier Alley

1011 Meridian Av
1020 Meridian Av
1100 Meridian Av
1105 Meridian Av
1108 Meridian Av
1113 Meridian Av
1119 Meridian Av
1121 Meridian Av
1128 Meridian Av
1131 Meridian Av
1134 Meridian Av
1142 Meridian Av

7 Source: Caltrans’ Third Supplemental Histor
Overview. Maarch , 1994 (Diane Kane)

1015 Meridian Av
1023 Meridian Av
1103 Meridian Av
1106 Meridian Av
1110 Meridian Av
1114 Meridian Av
1120 Meridian Av
1122 Meridian Av
1130 Meridian Av
1133 Meridian Av
1138 Meridian Av
1146 Meridian Av

ic Architectural Survey Report: 710 Gap Closure Report. Vol. I:



PASADENA

MARKHAM PLACE HISTORIC DISTRICT ®

Singer Park

202-204 W California Blvd
679 Pasadena Av
765 Pasadena Av
801 Pasadena Av

600 St. John Av
620 St. John Av
640 St. John Av
650 St. John Av
659 St. John Av
678 St. John Av
707 St. John Av
721 St. John Av
734 St. John Av
762 St. John Av
235 Bellefontaine
268 Bellefontaine
299 Bellefontaine
310 Bellefontaine
328 Bellefontaine
345 Bellefontaine
282 Markham Pl
303 Markham P!
320 Markham P1
346 Markham PI
285 Congress Pl
300 Congress Pl
310 Congress Pl
326 Congress Pl
342 Congress Pl
378 Congress Pl

710 Corridor Historic Property Summary
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208-216 W California Blvd
595 Pasadena Av
763 Pasadena Av
779 Pasadena Av
584 St. John Av
602 St. John Av
628 St. John Av
646 St. John Av
651 St. John Av
670 St. John Av
696 St. John Av
714 St. John Av
726 St. John Av
753 St. John Av
203 Bellefontaine
265 Bellefontaine
285 Bellefontaine
300 Bellefontaine
325 Bellefontaine
344 Bellefontaine
276 Markham Pl
295 Markham Pl
317 Markham Pl
337 Markham PI
366 Markham Pl
288 Congress Pl
306 Congress P1
311 Congress PI
340 Congress PI
348 Congress Pl

® Source: Caltrans’ Third Supplemental Historic Architectural Survey Report: 710 Gap Closure Report. Vol. I:
Overview. Maarch, 1994 (Diane Kane)



PASADENA AVENUE HisTORIC DISTRICT °

231 Wigmore Dr
230 Wigmore Dr
245 Wigmore Dr
268 Wigmore Dr
281 Wigmore Dr
309 Wigmore Dr
335 Wigmore Dr
876 S. Pasadena Av
894 S. Pasadena Av
1190 S. Pasadena Av
1200 S. Pasadena Av
165 Hurlbut St

866 S. Pasadena Av
1000 S. Pasadena Av
1041 S. Pasadena Av
1051 S. Pasadena Av
1112 S. Pasadena Av
205 Madeline Dr
218 Madeline Dr
224 State St

232 State St

267 State St

95 Columbia St

123 Columbia St

161 Columbia St
231 Columbia St
269 Columbia St
1127 Columbia St
1061 Avoca Av

1105 Avoca Av

1125 Avoca Av

1183 Avoca Av

1201 Avoca Av

1199 Brookmere Rd

? Source: Caltrans’ Third Supplemental Historic Architectural

Overview. Maarch , 1994 (Diane Kane)

LOS ANGELES (EL SERENO)
SHORT LINE VILLA DISTRICT '

4515 Berkshire Av
5626 Berkshire Dr

"% Source: Caltrans’ Third Supplemental Historic Architectural

Overview. Maarch , 1994 (Diane Kane)

710 Corridor Historic Property Summary
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215 Wigmore Dr
212 Wigmore Dr
261 Wigmore Dr
270 Wigmore Dr
295 Wigmore Dr
329 Wigmore Dr
866 S. Pasadena Av
888 S. Pasadena Av
910 S. Pasadena Av
1199 S. Pasadena Ay
1220 S. Pasadena Av
177 Hurlbut St

900 S. Pasadena Av
1030 S. Pasadena Av
1051 S. Pasadena Av
1059 S. Pasadena Av
202 Madeline Dr
215 Madeline Dr
100 State St

225 State St

237 State St

289 State St

105 Columbia St
145 Columbia St
203 Columbia St
233 Columbia St
1109 Columbia St
1131 Columbia St
1071 Avoca Av

1115 Avoca Av

1135 Avoca Av

1193 Avoca Av

1223 Avoca Av

Survey Report: 710 Gap Closure Report. Vol. I:

5618 Berkshire Dr
5636 Berkshire Dr

Survey Report: 710 Gap Closure Report. Vol. I:
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA. 95814

December 17, 2003
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IN REPLY REFER TO

HDA-CA

Mr. Jeff Morales, Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street ,
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Morales:

We are writing to inform you that we have determined that the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) that supported the Record of Decision (ROD) for the State Route 710 (SR 710)
project, approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on April 13, 1998, must be
supplemented before this project can proceed. The factors that lead us to this conclusion involve
issues affecting more than a limited portion of the project, and thus, in accordance with 23

C.F.R. §771.130, FHWA must suspend any further activities that could have an adverse effect on
the environment or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives to the Meridian Variation
Alignment. A Supplemental EIS (SEIS), followed by new ROD, is required to advance this

project as a Federal aid highway project.

FHWA has broad discretion to require a SEIS whenever it believes that doing so furthers the
purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act. See 40 C.F.R. §1502.9(c)(2). A supplement
is required under specific circumstances set forth in both §1502.9(c) and 23 C.F.R. §771.130.
The following factors and events have led us to conclude that a SEIS is now appropriate:

1. The FHWA is now involved in a matter pending before the United States Court of Appeals
for the 9™ Circuit that hinges in part on the finality of the action taken on April 13, 1998.
This is an appropriate time to ensure that the record that supports that action remains valid.
Consultations between FHWA and the California Department of Transportation have led to
the joint preparation of a Reevaluation (enclosed) of the environmental documentation
supporting the SR 710 project. See 23 C.F.R. §§771.129 (b) and (c). ' -

2. While much of the information contained in the previous Reevaluation that preceded the
issuance of the 1998 ROD is still current, it is clear that there have been a number of
important new developments that are not adequately addressed in the documents supporting
the 1998 ROD. The enclosed Reevaluation sets out these developments in greater detail.

3. The 1998 ROD contained three key elements that have yet to be implemented: First, a series
of interim transportation improvements that would be evaluated; second, the development of
a more comprehensive mitigation plan; and third, a fiscal plan for the implementation of the
project as a whole. None of these tasks has been finalized to date. The reasons for this delay
are attributable to a variety of causes, including a statutory prohibition on Federal funding



\ that covered much of the time since 1998, budgetary difficulties in California, and continued
local disagreements about the project as a whole. Irrespective of the reasons, it is safe to say
that in 1998, key decisionmakers did not expect this lack of progress almost six years after

the issuance of that ROD.

4. Inanother lawsuit involving the SR 710 project, the United States District Court for the
Central District of California issued a preliminary injunction in 1999 precluding further
Federal construction funding of this project. That preliminary injunction remains in effect.
In its opinion supporting the preliminary injunction, the District Court identified a number of
problems, particularly concerning PM; ¢ hotspots and that the 1998 ROD was issued at a time
when the SR 710 project was not included in the fiscally constrained Transportation

Improvement Program (TIP).

This project has a long and unique history. Few projects pending before FHWA have been as
controversial. Although the EIS for the project was comprehensively reevaluated in 1998, prior
to the issuance of the ROD and approval of a modified Meridian Variation Alignment, no full
EIS has been circulated to the public since the late 1980s.. FHWA approved that Final EIS in
March 1992. It took an unprecedented period of six years before FHWA was able to issue a
ROD that finally decided the project’s location, but left design and mitigation details for a
subsequent document. As noted above, since 1998, further progress on the project has fallen
short of what both Federal and State decisionmakers anticipated at that time.

The combination of all of these factors leads us to conclude that the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act are best served by a SEIS before further resources are committed
toward this project. FHWA stands ready to work closely with the California Department of
Transportation on the development of the SEIS or any other appropriate steps you may wish to

take with respect to the SR 710 project.

Your assistance and cooperation in working with our office leading up to this decision are
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

ity

Gary N. Hamby
Division Administrator

Enclosure



Environmenta] Re-evaluation
California State Route 710 Gap Closure Project

Introduction and Summary

This Re-evaluation has been prepared to review the continued validity of the environmental
record that supports the Record of Decision (ROD) for this project that the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) approved on April 13, 1998. FHWA has broad discretion to conduct
such a reexamination of the record. See 23 C.F.R. §771.130. Based on this review, and the
totality of the factors set forth herein, FHWA has concluded that the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are best served by requiring the preparation of a
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). This means that further activities for the
California State Route 710 (SR 710) project that adversely affect the environment or limit the
scope of alternatives must be suspended until a new ROD is issued after the preparation of a
SEIS. The ROD issued on April 13, 1998, can no longer serve as a basis for FHWA
decisionmaking.

The April 13, 1998, ROD approved a modified Meridian Variation Alignment for the project,
authorized the initiation of a number of interim transportation improvements pending the
ultimate completion of the SR 710 project, and set forth a number additional conditions for
proceeding with the final implementation of the project. Since the issuance of the ROD, there
has been extensive litigation regarding the project brought by both the opponents and proponents
of the project. Federal funding for the construction of the project has been enjoined since 1999
as the result of a preliminary injunction issued by the United States District Court in City of
South Pasadena v. Slater. Although the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has
continued to work to fulfill the conditions of the 1998 ROD, many of the key conditions for
further action have not yet been completed. More recently, the City of Athambra, which has
historically supported the project, has sued asserting that the 1998 ROD is not a final agency
action. FHWA prevailed in the U.S. District Court in the City of Alhambra case. Alhambra
appealed, and the resolution of this appeal before the United States Court of Appeals for the 9™
Circuit hinges in part on the finality of the action taken on April 13, 1998. This is an appropriate
time to ensure that the record that supports that action remains valid. Consultations between
FHWA and Caltrans have led to the preparation of this Re-evaluation. See 23 C.F.R.
§§771.129(b) and (c). FHWA and Caltrans have worked together to prepare a Re-evaluation of

the environmental documentation supporting the SR 710 project.

The project proposed completion of the 10-kilometer gap in the current freeway system and
would consist of a six-lane freeway/HOV Transitway between the San Bernardino Freeway (I-
10) and the Foothill Freeway (I-210). The project alignment generally passes through the cities
of Alhambra, Los Angeles, South Pasadena, and Pasadena. In 1964 the California Highway
Commission adopted the “Meridian Route” through the City of South Pasadena for completion
of the Long Beach Freeway. This would close the last critical gap in the Los Angeles Freeway
System. In 1973, South Pasadena filed suit in U.S. District Court in an attempt to stop the
project. A settlement agreement in that litigation required the completion of an EIS.

In 1975, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was circulated and public meetings
held. A Supplemental DEIS with the alternative favored by South Pasadena was circulated in
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Second Environmental Re-evaluation
07-LA-710 Long Beach Freeway Gap Closure Project

1976. Public meetings were also held at that time. A 1977 draft Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) for a Partial Completion Alternative was not accepted by FHWA and studies
were subsequently suspended. Caltrans completed a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR),

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), in 1984. The California
Transportation Commission (CTC) selected the Meridian Alternative after publication of the

FEIR.

A third FHWA Supplemental DEIS was later circulated, which included the Meridian Variation
Alignment. A public hearing was held in 1987. Nearly five years later, on March 2,1992,
FHWA signed the FEIS contingent on additional enhancements and mitigation refinements to be
developed by an Advisory Committee.

Between 1992 and 1998 there were several changes related to the project, including revised
enhancement and mitigation measures, historic properties mitigation, analysis and rejection of a

multi-mode/low-build alternative, changes in project design, and new emphasis given to
Environmental Justice in the form of Executive Order 12898 and the FHWA/FTA Planning

Regulations. These issues were described in the April 1998 “Environmental Re-evaluation for
the Route 710 Freeway” (ER). FHWA approved this ER in April 1998, before 1ssuing its April
13 ROD for the “Depressed Meridian Variation Alternative Reduced with Shift Design
Varation.” The ROD incorporated commitments outlined in the FEIS, the 1998 ER, the Final
Revised Section 4(f) Evaluation, and in the 1994 “Route 710 Meridian Variation Enhancement
and Mitigation Advisory Committee Final Report Recommendations” prepared by Caltrans. The
ROD required a financial plan for the project to ensure its ultimate implementation. No
comprehensive financial plan for the project has been produced to date.

The selected alignment, scale, and several other aspects of the project were modified from those
described in the 1992 FEIS. These are presented in detail in the 1998 ROD. In accordance with
the ROD, Design Advisory Groups (DAGs) were established in Alhambra, South Pasadena,
Pasadena, and El Sereno in late 1998. In March 1999, the DAGs of South Pasadena, Pasadena,
Alhambra, and El Sereno developed a list of “interim” traffic improvement projects to improve
mobility in the corridor. In early 2000, the DAGs of South Pasadena, Pasadena, and El Sereno
reached consensus on a list of “surface transportation improvements” which would require $46
million to implement. Then-Congressman Rogan was successful in securing this funding by
earmarking $46 million of California’s Revenue-Aligned Budget Authority authorization for
“traffic mitigation and other improvements to existing SR 710 in South Pasadena, Pasadena, and

e

El Sereno.”
Potential changes to the affected environment, updated information on historic properties, and
changes to state law relevant to a Re-evaluation are summarized below.

Project Description

The selected alternative in the 1998 ROD is the 1998 modification of the Meridian Variation
Alternative described in the 1992 FEIS and reflects the adoption of the general alignment, but
with reduced highway width, a shift to avoid the Short Line Villa Tract Historic District, and a
commitment to further depress the highway in the El Sereno and South Pasadena areas. It is
more fully described in the 1998 ER and ROD.

The project’s selected alternative is a freeway/transitway between Route I-10 (San Bemardino
Freeway) in the City of Alhambra and Route I-210 (Foothill Freeway) in the City of Pasadena, a
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Second Environmental Re-evaluation
07-LA-710 Long Beach Freeway Gap Closure Project

distance of 10 kilometers (6.2 miles), 7.2 kilometers (4.5 miles) of which remain to be
constructed. The freeway transitway will also pass through the cities of Los Angeles (El Sereno
neighborhood) and South Pasadena. The freeway/transitway will have six mixed-flow lanes and
two high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes. Local service interchanges will be provided at
various locations (Hellman Avenue and Valley Boulevard in the City of Alhambra, Alhambra
Avenue/Mission Road and Huntington Drive in the City of Los Angeles, and Del Mar Boulevard
in the City of Pasadena). The freeway is depressed for about 85 percent of the newly constructed
section and is fully depressed through Pasadena and South Pasadena, except in the area of State
Route 110. The freeway is depressed in virtually all of the residential areas. Approximately 25
percent of the remaining gap closure is in a series of six cut-and-cover tunnels.

Project Purpose and Need

The purpose and need for this project has not changed.
Changes Related to the Project

A. Litigation
Federal funding for construction of the SR 710 project was preliminarily enjoined in a 1999
ruling in the City of South Pasadena litigation. (City of South Pasadena v. Slater, 56 F. Supp.
1106, (C.D. Cal. 1999)). That preliminary injunction remains in effect. In its opinion supporting
the preliminary injunction, the District Court identified a number of problems, particularly
concerning PM, hotspots and that the 1998 ROD was issued at a time when the SR 710 project
was not included in the fiscally constrained Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). FHWA
believes a SEIS would provide a mechanism to correct these issues.

B. Tunnel Alternative

The local communities within the SR 710 project area have expressed an interest in Caltrans
determining the technical feasibility of a tunnel alternative. FHWA and Caltrans have
determined that it is appropriate to consider the feasibility of a tunnel or tunnel segments. Ifit is
determined that any alternative(s) including a tunnel or tunnel segment(s) is feasible, this
alternative(s) will be further studied to determine potential impacts and viability.

C. Interim Highway Improvement Measures -

Condition 8 of the ROD stipulates Caltrans is to work with the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) and the Design Advisory Groups (DAGs) to develop interim
improvements and traffic management measures in the communities of Alhambra, Los Angeles
(El Sereno neighborhood), Pasadena and South Pasadena. Eleven potential projects were listed in
the ROD as eligible for National Highway System and Surface Transportation Program funds as
well as other funds for which the mainline SR 710 project is eligible, and the ROD required
discussion with and review by “the DAGs at key points of their development during design and

construction.”
Since the ROD was signed, DAGS have been created in each of the affected communities. Until
early 2003, the DAGS met regularly with Caltrans regarding these interim measures. As a result
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Second Environmental Re-evaluation
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of a severe budget shortfall Caltrans advised FHWA that regular meetings would be suspended
due to lack of funding and FHWA concurred with this action.

The affected communities are at various stages in the development of these interim measures. To
date none of the interim measures has been funded, although environmental compliance (in the
form of Categorical Exemption/Exclusions (CEs)) has been completed for eight projects in the
City of Pasadena, and by a Negative Declaration/FONSI for the Glenarm/Route 110 onramp

project in South Pasadena.

Condition 10 of the ROD also requires a “before and after” study to determine the effectiveness
of the project’s mitigation measures on community cohesion and historic preservation. To date,
since none of the interim projects have been funded, hence not completed, it is not possible to
determine their post-construction effectiveness.

D. Construction and Opening of the Gold Line Light Rail Transit by LACTMA

In September of 2003, the MTA finished construction and opened the Gold Line for light rail
service connecting Pasadena with downtown Los Angeles. Data are not available to indicate
whether the Gold Line has significantly reduced the number of vehicles using 710 in the project
area. The Gold Line was formerly called the Blue Line Light Rail Transit and was identified as
the Blue Line in the ROD and the rejected multi-mode/low build alternative

The most recent statistics for the Gold Line (September 2003):

1) Average Weekday Boardings: 14,600
2) Average Saturday Boardings: 13,200
3) Average Sunday/Holiday Boardings: 11,000
4) Total September Boardings: 414,100

Assuming most people take round-trips, approximately 7,300 individuals use the system on any
given weekday. Ridership on transit systems takes time to evolve and mature. By way of
comparison, the older Long Beach Blue Line is up to 75,000 boardings on weekdays, and a
monthly total of over 2 million boardings. And the more recent Green Line (in the median of I-
105) is up to 36,000 boardings on weekdays and almost 1 million per month. Ridership on both

these systems has increased approximately 20 percent since 2001.

The Gold Line will connect at its Union Station terminus to the six-mile Eastside Extension light,
rail project, which is just getting under construction and will open in six years. People will be
able to ride from East L.A. through downtown to Pasadena without a transfer. This new project

is expected to increase ridership on both segments.

E. The Alameda Corridor

In April 2002 the Alameda Corridor opened for use. The Alameda corridor is a 20-mile long
double tracked rail corridor connecting the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles with the
transcontinental rail network. The environmental benefits resulting from the opening of the
Alameda corridor include reduction in traffic delays, 25 percent reduction of truck traffic in the
corridor area, and significant reductions of truck and auto idling emissions. No studies have been
prepared to determine the impacts the Alameda corridor has had on number of trucks using
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éxisting I-710 in Long Beach and Los Angeles. Moreover, no assessment of the effects of this
reduction on the overall highway network has been completed.

Changes in Project Design

There have been no changes to the project design. Since the ROD was si gned, a geologist with
the California Geological Survey informed Caltrans that the cut-and-cover tunnels are feasible.

FHWA concurred with this determination on August 3, 2000.

Changes in the Affected Environment

A. Affected Environment

1. Cultural Resources

In the 1998 ER and the ROD, thirty historic properties were identified, including nine historic
districts, which collectively contain well over 100 contributing properties. As outlined in the
ROD, 11 of these properties would be adversely affected through direct use (7 individually
eligible properties and 4 historic districts).
In the 1994 “Third Supplemental Historic Architectural Survey Report, Volume II,” FHWA
- determined that seven properties affected by the selected alternative are individually eligible for
the National Register, but SHPO did not comment on their individual eligibility. Neither FHWA
nor SHPO forwarded these evaluations to the Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places
for a formal determination.
Since 1998, rehabilitation and repair activities have resulted in the identification of 11 additional
individually eligible historic properties and 2 additional contributors to a historic district. In
addition to the rehabilitation and repair activities an additional 18 individually eligible historic
properties and 2 new contributors in a historic district have been identified, and will require
formal consultation between FHWA and SHPO.

The last cultural resources study of this area was completed in the mid-1990s. In some cases the
most recent evaluation is more than 20 years old. With the passage of time and the possibility of
new information, resources that were not 50 years old at the time of the initial evaluation will
need to be reevaluated for eligibility. It is anticipated additional resources will be identified.

The number of Section 4(f) properties affected has increased by two additional contributing
properties in the Markham Place Historic District. Until a focused Re-evaluation of the corridor
is completed to satisfy commitments made in the ROD, it is unknown whether additional historig,

properties will be impacted by the project

2. Air Quality
A number of things have changed in the air quality subject area since the original report was
completed and the ROD signed. Key matters include:

Change in nonattainment and State Implementation Plan (SIP) status (for conformity
purposes): Since 1995, the South Coast air basin has been redesignated to attainment for
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO;) (1996) and has attained the Carbon Monoxide (CO) standard
(redesignation to attainment is likely to occur in 2005 based on a Maintenance SIP that
will be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in early 2004.).
The PMo SIP has been approved and emission budgets for PM,, now apply to the area.
The ozone SIP has been updated at least once, and a further revision with new emission

a.
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budgets is scheduled for EPA submittal in early 2004. The area will be des; gnated
nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone and PM, s standard (both of which were promulgated
in 1997) during 2004, and EPA normally requires that NEPA documents now discuss
these standards at least in a general fashion.

b. Regional Conformity status: Project listing in the current Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) and TIP will need to be confirmed and documented. It is not clear that the project
1s currently listed, with some form of funding commitment for a phase beyond the
planning and environmental compliance stages, in both documents at this time.

¢. Hot Spot analysis for NEPA, CEQA, and Conformity: CO analysis procedures have
changed slightly since 1995-1997. The Caltrans/University of California, Davis CO
Protocol has been accepted through Interagency Consultation for use in the Southern

California Association of Governments (SCAG) area. PM;, Qualitative analysis
guidance from both Caltrans (for initial screening, 2000) and FHWA (for detailed study,

2001) has been released. -
d.- Other air quality issues not clearly covered in the 1995-97 air quality study include:
* Diesel exhaust particulate matter was declared to be a toxic air contaminant by the

California Air Resources Board in 2000. NEPA documents for projects in Boston
and Hartford have included limited mitigation measures for diesel exhaust during

construction.

* Documentation of asbestos investigations and mitigation measures for potential
asbestos during structural demolition and renovation has become standard matters

for documentation in the NEPA and CEQA documents.
It is unknown whether changes to air quality have affected the environment until the existing air
quality studies have been updated.

B. Environmental Mitigation Measures

There 1s no change to the types of mitigation measures. Depending on the outcome of the Re-
evaluation efforts for cultural resources there may be additional historic properties that require

mitigation.
Until air quality impacts, based on updated studies, have been analyzed it is unknown whether
additional mitigation measures would be necessary.

Serving the Purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act

The history of this project is in many ways unique. The public debate and controversy
surrounding the construction of the project are alluded to in this Re-evaluation, and are described
more fully in the 1998 ROD. The issuance of the 1998 ROD followed extensive meetings with
parties representing various interests in the project, proceedings before the Council on
Environmental Quality and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and extended public
debate in California. FHWA prepared an extensive Re-evaluation in support of the 1998 ROD to
ensure that the FEIS was still current at that time. In the 1998 ROD, FHWA required a set of
specific steps to build and then evaluate interim transportation improvements, establish a
comprehensive process for expanding and refining mitigation activities, and provide a process to
ensure the full and timely completion of the project with all agreed upon mitigation. Now,
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another six years has passed, and many of the actions anticipated in 1998 remain uncompleted.
This lack of progress largely reflects continued funding constraints and public controversy about
the project. Irrespective of the reason, FHWA is confronted with the very real problem of
proceeding with a major transportation improvement based on a FEIS mnitially approved almost
12 years ago. These facts, while certainly not dispositive of the question of whether a SEIS
should be prepared, must be considered in the overall assessment.

Environmental Determination

Based on this Re-evaluation, the FHWA concludes that the preparation of a new SEIS of the EIS
approved in March 1992 is appropriate. The factors contributing to this conclusion include:
Changes related to the project (Gold Line Light Rail Transit, Alameda Corridor, and lack of .
implementation of interim highway improvement measures)

The more thorough evaluation of the feasibility of a bored tunnel for the entire length or
large portions of the project alternative

* A variety of procedural and substantive issues relating to the treatment of air quality

e Additional cultural resources and related issues

» Continued uncertainty regarding the financing of this project and the failure to develop a
comprehensive financial plan for its implementation.

* The unusual and extended period time involved and lack of progress on key initiatives
anticipated in the 1998 ROD.

Because we have concluded that a SEIS is warranted, further activities based on the 1998 ROD
must be suspended in accordance with 23 C.F.R. §771.130()(3). To be clear, the SEIS we
require is a supplement to the March 1992 FEIS and not the more limited SEIS specified in the
1998 ROD. The scope of the SEIS we require is so broad that it will cover major aspects of the
project and the provisions of 23 C.F.R. §771.130 that apply to more limited supplements, which

allow some work to proceed, do not apply here.
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ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name and Address): TELEPHONE NO.:

| _ Antonio Rossmann, SBN 51471
Rossmann and Moore
380 Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
aTToRNEY FOR (Name: City of South Pasadena et al.

(415) 861-1401 |7

Insert name of court and name of judicial district and branch coun, if any:
'

Superior Court of the State of California, Los Angeles County ?

;
1%
o

1y

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: City of South Pasadena et al.

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: California Transportation Commission et al.

REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL
[:] Personal Injury, Property Damage, or Wrongful Death

I::] Motor Vehicle |:] Other
|:| Family Law
[ ] Eminent Domain
Other (specify): Mandate

CASE NUMBER:

BS 080352

l — A conformed copy will not be returned by the clerk unless a method of return is provided with the document. —

1. TO THE CLERK: Please dismiss this action as follows:
a. (1) [__] With prejudice 2 Without prejudice

b. (1) [__] Complaint (2) [ Petition
(3) ] Cross-complaint filed by (narme}.
(4) [__] Cross-complaint filed by (name}:
(5) Entire action of all parties and all causes of action

(6) [__] Other (specify):*
per attached stipulation

on (date).
on (date):

Date: April 12, 2004
Antonio Rossmann } W

{TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF [¥f ATTORNEY [[] PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY)
* If dismissal requested is of specified parties only, of specified causes of

(SIGNATURE)

Attorney or party without attorney for:

action only, or of specified cross-complaints only, so state and identify
Plaintifi/Petiioner || Defendant/Respondent

the parties, causes of action, or cross-complaints lo be dismissed.

I:] Cross-complainant

2. TO THE CLERK: Consent to the above dismissal is hereby given.**

Date:
)

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF [] ATTORNEY [_] PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY)
** If a cross-complaint—or Response {Family Law) seeking affirnative

(SIGNATURE)

Attorney or party without attorney for:

relief—is on file, the attorney for cross-complainant (respondent) must I:] Plaintif/Petitioner E_—_.] Defendant/Respondent

sign this cansent if required by Code of Civil Procedure section 581(i)
or (j).

[T Cross-complainant

e
e

(To l%ompleted by clerk) APR 1 4 2004

3. Dismissal entered as requested on (date):
4. D Dismissal entered on (date). as to only (name):
5. [ Dismissal not entered as requested for the following reasons (specify):

6. :’ a. Attorney or party without attorney notified on (date):
b. Attorney or party without attorney not notified. Filing party failed to provide

a copy to conform I_—_] means to return conformed copy
Date: APR ]. 4: 200 Clerk, by DEFOI‘ESt Lockett , Deputy
Form Adopted b ode o T ure, seq.
2 Counct ofCal REQUEST FOR DISMISSAL Rt of ot s 35, 129

Judicial Councit of California
982(a)(5) [Rev. Janwary 1, 1997}
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1.

‘(“Caltrans”) withdrew their April 14, 1998 Notice of Determination (“NOD”) for the

STIPULATION ACCOMPANYING DISMISSAL WITHOUT PREJUDICE

Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BS 080352

In 1994, respondent California Transportation Commission (“CTC”) voted to adopt
route for the State Route 710 freeway project; that adoption became final with the filing

of the Notice of Determination (“NOD”) on April 14, 1998.

In April 2004, respondents CTC and the California Department of Transportation

Route 710 project. A copy of the CTC’s resolution of withdrawal is attached to this

stipulation,

By operation of law (Streets and Highways Code, § 100.4), withdrawal of the 1998 NOD|,

including its reference to and reliance upon the final EIR prepared for the route 710
freeway project, nullifies the State Route 710 freeway route adoption. Prior to filing &
subsequent NOD, if any, relating to the State Route 710 freeway project, the CTC may,

adopt a prior route or an altermative route, as appropriate, pursuant to Streets and

Highways Code, section 100.4()).

The parties expressly acknowledge that respondents’ actions taken as noted above do not
constitute a determination that any realty acquired by respondents for purposes of

construction or operation of the State Route 710 project is “surplus” within the meaning

of Government Code, §54235, ef seq.

STIPULATION ACCOMPANYING DISMISSAL LASC BS 080352 -1-
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. In this proceeding, petitioners challenge the legality of the EIR referenced in and reliec

. By respondents’ withdrawing the 1998 NOD and the NOD’s reliance upon the LIR

upon by the 1998 NOD. Petitioners also contend that the CTC and Caltrans violated thd

Streets and Highways Code by adopting inconsistent routes.

referenced in that notice, petitioners have essentially obtained the relief they sought in

this action. This proceeding therefore is now moot.

Petitioners, and respondents Caltrans and CTC, each waive any claims for attorneys” fecs

or costs in this action.

As the claims in this action relate to alleged violation of claims based on California law)
the dismissal of this action has no res judicata or collateral estoppel effect on the claims

based upon federal law in the pending federal action, City of South Pasadena v. Sluier.

C.D. Cal. No. 98-6996 DDP.

This stipulation may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which shall be deemed

to constitute an original, and all of which taken together shall constitute one in the samg

document.
April {32004 , W——

L4

Attomey for all Petitioners

R CY/

April (3 2004

Attorney for all Respondents

STIPULATION ACCOMPANYING DISMISSAL LASC BS 080352 -2-

i
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PASSED BY

APR 0 8 2004

CALIFORNIA
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Withdrawal of Notice of Determination
Route 710 Freeway Project
Between Route 10 and 210, Los Angeles County
Filed April 14, 1998

Resolution E-04-08

1.1 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, filed a Notice df Determination
(NOD) with the Office of Planning and Research on Apnl 14, 1998 in connection with
the Route 710 freeway project between Route 10 and Route 210; and

1.2 WHEREAS, the Route 710 NOD was based on a Department of Transportation
(Department) prepared Environmental Impact Report/Statement approved by the

Department; and

1.3 WHEREAS, the Department has agreed at the request of the Federal Highway
Administration to do a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the

Route 710 freeway project.

21 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Transportation
Commission, hereby withdraws the Route 710 NOD filed with the Office of Planning and

Research on April 14, 1998.

WE@EHWE@
LAPH920047

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

California Transportation Commission April 2004
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
. REGIDN IX :
76 Hawthomae Street
San Franciseo, CA 94105.3501

QFFICE OF THE
REQIONAL ADRINISTRATOR

Auguse 22, 2000

The Honarable Adam B, Schiff
California State Senate

PO Box 542848

Sacramento, CA 94248-0001

Dear Senator Schiff:

Thank you for your latter concerning the propased 710 freeway extension. You
raise important questions about the project and statements being made about it, We will
attempt to clanify the situation as you request.

As we understand lt, there are claims that the 710 freeway extension would have
positive air quality benefits and therefare is critical for demonstrating transportation
conformity in the South Coast Air Basin. There are also claims that if the 710 extension
ig not built, transportation conformity cauld not be met thus resulting in the loss of federal
transportation dollars. These claims are not true, '

The main question is whether not building the 710 turts Southern California
Association of Governments' (SCAG) ability to demoristrate that the Region’s
Transportation Improvement Plan conforms with the South Cogst Air Quaeliry Plan (i.e.
conformity). Our view is that it does not affect conformity. The confarmity regulations
require that the emissions analysis for a region include gll the projects and policies being
propased (see, e.g. 40 CFR 93,122(2)). Only by analyzing the entire set of propased
projects and policies in the context of the overall transportation system can regional air
quality impacts be determined. In SCAG's case, there aré huge numbers of projects and a
vast tranaportation system to consider: Therefore, a single project is very unlikely to help
meet the emissions budgets in order to show conformity, Moreover, any cleims of air
quality bgpefits of the 710 project are questionable because the praponents have not

adequately considered long term impacts. o ,

OATICINAL RRdLL o Foom



We hope that this information answers your questions, We have discussed this
issue with the Faderal Highway Administration, If you have any further quastions or we
can assist you in any other way, please contact Mark Brucker of my staff at (415)744-
1231,

Regional Admunistrator

¢cc:  SCAQG, Charles Keynejad
FHWA, Jean Mazur
Caltrans, Sharon Sherzinger
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California Department of Transpartation, District 7

Spheres of influence  Global Trade Comes Home

- or many U.S. residents, 2007 was a year of heightened

~ awareness of some of the problems of global trade.

Extensive recalls of melamine-tainted pet food in the spring
followed by even larger toy recalls in the summer and fall raised
consumer concerns about how the United States can ensure the
safety of products shipped in from overseas. The Salt Lake Tribune
and the Wall Street Journal detailed injuries and illnesses threaten-
ing the health of Chinese workers making products for export to
the United States. And on 15 December 2007, a New York Times
feature detailed the practice of farming fish in toxic Chinese waters
for export to the United States and other countries.

While these news stories demonstrate some of the pitfalls of
globalization, much less attention has focused on air pollution and
other community-level impacts in the United States, as toys, elec-
tronics, food, and other imports travel through ports, then to
trucks, trains, warehouses, and stores in a complex system called
“goods movement.” Along the route, residents are exposed to diesel
exhaust and other vehicle emissions, noise from truck-congested
roads, bright lights from round-the-clock operations, and other
potential health threats.

Transportation experts refer to these impacts simply as “external-
ities” of transport, but to community residents they can directly
harm the quality of daily life. As ports and goods movement activity
expands throughout the United States, a major challenge is how to
make its health and community impacts a more central part of policy

discussions.

Economic Benefits, Community Costs

Economic development advocates call the side-by-side ports of Los
Angeles and Long Beach Southern California’s “economic engine.”
Combined, they handle the most containers of any U.S. port.
With more than 40% of all imports for the entire United States
coming through the Los Angeles/Long Beach port complex,
according to the U.S. Department of Transportation, the ports are
critical to the national economy. A March 2007 national economic

impact study by the twin ports reported that imports coming

Children play soccer next to the TraPac terminal at the Port of Los Angeles,
Wilmington, California.
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Spheres of Influence

Global Trade Comes Home

through the complex generated jobs, income,
and tax revenue in every state of the nation.

While recognizing the economic impor-
tance of international trade, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
called the movement of freight a “public
health concern at the national, regional and
community level.” In a 22 August 2007
Federal Register announcement of a meeting
of its National Environmental Justice
Advisory Council (NEJAC), the EPA also
described mounting evidence thar local com-
munities adjacent to ports and heavily traf-
ficked goods movement corridors are the
most significantly impacted by the goods
movement system.

The ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach
combined contribute more than 20% of
Southern California’s diesel particulare pollu-
tion and are the single largest source of pollu-
tion in Southern California, according to the
South Coast Air Quality Management
District (AQMD), the region’s air quality reg-
ulatory agency. The California Air Resources
Board (CARB), in its 2006 Emission Reduc-
tion Plan for Ports and Goods Movement, cal-
culated that in California alone there are
2,400 premature heart-related deaths related
to port and goods movement pollution,
62,000 cases of asthma symptoms, and more
than 1 million respiratory-related school
absences every year. Nationwide, reports
James Corbetr of the University of Delaware
and colleagues in the 15 December 2007 issue
of Environmental Seience ¢ Technology, an
estimated 60,000 lives are lost prematurely
every year due to ship emissions, which are
virtually unregulated.

Recent research findings about living close
to traffic emissions add to concerns. A study
by investigarors at the University of Southern
California (USC), published 17 February
2007 in The Lancet, showed that children liv-
ing near freeway traffic had substantial deficits
in lung function development between the
ages of 10 and 18 years, compared with chil-
dren living farther away. “Since lung develop-
ment is nearly complete by age eighteen,” says
lead author W. James Gauderman, “an indi-
vidual with a deficit at this time will probably
continue to have less than healthy lung func-
tion for the remainder of his or her life.”

Other studies published in the February
2003 and September 2005 issues of EHP
linked traffic exposure to increased risk for
low birth weight and premature birth. A new
study published 6 December 2007 in the
New England Journal of Medicine showed thar
adults with asthma who spent just 2 hours
walking on a street with heavy diesel traffic
suffered acute transient effects on their lung
function along with an increase in biomarkers
that indicate lung and airway inflammarion.

In addition, research by the EPA-funded

A 80

Southern California Particle Center ar the
University of California, Los Angeles, pub-
lished in the April 2003 issue of EHP,
demonstrated that ultrafine particles from
incomplete combustion of engine fuels and
lubricating oils can bypass the body’s defense
mechanisms, gain entry to cells and tissues,
and alter or disrupt normal cellular function.

Regulation to Date

In 2005, CARB issued guidelines that recom-
mend avoiding construction of new schools
and homes within a mile of a railyard or
500 feet of a busy highway. A few years earlier,
California legislators, citing health effects
research findings, passed SB 352, a law pro-
hibiting building new schools within 500 feer
of a busy road or freeway. Bur the 2003 law
permits several loopholes, such as allowing a
school district to show that it is able to mitigare
traffic emissions so that pupils and staff will
suffer no significanc health risk. The law also
requires that a school district verify that any
railyard within a quarter mile of a new school
will not present a public health threat. Some
school districts, in the scramble to build new
facilities, are continuing to site new schools
near freeways and rail operations,

Conversely, railyards and freeways also
continue to be proposed in close proximity to
schools and homes, such as a proposed truck
expressway to speed trucks away from the
Southern California ports, which would pass
within 100 feet of homes and 700 feet of a
local school. The draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the project, issued in
August 2007 by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges the
scientific research: “Some recent studies have
reported that proximity to roadways is related
to adverse health outcomes—particularly res-
piratory problems.” Bur the EIS goes on to
say that using these studies to determine if
there will be adverse impacts from the truck
expressway project is premature.

According to Ron Kosinski, depury dis-
trict director for the Caltrans district covering
Los Angeles County, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is delaying any pol-
icy decisions related to health effects from
proximity to traffic until the conclusion of a
review of all the studies by the Health Effects
Institute—a report that is not expected for
several years. FHWA spokesman Doug
Hecox says, “[The agency is] not suggesting
that nothing should be done. But there are
no conclusive studies right now drawing a
direct relationship between the number of
trucks on a road and the percent of impair-
ment of an affected child.”

Environmental, community, and public
health groups have long pressured Los Angeles
and Long Beach port authorities to rake
action on port pollution. In 2006, an historic

agreement called the Clean Air Action Plan
(CAAP) was signed, vowing that the ports
would reduce air pollution by 45% within the
next 5 years. However, some community and
environmental groups are concerned that the
deadlines set in the CAAP are slipping.

Port of Los Angeles executive director
Geraldine Knatz responds thar the CAAP “is a
five-year process that requires major invest-
ment in construction and new equipment, and
in the interim, cargo movement through our
ports continues.” Knatz also points to a new
program to reduce port-related truck emis-
sions by 80% by 2012—a $2 billion initiative
thar she says “cannot simply happen
overnight.” In December 2007, both porrs
adopted conrainer fees to fund the replace-
ment of 17,000 polluting big-tig trucks with
new models that meet tighter EPA diesel emis-
sion standards.

At the state level, CARB issued new rules
in December 2007 that would require ships
to plug in to electricity rather than using
diesel auxiliary engines when docked in the
harbor and thar would require stricter emis-
sions standards for trucks frequenting ports
and railyards. The South Coast AQMD has
fong championed stricter controls on ports
and rail operations to protect public health, as
well as environmental justice considerations.
In 2006 the agency issued rules to reduce pol-
lution from idling locomotives in railyards,
but railroad companies sued to block them.
In 2007 a Los Angeles~based U.S. District
Court judge struck down the agency’s rules,
arguing that it lacked authority to adopt
them; the agency is appealing the decision.

According to the South Coast AQMD,
emissions from ships are also underregulared,
with no significant international or federal
emission control regulations. In 2004, the
EPA announced plans to pur in place new
standards for ships and locomotives. On
15 January 2008, the Greenwire news service
reported these standards were under review at
the White House Office of Management and
Budger, which must approve them before the
EPA can sign off on them.

Increased Trade Expected

The health and environmental justice impacts
of port, rail, and trucking pollution are not
limited to California. In South Carolina, for
example, environmental groups and home-
owners are troubled by anticipated impacts of
a proposed terminal expansion at the old
Charleston Navy Base, which the South
Carolina Coastal Conservation League says
will triple the container volume through
Charleston and generate thousands more
truck trips a day through a low-income black
neighborhood. “An access road and off-ramp
will go right through our Rosemont commu-
nity as trucks leave the port terminal for the
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nearby interstate highway,” New Rosemont
Neighborhood Association president Nancy
Burton told participants of a recent commu-
nity-academic conference on port health
impacts held in Los Angeles.

According to The Journal of Commerce
Online (JoC), a news magazine covering inter-
national trade and goods movement, many
U.S. ports aze expanding in hopes of capitaliz-
ing on rising international trade volumes.
Historically, says maritime industry economist
Bill Ralph, as quoted in the 16 January 2008
JoC, international container trade in the
United States has an annual growth of about
7%. In 2006, U.S. containerized imports grew
by 11%. Bur in 2007, says Ralph, they
increased by only 3%, due to a slowdown in
the housing and auto markets. Economist
Walter Kemmsies, quoted 2 days earlier in the
JoC, predicts thar U.S. container trade will
recurn to its normal 7% annual growth within
the next 2 years and continue to grow steadi-
ly—even faster if the United States enters into
more free trade agreements.

The EPA Office of Environmental Justice
(OEJ) has taken note of the growth trends
and the rising environmental health concerns
about port and goods movement expansion.
In August 2007, acting OEJ director Charles
Lee appointed a new working group to study
the impacts of ports and goods movement
through an “environmental justice lens,”
with a report expected in June 2008. Land
use decision making will be 1 element in the
report, along with community participation,
regulatory mechanisms, innovative technolo-
gies, and more.

Projected increases in foreign trade, along
with many states planned expansion of high-
ways, rail facilities, and ports to handle Asian
imports, cause concern abourt increased air
pollution if regulations to reduce emissions
do not keep pace with trade growth. In the
22 August 2007 Federal Register, the EPA
noted that the anticipated increase in trade
will have air quality impacts, and the agency
threw out a challenge to the ports and com-
panies involved in goods movement: “It is
becoming increasingly important that these
entities operate sustainably, i.c., economically
viable, environmentally and socially responsi-
ble, safe and secure.”

Community Response

As this global goods movement system
expands, communities across North America
are now recognizing that they are facing simi-
lar circumstances and common conflicts. And
they are banding together, in small and large
coalitions, to address the impacts.

In the 1990s, just a few groups such as the
Sierra Club, the Environmental Health Coali-
tion, the Center for Community Action and
Environmental Justice, and homeowners near

the ports were focused on the effects of the global
supply chain. But 2001 turned out to be a
watershed year. That year, the Natural Resources
Defense Council, the Coalition for Clean Air,
Communities for a Better Environment, and
2 harbor-based homeowner’s associations filed a
lawsuit challenging the Port of Los Angeles’s
environmental review of planned construction
for a major shipping terminal. Two years Jater
they won a $50 million landmark setdement
from the city requiring environmental mitiga-
tions, such as the “plug in” rule issued by CARB
in December. A new era had begun—one that
started to shift public attention from the role of
international trade simply as the region’s major
economic engine to the potential perils of
uncontrofled goods movement expansion.

That same year, the NIEHS-funded
Southern California Environmental Health
Sciences Center, based at USC, held a rown
meeting to share its research findings with
community groups, residents, workers, and
policy makers. In turn, scientists heard the
emerging concerns of residents abour diesel
emissions near the ports, railyards, and ware-
houses. Research findings on the health
impacts of air pollution scon began to find
their way into policy debates on goods move-
ment and port expansion.

Over the next 3 years, multiple partner-
ships started to come together to specifically
address issues of ports and goods movement
in California. Among the collaborative efforts
active today are the Ditching Dirry Diesel
Collaborative based in Oakland, aimed at
developing a regional strategy to reduce diesel
emissions; the Trade, Health & Environment
(THE) Impact Project, a community-
academic collaborative aimed at elevating
community voices in the goods movement
policy debate and using science-based infor-
mation to inform public policy; the Port
Work Group of Green LA, which aims to
ensure that the Port of Los Angeles becomes
truly green, with the support of the city’s
mayor; and a broad-based coalition aimed at
improving wages and working conditions
(including less-polluting vehicles) for port
truck drivers,

Elsewhere, residents in a neighborhood
near the Port of Seartle have been counting
big-rig trucks parked overnight in their com-
munity in an effort to keep port-related pollu-
tion, safety hazards, and blight out of their
neighborhoods. In Arizona, a school superin-
tendent has asked officials not to enact zoning
changes that would allow construction of a
major intermodal facility (a railyard at which
cargo is transferred between trucks and trains)
across the street from a local elementary
school. And on Long Island, residents are ask-
ing the state of New York to reconsider its
plans to build an intermodal facility near resi-
dential communities and a wildlife preserve.
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Tools for Action

Many groups impacted by ports and goods
movement came together in late 2007 at
Moving Forward, the first North American
community-oriented gathering on this topic,
which was organized by THE Impact Project
and cosponsored by private groups along with
NIEHS- and EPA-funded centers.

Participants shared information on cur-
rent health research related to goods move-
ment, community concerns about health
impacts, future goods movement expansion
projects (such as plans to deepen the harbor ac
the Port of Savannah, Georgia, to handle larg-
er ships carrying twice as many containers),
and community efforts to effect change.
Presenters described tools for action, such as
methods for mapping goods movement activ-
ities in communities; understanding who the
key goods movement stakeholders and deci-
sion makers are; ways to incorporate credible,
current scientific rescarch findings into educa-
tional and policy efforts; and new methods
for developing health impact assessments.

Eric Kirkendall from Kansas was struck
by the commonalities at the conference. Back
home, he had formed the Johnson County
Intermodal Coalition in response to proposals
1o build an intermodal railyard near the small
town of Gardner and surround his 4-acre
homestead on 3 sides with 12-acre warehouses.
Kirkendall says, “We sometimes feel alone in
Kansas. Bur by the end of the conference 1
understood that we are not alone. We have
much to share with, and learn from, other
groups with similar challenges, as well as from
scientists and policy makers.”

Some attendees thought more attention
should be focused on American consumer
habits, a point echoed by Rev. Peter Laarman,
executive director of Progressive Christians
Uniting, He urges a closer look at the hidden
costs of imports. “Americans think of them-
selves as consumers rather than as citizens,” he
says. “We don’t care, for example, if Chinese
workers toil in factories with nio safety regula-
tions, or if residents in communities near our
ports have to breathe dirtier air. What we care
about is ‘How much do I have to pay for an
iPod?” and “Where can I buy this doll for
under ten dollars?””

By their very nature, the ports and goods
movement debates faced by community
groups throughout North America can help to
inform future discussions about consumerism
and globalization. As far as health effects 2o,
however, research findings and community
experience are strongly suggesting that global
trade, while an apparent boon to our economy,
will continue to pose a serious threat to our
population’s environmental health unless pro-
tective and collective action is taken, and soon.

Andrea Hricko
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7202 Stonewood Dr.
Huntington Beach, CA, 92647

Southern California Commuters Forum
15 February 2008

Board of Directors

Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: Comments on the Draft Regional Transportation Plan
Dear Board Member;

We, the Southern California Commuters Forum, have reviewed the 2007 Draft Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), and offer the following comments.

We find the draft RTP to be another in a long line of SCAG RTP failures. It is not by accident
that the Los Angeles region is known as the worst congestion area in the nation. How could it be
otherwise when each RTP projects worse congestion in the future than currently measured. We
contend that any plan that projects increasing congestion is a failure.

It failed because it offers a bleaker future than the present.

It failed by not once in the development of the RTP was serious consideration given to a solution
that would reduce congestion. It failed by not giving high enough priority to congestion relief.

It failed because it continuously gave priority to politically correct solutions instead of giving
priority to cost effective solutions. We contend that alternative solutions exist within projected

funding that would reduce congestion if more cost effective projects were selected.

It failed by underemphasizing roadway projects and by overemphasizing HOV solutions in the
roadway allocation.

It failed by lack of innovation.

It failed by basing congestion estimates on a model that is fundamentally flawed in not properly
modeling roadway speeds.

We request that the RTP be revised to offer a congestion reducing solution.
Sincerely Yours

David Mootchnik. Director

Southern California Commuters Forum
714 842 8766



Transmitted via email on 2/19/08, 5:46 pm

Dear Jessica,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan.
The City of Torrance, as well as the South Bay Area, is served primarily and therefore highly
dependent, on our major arterials for the majority of our daily trips. Managing and maintaining
our arterial system is critical to the quality of life for our citizens, as well as the City’s economic
vitality.

To reduce trips on the arterial network and increase the use of public transportation, a unique
opportunity is presenting itself for the City to pursue the concept of a Multi-Modal
Transportation Center. The Transit Center would be located on Crenshaw Boulevard at 208™
Street/Metro’s Harbor Subdivision Rail Lines. This location is ideal for a variety of reasons:
e It would be in close proximity to Interstate 405 and Interstate 110;
e It would be a Multi-Regional Transit Center;
e It would attract multi-jurisdictional riders;
e It would be immediately adjacent to the Metro-owned Harbor Subdivision Rail Lines;
and
e It would have the potential to incorporate into a passenger light rail use as an extension of
the Green Line along the existing Harbor Subdivision.

Therefore, the City would like to request having this project be included in the RTIP list and
considered for potential funding.

Ted Semaan
City of Tovance
Commaity Deselopment Deparinet

(310)615-5990
tsemaan@torrnet.com
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THE TORRES MARTINEZ DESERT CAHUILLA INDIANS
P.O. Box 1160
Thermal, CA 92274
(760) 397-0300 — FAX (760) 397-8146
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SO MENAE

February 14, 2008

Jessica Meaney

Assistant Regional Planner

Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. 7" Street, 12" FI.

Los Angeles, CA 90017

RE: Comments to 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
Dear Ms. Meaney:

I'd like to thank SCAG on behalf of the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians
(TMDCI) for the opportunity to comment on the draft 2008 RTP. The TMDCI face
unique challenges in long-range transportation and land use planning. Reservation
lands consist of 24,000 checker-boarded acres that cross into the two counties of
Riverside and Imperial. There are 62.5 miles of road within the Reservation of which
48% is maintained by the County of Riverside with the balance of the roads
maintained by Caltrans and the Bureau of Indian Affairs Pacific Region (BIA). The
Coachella Valley has surpassed Riverside County’s growth rate and a majority of that
growth will be in the east valley portion. This is evidenced by Exhibit 2.1 and 2.2 of
the draft 2008 RTP.

The Tribe is taking steps to master plan reservation lands by undertaking a Tribal
Master Plan effort. In addition, the Tribe has received grant funding for a Tribal
Transportation Plan and when completed will be folded into the Tribal Master Plan.
Both of these plans will be submitted to SCAG for incorporation into the next RTP
update. Although both of these plans will be limited in scope due to funding issues,
we hope to build upon the plans to be on par with plans typically found in surrounding
jurisdictions. Currently, the Tribe will be wrapping up a transit needs assessment
report with grant funds received from SCAG.



Jessica Meaney
Page 2 of 2

As cross-border trade activity continues to increase along Highway 86, the
reservation will see increased pollution and traffic related accidents. Unprecedented
growth in and around the reservation will increase the need for affordable housing.
The Reservation will face cumulative impacts from this growth never before seen in
this part of the County. We welcome the opportunity to work with SCAG and CVAG
on such regional land use issues affecting the Coachella Valley.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to call me at
(760) 397-0300, ext. 1232.

Sincerely,

Roland G. Ferrer
Acting Planning Manager

C: Columba Quintero, Interim Tribal Administrator
Tribal Council



San Joaquin Hills Foothill/Eastern

Corridor Agency Corridor Agency
Chairman: e Chairman: ‘
Jim Dahl TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES Lance Maclean
San Clemente . Mission Viejo

February 19, 2008

Jessica Meaney.

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435
Subject: Comment on Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan
Dear Ms. Meaney:

The Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) submits the following comments on the Draft |
2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Draft Program EIR.

TCA previously submitted comments pertaining to the regional growth forecast assumed in
the Draft RTP, dated January 22, 2008. The comments and recommendations presented in
that letter are incorporated by reference, and included as Attachment A to this letter.

In addition, we request the following revisions to the Draft RTP and corresponding sections ‘
-of the Draft PEIR:

1. RTP/RTIP Project Listing Clarifications

RTP Project Listing Report, page 96-99, and Modeled Projects List: The project
listings for the San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor (SR 73), Eastern Transportatmn
Corridor (SR 241/261), Foothill Transportation Corridor-North (SR 241),

and Foothill Transportation Corridor-South (SR 241) require updates as indicated in
Attachment B in order to reflect the latest project information approved by the respective
Boards' of Directors of the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency and the San
Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor Agency. These project description revisions must
be reflected in the Project Listing Report appendix, which contains a comprehensive list
‘of Orange County projects included in the RTP on pages 96 through 99.

Further, the updated project listings in Attachment B should be added to the Modeled
Projects List in the Transportation Conformity Append1x of the RTP, and included in the
final RTP conformity analysis.

RTIP Project Listing Report, page 42: Consistent with the revised project descriptions
discussed above, improvements to the San Joaquin Hills, Eastern and Foothill-North

Thomas E. Margro, Chief Executive Officer
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Transportation Corridors are scheduled for the 2008/2009 through 2012/2013 timeframe.
We request that these improvements, described in Attachment C, be listed in the Project
Listing Report’s Orange County RTIP section, starting on page 42. These near-term project
improvements should also be referenced in SCAG’s Timely Implementation report in the
Transportation Conformity Report.

2. Draft RTP, Page 55: Baseline Forecast as Basis for RTP.

Consistent with our January 22, 2008, comment letter and federal requirements to base the
RTP on the best available growth assumptions reflecting local plans and policies, we urge
SCAG to base the final RTP upon the Baseline Forecast that reflects the latest approved
development projects occurring in and around the SR 241 alignment. In light of project
entitlements, a “Policy Forecast” distribution of growth in this area is both unlikely and at
odds with the transportation and air quality strategy of the RTP which includes SR 241.

3. Draft PEIR, Executive Summary, Mitigation Measures.

We note that many mitigation measures proposed in the Draft PEIR are aimed mainly at
impacts associated with the proposed “Policy Forecast” allocation of population, housing and
employment growth, rather than transportation projects. Mitigation measures that do not
address RTP transportation projects should be removed from the PEIR prior to certification.

For example, MM-EN.15 (local agencies should facilitate accelerated construction of solar
and wind power), and MM-EN.34 (project sponsors should provide public education and
publicity about energy efficiency programs), and MM-0S.23 (project sponsors should ensure
. that at least one acre of unprotected open space is permanently conserved for each acre of
open space developed as a result of growth) do not directly address transportation project
impacts and are beyond the authority of transportation project sponsors.

Thank you for SCAG’s written response to these comments. We look forward to
amendments in the final Draft 2008 RTP and PEIR to make the recommended changes.
Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at
(949) 754.3475 or by e-mail at mcfall@sjhtca.com.

Sincerely,

Valarie McFall
Acting Deputy Director
Environmental Planning

cc: Jonathan Nadler, SCAG
Philip Law, SCAG
Rosemary Ayala, SCAG
Tom Margro, TCA



i . s . Attachment A

A

San Joaquin Hills

. Foothill/Easiern
Corridor Agency Corridor Agency
Chairman: ' - § Chairman:
éf; %?:,'n onte TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES Lonce MacLean
Mission Viejo

January 22, 2008

Mr. Mark Butala

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

" Subject: Draft Policy Forecast for South Orange County -
Dear Mr. Butala:

The Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) is writing this letter to alert SCAG to
inconsistencies that must be fixed in the Draft Policy Growth Forecast contained in the
Draft 2008 RTP. The draft Policy Forecast base maps and housing and employment
forecasts for Census Tracts 320,23 and 320.56 in South Orange County do not accurately
reflect the existence of SR 241, Foothill Transportation Corridor South (FTC-S), as
included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). :

1’ SR 241/FTC-S has been included SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
. Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTTP) since 1991 as a toll road
project that will be coristructed and operating before 2035. o

2. SR241/FTC-Sisnot depicted consistently on SCAG's draft 2035 Policy Forecast
maps. For example, SR 241/FTC-S has been mistakenly left off "TAZs Showing
Draft Policy Growth Forecast Greater Than Draft Baseline (Employment) Orange
County Council of Governments" or on "TAZs Showing Draft Policy Growth
Forecast Greater Than Draft Baseline (Housing) Orange County Council of
Governments." Instead, the maps show SR 241 terminating at Oso Parkway. Both of
these maps are used by SCAG in public presentations and are available on SCAG's
website. A S ’
(ttp://www.scag.ca. gov/forecast/downloads/maps/TAZ_GF_Employment_Orange.jp
g,and o ' -
http://www.soag.ca.gov/forecast/downloads/maps/TAZ_GF_Household_Orange.jpg) '

The SR 241/FTC-S project schedule calls for two lanes in each direction to open to
traffic in 2013, with three lanes in each direction by 2030; this updated project -
schedule will be incorporated into the 2008 RTP and RTIP, .

Thomos E. Maigro, Chief Executive Officer
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Mr. Mark Butala— SCAG
January 22, 2008
Page 2

3. SR 241/FTC-S is a key example in the SCAG region of a privately-financed toll road.
Toll roads are a major feature in SCAG's forthcoming 2008 RTP. Toll road

construction bonds must be repaid from toll revenue. SR 241/FTC-S is also a
Transportation Control Measure in the RTP and South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) that is supposed to receive priority for completion due to
its air quality benefits to the transportation system. However, SCAG's draft Policy
Forecast eliminates substantial revenue-producing resident and employment
population on the corridor that has been projected since 1991. Thus, the draft Policy
Forécast undercuts the air quality goals-and Transportation Control Measures of the
RTP and AQMP. | '

The TCA requests that SCAG remedy these South Ofange County inconsistencies in the
final 2008 RTP and Policy Forecast: . :

« Werequest that all RTP ‘base maps, includinig the Policy Forecast base maps,
accurately depict the SR 241/FTC-S alignment in South Orange County.

+ We further request that SCAG convene a stakeholder meeting prior to the RTP
comment deadline on February 18th to resolve this issue. The meeting should include
representatives from TCA, the County of Orange, OCTA, the Orange County Council
of Governments, and any other South Orange County jurisdictions affected by the
redistribution of the draft Policy Forecast.

* Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. I look forward to your response at
your earliest convenience. Please contact me at 949-754-3475 or at mcfall@sjhtca.com.

Sincerely,

TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES

Valarie McFall
Acting Deputy Director
_ Environmental Planning

ce: Haésan Thkrata, SCAG
Lynn Harris, SCAG
Frank Wen, SCAG



Attachment B
RTP Project Descriptions, February 2008

The final phase of the San Joaquin Hills, Foothill-North and Eastern Transportation
Corridors will be built segment by segment, in response to demand. The following
project descriptions should be reflected in the RTP/RTIP prOJect lists and
transportation/conformity modeling:

SCAG SR 73, San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor

TCA 10254 SCAB 2022 CAR63 73 9.6 25.5 STHTC, 15 MI TOLL RD BETWEEN I-5 IN

. SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO AND RTE 73 IN IRVINE, EXISTING 3 MF EA DIR. 1 ADD'L
MF EA DIR, PLUS CLIMBING AND AUX LNS AS REQ, BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA
MOU 4/5/01. TCM.

Total Project Cost: $343 million

SCAG SR 241/261/133, Eastern Transportation Cofridor

TCA ORA050 SCAB 2040 CAR62 241 12.4 38.8 ETC (RTE 241/261/133) (RTE 91
TO I-5/JTAMBOREE) EXISTING 2 MF EA DIR, 2 ADD'L MF IN EA DIR, PLUS
CLIMBING AND AUX LANES AS REQ BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 4/05/01. TCM.

Total Project Cost: $548 million

SCAG SR 241, Foothill Corridor North

TCA ORAO051 SCAB 2042 CAR62241 13.8 26.4 (FTC-N) (OSO PKWY TO ETC) (13
MI) EXISTING 2 MF IN EA DIR, 2 ADDITIONAL MF LANES, PLS CLMBNG & AUX
LANES AS REQ BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 4/05/01. TCM.

Total Project Cost: $118 million

SCAG SR 241, Foothill Transportation Corridor South

TCA ORAO052 SCAB 241 0 15.9 (FTC-S) TOLL RD (I-5 TO OSO PKWY) (15MI)

2 MF EA. DIR BY 2013; AND 1 ADDITIONAL MF EA. DIR. PLS CLMBNG & AUX
LANES AS REQ BY 2030 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 4/05/01. 2013 (2+2) and 2030 (3+3)
TCM.

Total Project Cost: $ 705 million (SCAG portion only)



Attachment C
RTIP Project Descriptions, February 2008

The foIIowihg projects should be included in the RTIP listing of projects scheduled
for 2008 through 2013. Budgets, schedules, and status of environmental
documentation are included in TCA's Capital Improvement Plan summaries included
in this attachment. This information should also be referenced in SCAG’s Tlmely
Implementation report in the Transportation Conformity report.

SR 73, STHTC

6-mile segment of one additional MF in N/B d1rect10n by 2010.

SR 241/261/133, ETC

Windy Ridge FasTrak Lane project. Add 1 M/F lane for 2.4 miles N/B and 1.5 miles S/B by
2010.

5-mile Loma segment widening, 1 M/F in each direction, by 2015.
SR 241, FTCN

5-mile segment of 1 additional M/F lane SB; and 1-mile segment of 1 additional auxilary
lane NB; by 2015.

SR 241, FTCS

2 MF in each direction by 2013.



Foothill Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 2
Foothill-North Southbound Widening
Revised August 9, 2007

Description The Project provides a one lane widening for increased capacity of the existing
two lane southbound SR 241 roadway from Bake Parkway PM 23.1 to the north, where the
existing three lane roadway segment presently ends, to south of the Arroyo Trabuco Bridge at
Santa Margarita Parkway PM 18.1 to the south, a distance of 5.0 miles. Two major twin
bridges (Upper Oso Reservoir and Aliso Creek) within this segment are being widened in
both the northbound and southbound directions to accommodate the added lanes plus the
future full Ultimate Corridor widening. The Ultimate Corridor consists of four general
purpose lanes, plus an auxiliary lane northbound.

Purpose and Need Traffic volumes on this roadway segment have increased steadily over
the years to the present volume periodically exceeding 28,000 vehicles traveling southbound
during weekdays, with up to 4,000 vehicles during the evening peak hour. This peak hour
volume translates to a level of service (LOS) D. When Foothill-South opens, these volumes
are expected to increase even faster than the current average of 5% per year, resulting in
decreasing service levels if no lanes were added. :

Design The first phase of the Project was completed in late 2005 by HDR Engineering, Inc.
with the preparation of a PSR/PR (Project Study Report/Project Report). An engineering
design proposal was approved at the April 12, 2007 F/ETCA Board meeting and design is
proposed to be initiated in late FY 2007. This includes the preparation of preliminary and
final design and construction contract documents for advertising and award.

Construction Impacts During the scheduled 24 month construction period, a temporary
concrete barrier will be placed along the left mainline travel lane with construction activities
occurring behind the rail. Lane closures will be required during certain daytime off-peak
hours to remove bridge rails with some excessive noise resulting at each of the two bridge
locations. Similarly, noise will be a factor during pile driving operations for structure
foundations.

Environmental An Addendum to the Foothill Corridor Environmental Impact Report has
been prepared for the Project. Environmental mitigation will be required to address riparian
and coastal sage scrub impacts at the Aliso Creek Bridge construction site.

Cost/Budget The estimated $55.1 million Project costs is listed below with the proposed
fiscal year budget allocations shown:

Activity FY 2007 Proposed | FY 2009 &
and Prior | FY 2008 Later Total
Engineering Oversight $145,000 $250,000 $50,000 $445,000
Project Study Report/Project 555,000 | - 0 0 555,000
Report
Design 200,000 | 2,500,000 0 2,700,000
Environmental Mitigation 0 230,000 170,000 400,000




Construction 0 0| 43,500,000 43,500,000

Construction Engineering 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000

Management

Materials Testing 0 0 200,000 200,000

Contingency & Misc. 0 320,000 4,000,000 4,320,000
Total $900,000 | $3,300,000 | $50,920,000 | $55,120,000

Schedule Construction is proposed to begin in late 2008 under a 24 month schedule. The
Project schedule proposes completion of construction and opening of the added lane near the
end of 2010, prior to the timing of the projected opening of Foothill-South.

RTIP

Prior

FY 07/08

FY 08/09

FY 09/10

FY 10/11

FY 11/12

Total

Eng’r

700,000

1,850,000

1,570,000

1,300,000

1,300,0000

600,000

7,320,000

ROW

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Constr

0

100,000

6,000,000

18,000,000

18,000,000

3,700,000

47,800,000

Total

700,000

1,950,000

7,570,000

19,300,000

19,300,000

6,300,000

55,120,000




Eastern Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 4

SR 241 Loma Segment Widening
Revised August 9, 2007

Description The project comprises the addition of a completely new southbound roadway
with three general purpose lanes on SR 241 between Chapman Ave. PM 32.3 and the East
Leg (SR 133) PM 27.6. Presently both northbound and southbound roadways are utilizing
the Ultimate Corridor northbound roadbed with two lanes in each direction plus a climbing
lane northbound. The project would reconfigure the northbound travel way to add a third
general purpose lane plus a climbing lane and full shoulders. The Loma Ridge Segment of
the Eastern Corridor was initially constructed to a minimum cross section on a single
northbound roadbed to reduce initial construction costs, with the intent of expanding the
roadway in the future when traffic dictates and funding is available. Full width grading of -
this segment was accomplished during initial construction.

Purpose and Need Traffic on this segment is steadily increasing and with the opening of
Foothill-South is projected to be at capacity during peak hours in 2011. The two lane
roadway in each direction (plus a climbing lane northbound) has insufficient capacity for
future traffic volumes and was planned for expansion through this proposed construction of
additional lanes on the southbound roadbed.

Project Status Preparation of a PSR/PR (Project Study Report/Project Report) is proposed to
be initiated early in FY 2008. RBF was selected for design of the project during the
competitive consultant selection process of 2006. Conceptual plans of the proposed
improvement have been developed by Agency staff for use by RBF in preparing an estimate
of the time and cost required to prepare design and the PSR/PR. Upon approval of the
PSR/PR by the Agency and Caltrans later this fiscal year, a design contract with RBF is
planned for the preparation of construction contract documents.

Environmental An Addendum to FEIR No. 2-1 for the Eastern Corridor will be prepared
during the design process.

Construction Impacts The areas adjacent to the proposed project are mostly rural and
therefore noise from construction activities should cause few impacts. The construction area
is separated from the existing roadway except at the project limits where K-rail will be used
for positive traffic delineation.

Cost/Budget Construction costs are estimated at $15.0 million and, when combined with
engineering, environmental and contingency, the estimated project cost totals $20.0 million.

Total Project Costs are estimated to be as follows:



Activity Proposed FY 2009
FY 2008 & later Total

Engineering oversight $60,000 $100,000 $160,000
Project Report . 500,000 0 500,000
Design 300,000 1,500,000 1,800,000
Environmental 0 100,000 100,000
Construction 0 15,000,000 15,000,000
CEM 0 900,000 900,000
Materials Testing 0 100,000 100,000
Contingency & Miscellaneous 140,000 1,300,000 1,440,000

Total $1,000,000 $19,000,000 $20,000,000

Schedule The project has been forwarded from the Mid-Term Projects into the Near-Term
category with construction planned to be complete for traffic opening near the end of 2011.

RTIP Prior FY 07/08 FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 | Total
Eng’r 1,000,000 1,200,000 1,000,000 500,000 200,000 | 3,900,000
ROW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Constr 0 0] 600,000 | 7.000,000 | 7.500,000 1,000.000 | 16,100,000
Total 0 1,000,000 1,800,000 8,000,000 8,000,000 1,200,000 | 20,000,000




San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 8

SR 73 Northbound Roadway Widening
Revised August 9, 2007

Description The project consists of adding a fourth general purpose lane in the northbound
direction within the roadway median at two locations: 1) from the present large drop north of
Aliso Viejo Parkway, PM 15.0 to north of the Laguna Canyon Road entrance ramp PM 17.7,
a distance of 2.7 miles, and 2) from the Catalina View Toll Plaza cash lane merge PM 19.7,
to the MacArthur Blvd. exit PM 23.0, a distance of 3.3 miles. To accomplish this, three
bridges require widening (a single span wildlife crossing, a two span Newport Coast Drive
undercrossing and a three-span Bonita Canyon Drive Undercrossing). An optional extension
within location 1, 1.5 miles northerly to PM 17.7 was approved by the Agency Board of
Directors on Aprll 12,2007.

Purpose and Need Approximately 70,000 vehicles use these segments of the STH Corridor
on a typical weekday with 36,500 or-52% traveling northbound. Of these 36,500 northbound
vehicles, up to 6,900 use the facility during the morning peak hour from 7 — 8 am. This
greatly exceeds the capacity of these 3-lane segments, producing a level of service F (very
congested). Value pricing peak period toll adjustments were first made in February 2002
which, when combined with subsequent toll increases, have somewhat alleviated this
condition. Slowdowns and stoppages, however, continue to occur periodically.

Project Status In response to an RFSOQ in early 2006, DMJM Harris was selected for the
bridge design, while CDMG prepares the roadway design, Kleinfelder, Inc. the geotechnical
and LSA the environmental. Board approval was given in August 2006, and these activities
are well underway. '

Environmental An environmental Addendum to the SJTH FEIS/EIR is required for the
project. This document is being prepared by LSA Associates and draft reports are currently
under review by the Agency.

Construction During the 15 month construction period that is scheduled to begin in mid
2008, a temporary concrete barrier will be placed along the left mainline northbound travel
lane with construction activities occurring behind the rail. Some short-term lane closures
may be required during daytime off-peak hours to remove bridge rails with some excessive
noise resulting at each of the three bridge locations during certain construction operations.

Costs/Budget Construction costs for the project including the optional segment are
estimated at $9.0 million. This amount combined with the Project Report preparation,
design, CEM (Construction Engineering Management), materials testing, environmental
documentation, environmental mitigation and contingency brings the total estimated project
cost to $12.0 million. The FY 2007 budget contained $900,000 for preparation of the Project
Report, preparation of design and associated activities.



Activity FY 2007
Actual Plus | Proposed FY 2009 &
Projected FY 2008 Later Total

Engineering Oversight $40,000 $50,000 $-0- $90,000
(CDMG)
Design 600,000 800,000 -0- 1,400,000
Environmental 106,000 100,000 -0- 206,000
Construction -0- 3,000,000 6,000,000 9,000,000
Construction Engineering -0- 200,000 400,000 600,000
Management
Contingency & Misc. 54.000 250,000 400,000 704,000

Total 800,000 $4,400,000 $6,800,000 | $12,000,000

- Schedule A 27 month period is estimated to complete the Project Report, design, obtain
approvals, complete PS&E, bid and construct the project on an expedited schedule.

RTIP Prior Y 07/08 | FY 08/09 | FY 09/10 FY FY Total
10/11 | 11/12
Eng’r 540,000 960,000 540,000 160,000 0 0] 2,200,000
ROW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Constr 0| 3.440.000 | 5.460,000 900,000 0 0| 9,800,000
Total 540,000 | 4,400,000 | 6,000,000 | 1,060,000 0 0 | 12,000,000




Eastern Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 5

Windy Ridge Toll Plaza FasTrak Lanes
Revised August 9, 2007)

Description The project consists of adding a third general purpose FasTrak lane in each
direction within the SR 241 roadway median through the Windy Ridge Toll Plaza from south
of the Southern California Edison wildlife undercrossing PM 35.1 to north of the Windy
Ridge wildlife undercrossing PM 38.1, a distance of 3.0 miles. Also included is the
reconfiguration of lane delineation in both directions at the exit from the mainline into the
attended toll lanes to favor the predominant movement of FasTrak traffic and thereby
improve traffic operations.

Purpose and Need This Windy Ridge segment of SR 241 carries approximately 59,000
vehicles on an average weekday split 49% northbound and 51% southbound. Of the nearly
30,000 vehicles traveling southbound, approximately 75% use FasTrak and almost 3,600
trips occur during the highest volume morning hour. This volume represents a Level of
Service E at the point of exit. The project will add the third FasTrak lane through the toll
plaza and reduce the number of lane changes required.

Project Status Design of the project is underway with Board approval of the selected design
firm (Parsons Transportation Group) and its design contract in November 2006. Preparation
of a Project Report and environmental documentation is also progressing under that contract.
Once the Report is approved by the Agency and Caltrans, final design will be developed and
PS&E will be prepared for construction of the project.

Environmental An environmental Addendum to the FEIR No. 2-1 is required for the
project. This document has been initiated concurrently with project design.

Construction Impacts During the planned 16 month construction period, temporary
concrete barriers will be placed along the left mainline travel lane with construction activities
occurring behind. Some excessive noise will result from concrete removal and pile driving
operations at the two bridge locations. This area is relatively isolated, therefore no
significant impacts are anticipated.

Costs/Budget Construction costs for the project are estimated at $6.5 million. This amount,
combined with the costs of the Project Report, design, CEM (Construction Engineering
Management), materials testing environmental documentation, environmental mitigation and
contingency brings the total estimated cost to $9.0 million. The FY 2007 budget included
$900,000 for the environmental documentation and design; however, $300,000 is expected to
remain at fiscal year end and will be available in FY 2008.



Activity FY 2007
Actual Plus Proposed FY 2009
Projected FY 2008 & Later Total

Engineering Oversight $40,000 $40,000 $0 $80,000
Design 500,000 500,000 0 1,000,000
Environmental 0.0 100,000 0 100,000
Construction 0.0 3,000,000 3,500,000 6,500,000
Construction Engineering 0.0 200,000 200,000 400,000
Management’ :
Materials Testing . 0 30,000 30,000 60,000
Contingency & Misc. 60,000 130.000 670,000 860,000

Total $600,000 |  $4,000,000 $4,400,000 $9,000,000

Schedule This project has been advanced from previous schedules due to the increased
periods of operational constraints. A period of 1% years is estimated to prepare the Project
Report, design, obtain approvals and prepare PS&E. Upon completion of this process,
construction will commence in the spring of 2008 and be completed in the fall of 2009.

RTIP Prior FY 07/08 | FY 08/09 | FY 09/10 | FY FY Total
10/11 11/12
Eng’r 600,000 700,000 300,000 | 100,000 0 0 1,700,000
ROW 0 0 0 0 00 0 0
Constr 01 3,300,000 | 3,500,000 | 500.000 0 0] 7.300.000
| Total 600,000 | 4,000,000 | 3,800,000 | 600,000 0 0 [ 9,000,000




San Joaquin Hills Foothill/Eastern

Corridor Agency Corridor Agency
Chairman: e Chairman: ‘
Jim Dahl TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES Lance Maclean
San Clemente . Mission Viejo

February 19, 2008

Jessica Meaney.

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435
Subject: Comment on Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan
Dear Ms. Meaney:

The Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) submits the following comments on the Draft |
2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Draft Program EIR.

TCA previously submitted comments pertaining to the regional growth forecast assumed in
the Draft RTP, dated January 22, 2008. The comments and recommendations presented in
that letter are incorporated by reference, and included as Attachment A to this letter.

In addition, we request the following revisions to the Draft RTP and corresponding sections ‘
-of the Draft PEIR:

1. RTP/RTIP Project Listing Clarifications

RTP Project Listing Report, page 96-99, and Modeled Projects List: The project
listings for the San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor (SR 73), Eastern Transportatmn
Corridor (SR 241/261), Foothill Transportation Corridor-North (SR 241),

and Foothill Transportation Corridor-South (SR 241) require updates as indicated in
Attachment B in order to reflect the latest project information approved by the respective
Boards' of Directors of the Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency and the San
Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor Agency. These project description revisions must
be reflected in the Project Listing Report appendix, which contains a comprehensive list
‘of Orange County projects included in the RTP on pages 96 through 99.

Further, the updated project listings in Attachment B should be added to the Modeled
Projects List in the Transportation Conformity Append1x of the RTP, and included in the
final RTP conformity analysis.

RTIP Project Listing Report, page 42: Consistent with the revised project descriptions
discussed above, improvements to the San Joaquin Hills, Eastern and Foothill-North

Thomas E. Margro, Chief Executive Officer
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Transportation Corridors are scheduled for the 2008/2009 through 2012/2013 timeframe.
We request that these improvements, described in Attachment C, be listed in the Project
Listing Report’s Orange County RTIP section, starting on page 42. These near-term project
improvements should also be referenced in SCAG’s Timely Implementation report in the
Transportation Conformity Report.

2. Draft RTP, Page 55: Baseline Forecast as Basis for RTP.

Consistent with our January 22, 2008, comment letter and federal requirements to base the
RTP on the best available growth assumptions reflecting local plans and policies, we urge
SCAG to base the final RTP upon the Baseline Forecast that reflects the latest approved
development projects occurring in and around the SR 241 alignment. In light of project
entitlements, a “Policy Forecast” distribution of growth in this area is both unlikely and at
odds with the transportation and air quality strategy of the RTP which includes SR 241.

3. Draft PEIR, Executive Summary, Mitigation Measures.

We note that many mitigation measures proposed in the Draft PEIR are aimed mainly at
impacts associated with the proposed “Policy Forecast” allocation of population, housing and
employment growth, rather than transportation projects. Mitigation measures that do not
address RTP transportation projects should be removed from the PEIR prior to certification.

For example, MM-EN.15 (local agencies should facilitate accelerated construction of solar
and wind power), and MM-EN.34 (project sponsors should provide public education and
publicity about energy efficiency programs), and MM-0S.23 (project sponsors should ensure
. that at least one acre of unprotected open space is permanently conserved for each acre of
open space developed as a result of growth) do not directly address transportation project
impacts and are beyond the authority of transportation project sponsors.

Thank you for SCAG’s written response to these comments. We look forward to
amendments in the final Draft 2008 RTP and PEIR to make the recommended changes.
Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at
(949) 754.3475 or by e-mail at mcfall@sjhtca.com.

Sincerely,

Valarie McFall
Acting Deputy Director
Environmental Planning

cc: Jonathan Nadler, SCAG
Philip Law, SCAG
Rosemary Ayala, SCAG
Tom Margro, TCA



i . s . Attachment A

A

San Joaquin Hills

. Foothill/Easiern
Corridor Agency Corridor Agency
Chairman: ' - § Chairman:
éf; %?:,'n onte TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES Lonce MacLean
Mission Viejo

January 22, 2008

Mr. Mark Butala

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

" Subject: Draft Policy Forecast for South Orange County -
Dear Mr. Butala:

The Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) is writing this letter to alert SCAG to
inconsistencies that must be fixed in the Draft Policy Growth Forecast contained in the
Draft 2008 RTP. The draft Policy Forecast base maps and housing and employment
forecasts for Census Tracts 320,23 and 320.56 in South Orange County do not accurately
reflect the existence of SR 241, Foothill Transportation Corridor South (FTC-S), as
included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). :

1’ SR 241/FTC-S has been included SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
. Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTTP) since 1991 as a toll road
project that will be coristructed and operating before 2035. o

2. SR241/FTC-Sisnot depicted consistently on SCAG's draft 2035 Policy Forecast
maps. For example, SR 241/FTC-S has been mistakenly left off "TAZs Showing
Draft Policy Growth Forecast Greater Than Draft Baseline (Employment) Orange
County Council of Governments" or on "TAZs Showing Draft Policy Growth
Forecast Greater Than Draft Baseline (Housing) Orange County Council of
Governments." Instead, the maps show SR 241 terminating at Oso Parkway. Both of
these maps are used by SCAG in public presentations and are available on SCAG's
website. A S ’
(ttp://www.scag.ca. gov/forecast/downloads/maps/TAZ_GF_Employment_Orange.jp
g,and o ' -
http://www.soag.ca.gov/forecast/downloads/maps/TAZ_GF_Household_Orange.jpg) '

The SR 241/FTC-S project schedule calls for two lanes in each direction to open to
traffic in 2013, with three lanes in each direction by 2030; this updated project -
schedule will be incorporated into the 2008 RTP and RTIP, .

Thomos E. Maigro, Chief Executive Officer

125 PACIFICA, SUITE 100, IRVINE CA 52578-3304 » P.0. BOX 53770, IRVINE CA 82619-3770 » 849/754-3400 = FAX 948/754-3467

] ) o vwww.thetoliroads.com . .
Members: Aliso Vigjo « Anaheim « Casta Mesa ¢ County of Orange » Dana Point ¢ Irvine » Laguna Hills » Laguna Niguel = Laguna Woods » Lake Forest

Mission Vigjo » Newport Beach < Orange © Rancho Santa Margarita * Santa Ana = San Clemente = San Juan Capistrano # Tustin » Yorba Linda
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Mr. Mark Butala— SCAG
January 22, 2008
Page 2

3. SR 241/FTC-S is a key example in the SCAG region of a privately-financed toll road.
Toll roads are a major feature in SCAG's forthcoming 2008 RTP. Toll road

construction bonds must be repaid from toll revenue. SR 241/FTC-S is also a
Transportation Control Measure in the RTP and South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) that is supposed to receive priority for completion due to
its air quality benefits to the transportation system. However, SCAG's draft Policy
Forecast eliminates substantial revenue-producing resident and employment
population on the corridor that has been projected since 1991. Thus, the draft Policy
Forécast undercuts the air quality goals-and Transportation Control Measures of the
RTP and AQMP. | '

The TCA requests that SCAG remedy these South Ofange County inconsistencies in the
final 2008 RTP and Policy Forecast: . :

« Werequest that all RTP ‘base maps, includinig the Policy Forecast base maps,
accurately depict the SR 241/FTC-S alignment in South Orange County.

+ We further request that SCAG convene a stakeholder meeting prior to the RTP
comment deadline on February 18th to resolve this issue. The meeting should include
representatives from TCA, the County of Orange, OCTA, the Orange County Council
of Governments, and any other South Orange County jurisdictions affected by the
redistribution of the draft Policy Forecast.

* Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. I look forward to your response at
your earliest convenience. Please contact me at 949-754-3475 or at mcfall@sjhtca.com.

Sincerely,

TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR AGENCIES

Valarie McFall
Acting Deputy Director
_ Environmental Planning

ce: Haésan Thkrata, SCAG
Lynn Harris, SCAG
Frank Wen, SCAG



Attachment B
RTP Project Descriptions, February 2008

The final phase of the San Joaquin Hills, Foothill-North and Eastern Transportation
Corridors will be built segment by segment, in response to demand. The following
project descriptions should be reflected in the RTP/RTIP prOJect lists and
transportation/conformity modeling:

SCAG SR 73, San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor

TCA 10254 SCAB 2022 CAR63 73 9.6 25.5 STHTC, 15 MI TOLL RD BETWEEN I-5 IN

. SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO AND RTE 73 IN IRVINE, EXISTING 3 MF EA DIR. 1 ADD'L
MF EA DIR, PLUS CLIMBING AND AUX LNS AS REQ, BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA
MOU 4/5/01. TCM.

Total Project Cost: $343 million

SCAG SR 241/261/133, Eastern Transportation Cofridor

TCA ORA050 SCAB 2040 CAR62 241 12.4 38.8 ETC (RTE 241/261/133) (RTE 91
TO I-5/JTAMBOREE) EXISTING 2 MF EA DIR, 2 ADD'L MF IN EA DIR, PLUS
CLIMBING AND AUX LANES AS REQ BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 4/05/01. TCM.

Total Project Cost: $548 million

SCAG SR 241, Foothill Corridor North

TCA ORAO051 SCAB 2042 CAR62241 13.8 26.4 (FTC-N) (OSO PKWY TO ETC) (13
MI) EXISTING 2 MF IN EA DIR, 2 ADDITIONAL MF LANES, PLS CLMBNG & AUX
LANES AS REQ BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 4/05/01. TCM.

Total Project Cost: $118 million

SCAG SR 241, Foothill Transportation Corridor South

TCA ORAO052 SCAB 241 0 15.9 (FTC-S) TOLL RD (I-5 TO OSO PKWY) (15MI)

2 MF EA. DIR BY 2013; AND 1 ADDITIONAL MF EA. DIR. PLS CLMBNG & AUX
LANES AS REQ BY 2030 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 4/05/01. 2013 (2+2) and 2030 (3+3)
TCM.

Total Project Cost: $ 705 million (SCAG portion only)



Attachment C
RTIP Project Descriptions, February 2008

The foIIowihg projects should be included in the RTIP listing of projects scheduled
for 2008 through 2013. Budgets, schedules, and status of environmental
documentation are included in TCA's Capital Improvement Plan summaries included
in this attachment. This information should also be referenced in SCAG’s Tlmely
Implementation report in the Transportation Conformity report.

SR 73, STHTC

6-mile segment of one additional MF in N/B d1rect10n by 2010.

SR 241/261/133, ETC

Windy Ridge FasTrak Lane project. Add 1 M/F lane for 2.4 miles N/B and 1.5 miles S/B by
2010.

5-mile Loma segment widening, 1 M/F in each direction, by 2015.
SR 241, FTCN

5-mile segment of 1 additional M/F lane SB; and 1-mile segment of 1 additional auxilary
lane NB; by 2015.

SR 241, FTCS

2 MF in each direction by 2013.



Foothill Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 2
Foothill-North Southbound Widening
Revised August 9, 2007

Description The Project provides a one lane widening for increased capacity of the existing
two lane southbound SR 241 roadway from Bake Parkway PM 23.1 to the north, where the
existing three lane roadway segment presently ends, to south of the Arroyo Trabuco Bridge at
Santa Margarita Parkway PM 18.1 to the south, a distance of 5.0 miles. Two major twin
bridges (Upper Oso Reservoir and Aliso Creek) within this segment are being widened in
both the northbound and southbound directions to accommodate the added lanes plus the
future full Ultimate Corridor widening. The Ultimate Corridor consists of four general
purpose lanes, plus an auxiliary lane northbound.

Purpose and Need Traffic volumes on this roadway segment have increased steadily over
the years to the present volume periodically exceeding 28,000 vehicles traveling southbound
during weekdays, with up to 4,000 vehicles during the evening peak hour. This peak hour
volume translates to a level of service (LOS) D. When Foothill-South opens, these volumes
are expected to increase even faster than the current average of 5% per year, resulting in
decreasing service levels if no lanes were added. :

Design The first phase of the Project was completed in late 2005 by HDR Engineering, Inc.
with the preparation of a PSR/PR (Project Study Report/Project Report). An engineering
design proposal was approved at the April 12, 2007 F/ETCA Board meeting and design is
proposed to be initiated in late FY 2007. This includes the preparation of preliminary and
final design and construction contract documents for advertising and award.

Construction Impacts During the scheduled 24 month construction period, a temporary
concrete barrier will be placed along the left mainline travel lane with construction activities
occurring behind the rail. Lane closures will be required during certain daytime off-peak
hours to remove bridge rails with some excessive noise resulting at each of the two bridge
locations. Similarly, noise will be a factor during pile driving operations for structure
foundations.

Environmental An Addendum to the Foothill Corridor Environmental Impact Report has
been prepared for the Project. Environmental mitigation will be required to address riparian
and coastal sage scrub impacts at the Aliso Creek Bridge construction site.

Cost/Budget The estimated $55.1 million Project costs is listed below with the proposed
fiscal year budget allocations shown:

Activity FY 2007 Proposed | FY 2009 &
and Prior | FY 2008 Later Total
Engineering Oversight $145,000 $250,000 $50,000 $445,000
Project Study Report/Project 555,000 | - 0 0 555,000
Report
Design 200,000 | 2,500,000 0 2,700,000
Environmental Mitigation 0 230,000 170,000 400,000




Construction 0 0| 43,500,000 43,500,000

Construction Engineering 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000

Management

Materials Testing 0 0 200,000 200,000

Contingency & Misc. 0 320,000 4,000,000 4,320,000
Total $900,000 | $3,300,000 | $50,920,000 | $55,120,000

Schedule Construction is proposed to begin in late 2008 under a 24 month schedule. The
Project schedule proposes completion of construction and opening of the added lane near the
end of 2010, prior to the timing of the projected opening of Foothill-South.

RTIP

Prior

FY 07/08

FY 08/09

FY 09/10

FY 10/11

FY 11/12

Total

Eng’r

700,000

1,850,000

1,570,000

1,300,000

1,300,0000

600,000

7,320,000

ROW

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Constr

0

100,000

6,000,000

18,000,000

18,000,000

3,700,000

47,800,000

Total

700,000

1,950,000

7,570,000

19,300,000

19,300,000

6,300,000

55,120,000




Eastern Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 4

SR 241 Loma Segment Widening
Revised August 9, 2007

Description The project comprises the addition of a completely new southbound roadway
with three general purpose lanes on SR 241 between Chapman Ave. PM 32.3 and the East
Leg (SR 133) PM 27.6. Presently both northbound and southbound roadways are utilizing
the Ultimate Corridor northbound roadbed with two lanes in each direction plus a climbing
lane northbound. The project would reconfigure the northbound travel way to add a third
general purpose lane plus a climbing lane and full shoulders. The Loma Ridge Segment of
the Eastern Corridor was initially constructed to a minimum cross section on a single
northbound roadbed to reduce initial construction costs, with the intent of expanding the
roadway in the future when traffic dictates and funding is available. Full width grading of -
this segment was accomplished during initial construction.

Purpose and Need Traffic on this segment is steadily increasing and with the opening of
Foothill-South is projected to be at capacity during peak hours in 2011. The two lane
roadway in each direction (plus a climbing lane northbound) has insufficient capacity for
future traffic volumes and was planned for expansion through this proposed construction of
additional lanes on the southbound roadbed.

Project Status Preparation of a PSR/PR (Project Study Report/Project Report) is proposed to
be initiated early in FY 2008. RBF was selected for design of the project during the
competitive consultant selection process of 2006. Conceptual plans of the proposed
improvement have been developed by Agency staff for use by RBF in preparing an estimate
of the time and cost required to prepare design and the PSR/PR. Upon approval of the
PSR/PR by the Agency and Caltrans later this fiscal year, a design contract with RBF is
planned for the preparation of construction contract documents.

Environmental An Addendum to FEIR No. 2-1 for the Eastern Corridor will be prepared
during the design process.

Construction Impacts The areas adjacent to the proposed project are mostly rural and
therefore noise from construction activities should cause few impacts. The construction area
is separated from the existing roadway except at the project limits where K-rail will be used
for positive traffic delineation.

Cost/Budget Construction costs are estimated at $15.0 million and, when combined with
engineering, environmental and contingency, the estimated project cost totals $20.0 million.

Total Project Costs are estimated to be as follows:



Activity Proposed FY 2009
FY 2008 & later Total

Engineering oversight $60,000 $100,000 $160,000
Project Report . 500,000 0 500,000
Design 300,000 1,500,000 1,800,000
Environmental 0 100,000 100,000
Construction 0 15,000,000 15,000,000
CEM 0 900,000 900,000
Materials Testing 0 100,000 100,000
Contingency & Miscellaneous 140,000 1,300,000 1,440,000

Total $1,000,000 $19,000,000 $20,000,000

Schedule The project has been forwarded from the Mid-Term Projects into the Near-Term
category with construction planned to be complete for traffic opening near the end of 2011.

RTIP Prior FY 07/08 FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 | Total
Eng’r 1,000,000 1,200,000 1,000,000 500,000 200,000 | 3,900,000
ROW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Constr 0 0] 600,000 | 7.000,000 | 7.500,000 1,000.000 | 16,100,000
Total 0 1,000,000 1,800,000 8,000,000 8,000,000 1,200,000 | 20,000,000




San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 8

SR 73 Northbound Roadway Widening
Revised August 9, 2007

Description The project consists of adding a fourth general purpose lane in the northbound
direction within the roadway median at two locations: 1) from the present large drop north of
Aliso Viejo Parkway, PM 15.0 to north of the Laguna Canyon Road entrance ramp PM 17.7,
a distance of 2.7 miles, and 2) from the Catalina View Toll Plaza cash lane merge PM 19.7,
to the MacArthur Blvd. exit PM 23.0, a distance of 3.3 miles. To accomplish this, three
bridges require widening (a single span wildlife crossing, a two span Newport Coast Drive
undercrossing and a three-span Bonita Canyon Drive Undercrossing). An optional extension
within location 1, 1.5 miles northerly to PM 17.7 was approved by the Agency Board of
Directors on Aprll 12,2007.

Purpose and Need Approximately 70,000 vehicles use these segments of the STH Corridor
on a typical weekday with 36,500 or-52% traveling northbound. Of these 36,500 northbound
vehicles, up to 6,900 use the facility during the morning peak hour from 7 — 8 am. This
greatly exceeds the capacity of these 3-lane segments, producing a level of service F (very
congested). Value pricing peak period toll adjustments were first made in February 2002
which, when combined with subsequent toll increases, have somewhat alleviated this
condition. Slowdowns and stoppages, however, continue to occur periodically.

Project Status In response to an RFSOQ in early 2006, DMJM Harris was selected for the
bridge design, while CDMG prepares the roadway design, Kleinfelder, Inc. the geotechnical
and LSA the environmental. Board approval was given in August 2006, and these activities
are well underway. '

Environmental An environmental Addendum to the SJTH FEIS/EIR is required for the
project. This document is being prepared by LSA Associates and draft reports are currently
under review by the Agency.

Construction During the 15 month construction period that is scheduled to begin in mid
2008, a temporary concrete barrier will be placed along the left mainline northbound travel
lane with construction activities occurring behind the rail. Some short-term lane closures
may be required during daytime off-peak hours to remove bridge rails with some excessive
noise resulting at each of the three bridge locations during certain construction operations.

Costs/Budget Construction costs for the project including the optional segment are
estimated at $9.0 million. This amount combined with the Project Report preparation,
design, CEM (Construction Engineering Management), materials testing, environmental
documentation, environmental mitigation and contingency brings the total estimated project
cost to $12.0 million. The FY 2007 budget contained $900,000 for preparation of the Project
Report, preparation of design and associated activities.



Activity FY 2007
Actual Plus | Proposed FY 2009 &
Projected FY 2008 Later Total

Engineering Oversight $40,000 $50,000 $-0- $90,000
(CDMG)
Design 600,000 800,000 -0- 1,400,000
Environmental 106,000 100,000 -0- 206,000
Construction -0- 3,000,000 6,000,000 9,000,000
Construction Engineering -0- 200,000 400,000 600,000
Management
Contingency & Misc. 54.000 250,000 400,000 704,000

Total 800,000 $4,400,000 $6,800,000 | $12,000,000

- Schedule A 27 month period is estimated to complete the Project Report, design, obtain
approvals, complete PS&E, bid and construct the project on an expedited schedule.

RTIP Prior Y 07/08 | FY 08/09 | FY 09/10 FY FY Total
10/11 | 11/12
Eng’r 540,000 960,000 540,000 160,000 0 0] 2,200,000
ROW 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Constr 0| 3.440.000 | 5.460,000 900,000 0 0| 9,800,000
Total 540,000 | 4,400,000 | 6,000,000 | 1,060,000 0 0 | 12,000,000




Eastern Transportation Corridor
Near-Term Project No. 5

Windy Ridge Toll Plaza FasTrak Lanes
Revised August 9, 2007)

Description The project consists of adding a third general purpose FasTrak lane in each
direction within the SR 241 roadway median through the Windy Ridge Toll Plaza from south
of the Southern California Edison wildlife undercrossing PM 35.1 to north of the Windy
Ridge wildlife undercrossing PM 38.1, a distance of 3.0 miles. Also included is the
reconfiguration of lane delineation in both directions at the exit from the mainline into the
attended toll lanes to favor the predominant movement of FasTrak traffic and thereby
improve traffic operations.

Purpose and Need This Windy Ridge segment of SR 241 carries approximately 59,000
vehicles on an average weekday split 49% northbound and 51% southbound. Of the nearly
30,000 vehicles traveling southbound, approximately 75% use FasTrak and almost 3,600
trips occur during the highest volume morning hour. This volume represents a Level of
Service E at the point of exit. The project will add the third FasTrak lane through the toll
plaza and reduce the number of lane changes required.

Project Status Design of the project is underway with Board approval of the selected design
firm (Parsons Transportation Group) and its design contract in November 2006. Preparation
of a Project Report and environmental documentation is also progressing under that contract.
Once the Report is approved by the Agency and Caltrans, final design will be developed and
PS&E will be prepared for construction of the project.

Environmental An environmental Addendum to the FEIR No. 2-1 is required for the
project. This document has been initiated concurrently with project design.

Construction Impacts During the planned 16 month construction period, temporary
concrete barriers will be placed along the left mainline travel lane with construction activities
occurring behind. Some excessive noise will result from concrete removal and pile driving
operations at the two bridge locations. This area is relatively isolated, therefore no
significant impacts are anticipated.

Costs/Budget Construction costs for the project are estimated at $6.5 million. This amount,
combined with the costs of the Project Report, design, CEM (Construction Engineering
Management), materials testing environmental documentation, environmental mitigation and
contingency brings the total estimated cost to $9.0 million. The FY 2007 budget included
$900,000 for the environmental documentation and design; however, $300,000 is expected to
remain at fiscal year end and will be available in FY 2008.



Activity FY 2007
Actual Plus Proposed FY 2009
Projected FY 2008 & Later Total

Engineering Oversight $40,000 $40,000 $0 $80,000
Design 500,000 500,000 0 1,000,000
Environmental 0.0 100,000 0 100,000
Construction 0.0 3,000,000 3,500,000 6,500,000
Construction Engineering 0.0 200,000 200,000 400,000
Management’ :
Materials Testing . 0 30,000 30,000 60,000
Contingency & Misc. 60,000 130.000 670,000 860,000

Total $600,000 |  $4,000,000 $4,400,000 $9,000,000

Schedule This project has been advanced from previous schedules due to the increased
periods of operational constraints. A period of 1% years is estimated to prepare the Project
Report, design, obtain approvals and prepare PS&E. Upon completion of this process,
construction will commence in the spring of 2008 and be completed in the fall of 2009.

RTIP Prior FY 07/08 | FY 08/09 | FY 09/10 | FY FY Total
10/11 11/12
Eng’r 600,000 700,000 300,000 | 100,000 0 0 1,700,000
ROW 0 0 0 0 00 0 0
Constr 01 3,300,000 | 3,500,000 | 500.000 0 0] 7.300.000
| Total 600,000 | 4,000,000 | 3,800,000 | 600,000 0 0 [ 9,000,000







Ms. Jessica Kirchner
SCAG 2008 RTP/PEIR
February 19, 2008
Page 2

» A statement is made on page 86 of the Draft RTP that:

“in order to yield transportation mode! performance that legitimately account for the
resulting air quality benefits, the assumptions must be: 1) reasonable and realistic; 2)
based on the best and most up-to-date information; and 3) consistent with planned
transponation infrastructure.”

The Baseline Growth Forecast is based on local input and supports these assumptions.
SCAG should use the Baseline Growth Forecast as the adopted growth forecast for the
2008 RTP.

e On page 62 of the Draft RTP, a reference is made to the growth identified in the
Baseline Forecast as “supporting urban sprawl” and representing a growth scenario that
is:

... very similar to the status quo, taking a somewhat “business as usuwal” approach that is not
steered by regional policies.”

This statement in the Draft RTP does not properly characterize the growth that is taking
place and is projected throughout Orange County, including Tustin. For example, the
Tustin Legacy project at the former Marine Corps Air Station Tustin is a significant infill
project located in close proximity to transit and employment centers. Therefore, the
mischaracterization of the Baseline Forecast shouid be deleted from the Draft RTP.
Instead, examples should be provided of the many jurisdictions which are promoting
growth principles consistent with those identified in the Draft RTP.

» SCAG should incorporate the Orange County Transportation Authority's list of
transportation projects submitted to SCAG for incorporation into the 2008 RTP. These
projects have already been included in OCTA’s Long-Range Transportation Plan and
the Renewed Measure M Major Investment Plan.

» SCAG should remove mitigation measures in the Draft RTP PEIR that are not related to
transportation project delivery and implementation and those that were derived from the
Draft 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan which is still in the public review process and
has not been approved by the SCAG Regional Council.

» The Policy Growth Principles outlined in the Draft RTP are specifically identified as
voluntary for local governments. As such, the mitigaticn measures in the Draft PEIR
directly mitigating the growth that would result from the Policy Growth Principles (as
depicted in the Policy Growth Forecast) shouid also be considered voluntary in nature
and should apply only if the measure is practical and feasible for the implementing
agency.



Ms. Jessica Kirchner
SCAG 2008 RTP/PEIR
February 19, 2008
Page 2

The City of Tustin supports the January 28, 2008, recommendation of the OCTA Board
of Directors that Orange County host cities and other local and regional jurisdictions
work with the OCTA to examine transit alternatives on the Pacific Electric (PE) Railroad
right-of-way. The Orangeline Development Authority (OLDA) has proposed a high-
speed magnetic levitation (Maglev) system from Palmdalg to Irvine that would traverse
the PE right-of-way, which is owned by the OCTA. However, the OCCTA has not
committed to making the right-of-way available for use by the OLDA. Therefore, SCAG
should remove the Orangeline project from the RTP Constrained Plan.

All Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) projects located in Tustin
should be included in the 2008 RTP, including the following which may have been
missed:

a. Modify Northbound SR 55 Ramps to connect to Newport Avenue Extension
between Edinger Avenue and Valencia Avenue;

b. Tustin Ranch Road Extension from Walnut Avenue to Edinger Avenue, with new
grade separation at Edinger Avenue; and

¢. Red Hill Avenue Grade Separation at Edinger Avenue/railroad tracks.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2008 Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report {DPEIR) for the 2008 SCAG RTP. If you have any questions
regarding the City’'s comments, please call Elizabeth Binsack, Community Development Director at
(714) 573-3031.

Sincerely,

R
e

:— B ‘{:.flfﬁ“/ [ /?7«‘.’:9{/2'_/

Jerry Amante

Mayor

CC:

Hasan lkhrata, SCAG
Dennis Wilberg, OCCOG
Tustin City Council
William A. Huston

Tim D. Serlet

Elizabeth A. Binsack
Dana Ogdon

Scott Reekstin

SR:environmental etc\SCAG 2008 RTP and RTP PEIR Letter.doc



Scott D. Moore
;';’Ahéﬁu; Vice President Public Affairs

February 19, 2008

Honorable Gary Ovitt

Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re: Union Pacific Railroad Comments on 2008 Draft RTP
Dear Supervisor Ovitt:

Union Pacific Railroad appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 2008 Draft
Regional Transportation Plan (Draft RTP). Union Pacific supports the comments being
submitted by the Association of American Railroads and its member companies, and
supplements those comments in this letter regarding issues specific to our business.

As you may be aware, Union Pacific has applied to the Intermodal Container Transfer
Facility Joint Powers Authority for approval to modernize UP’s facility (the "ICTF") near
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. These modernization projects will double the
number of containers handled at the ICTF, while reducing particulate matter emissions by
74%. Union Pacific is proud of the important efficiencies this project will bring along
with significant reductions in air emissions.

We understand that the Draft RTP does not include any reference to the ICTF
modernization project because the project is not receiving federal funding and is not
"regionally significant" under EPA's transportation conformity rule. We do not disagree
with this reasoning, but want to confirm that SCAG’s decision not to include the ICTF in
the RTP was considered.

Federal regulations set forth requirements for an RTP. With respect to freight rail
projects, the RTP must include “[e]xisting and proposed transportation facilities
(including major roadways, transit, multimodal and intermodal facilities, pedestrian
walkways and bicycle facilities, and intermodal connectors) that should function as an
integrated metropolitan transportation system . . . .” 23 C.F.R. § 450.322(f)(2). In
addition, the RTP must include “[d]esign concepts and design scope descriptions of all
existing and proposed transportation facilities in sufficient detail, regardless of funding
source, in nonattainment and maintenance areas for conformity determinations under
EPA’s transportation conformity rule.” 23 C.F.R. § 450.322(£)(6).

Certain projects are exempt from the transportation conformity requirement. Specifically,
EPA exempts projects related to:

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD 10031 Foothills Blvd., Roseville, CA 95747 (916) 789-6015



Scott D. Moore
Vice President Public Affairs

"Reconstruction or renovation of transit buildings and structures (e.g., rail or bus
buildings, storage and maintenance facilities, stations, terminals, and ancillary
structures);

"Rehabilitation or reconstruction of track structures, track, and trackbed in
existing right-of-way;

"Construction of new bus or rail storage/maintenance facilities categorically
excluded in 23 C.F.R. part 771; and

"Transportation enhancement activities (except rehabilitation and operation of
historic transportation buildings, structures, or facilities)." 40 C.F.R. § 93.126.

The ICTF is a terminal or station that functions to support the overall rail system. As
a project involving renovation or reconstruction of rail-related building structures and
support facilities, the ICTF is specifically exempt from the conformity determination.

Thus, because the ICTF is not receiving federal funding, and is exempt from the
transportation conformity determination, it need not be included in the RTP or the RTIP.

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to contact
me if you have any questions about this letter.

Sincerely,

ZE e

Scott D. Moore

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD 10031 Foothills Bivd., Roseville, CA 95747 (916) 789-6015
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Ao 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
February 19, 2008
Jessica Meaney

Southemn California Association of Governments
818 West 7 Street, 12™ Floor
Los Angeles, California 90017

Subject: EPA Comments on the Draft 2008 Southern California Association of
Governments Regional Transportation Plan and the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report for the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan

Dear Ms. Meaney:

The U.8. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) appreciates the opportunity to
provide feedback on the Draft 2008 Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, EPA is
committed to the goal of incorporating environmental considerations early in the
transportation planning process. This early coordination results in greater opportunities to
avoid sensitive resources and minimize impacts associated with future transportation
projects.

On August 27, 2007, EPA provided comments on the 2007 SCAG Public
Participation Plan Draft Amendment No.1. In October 2006, EPA participated in a
mitigation workshop and provided comments on the mitigation measures of the SCAG
2004 Regional Transportation Plan PEIR for the 2007-2008 RTP update. The workshop
was part of an expanded consultation effort by SCAG under Section 6001 Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU).

SAFETEA-LU directs metropolitan planning organizations to consult with
resource agencies while developing long-range transportation plans. It also states that
long range transportation plans must include “a discussion of types of potential
environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities,
including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the
environmental functions affected by the plar.” EPA provides the following comments in
support of compliance with these requirements.

Transportation Conformity and Air Quality

EPA’s air planning staff has an established relationship with SCAG for
transportation conformity consultation (40 CFR 93.105) and is currently undergoing

1 Privied on Recycled Paper



FEB=1Y-<UU8 TUE U4:59 PM U, S, E. P, A, FAX NO. 4153478026 P, 03

separate discussions with SCAG on conformity. As such, the comments provided in this
letter address non-conformity related elements of the plan. If you have conformity-
related or air quality questions on the RTP, please contact Karina Q’Connor of our Air
Planning Office at 775-833-1276 or oconnor.karina@epa.pov.

Update the RTP to Address the Impacts in the Region Associated with Port-Related
Operations ‘

As the Draft RTP highlights, port operations are expected to continue to grow at a
rapid rate. Local communities that are already heavily affected by existing air quality
conditions would be further impacted by the numerous freight-related projects expected
in the port area and throughout the region. Given the magnitude of port operations, their
expected growth, and the severe air quality problems that could be exacerbated, EPA
recommends the Final RTP and Final PEIR include: (1) a discussion that discloses the
public health implications to the region and, specifically, to communities adjacent to the
ports and major freight transport corridors, (2) a description of cumulative impacts on
public health and the current environment as well as trends that have contributed to
impacts and/or losses to these resources, (3) a cormmitment to mitigation measures that
are, at a minimum, consistent with the Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP), and (4)
opportunities to engage and SCAG's commitment to work with other agencies to identify
stratepies that extend beyond CAAP provisions that would allow for earlier
implementation to improve air quality. These recommendations are described in more
detail below.

- Incorporate a discussion of the public health implications to the region and,
specifically, to communities adjacent to ports and major freight
transportation corridors '

Although we recognize the breadth of the RTP and the inherent challenge
of addressing the myriad issues in the SCAG region, the Final RTP and Final
PEIR should at least broadly discuss and disclose the public health impacts from
transportation activities in the region in general, and freight related impacts in
particular. A regional-specific health impacts section is absent from the Draft
RTP and EPA recommends that SCAG include such a discussion in the
‘Transportation Planning Challenges’ section of the Final RTP. This critical _
backdrop should be integral to a planning document of this scope which will
ultimately be relied upon by decision makers. -

- Include a description of cumulative impacts on public health and the current
environment as well as trends that have contributed to impacts and/or losses
to these resources

As you are aware, an estimated 14 combined Environmental Tmpact
Reports/Environmental Impact Statements (EIR/EIS) and almost twice as many
EIRs are to be developed in support of port-related infrastructure projects over the
next few years. This large volume of future proposed projects in the ports, if
implemented, will lead to substantial cumulative construction and operation-
related environmental impacts in already highly impacted areas. We recommend
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that SCAG include a description of these cumulative impacts and describe the
current trends associated with impacts on public health and resources.

- As applicable to the RTP, identify mitigation measures which are at least as
stringent as Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP) requirements .

EPA acknowledges SCAG’s reference to the current South Coast Air
Quality Management Plan, State Implementation Plan, and the California Air
Resources Board regulations as mitigation strategies in the Draft PEIR. We also
were particularly encouraged by the discussion of alternative based systems (page
2-19 of Draft PEIR) and on-dock rail use (page 8 of Goods Movement appendix)
as additional strategies that should be considered in minimizing environmental
impacts. While these various strategies and regulations are worth pursuing and
implementing, it is unclear from the current draft what SCAG sees as additional
strategies which should be implemented in the tegion. For example, the San
Pedro Bay Ports” CAAP is only mentioned in the Goods Movement appendix and
is not mentioned in either the Draft PEIR or Draft RTP. EPA recommends that all
proposed mitigation measures be identified in the Final PEIR and that any goods
movement-related measures, as relevant to the RTP, should meet or exceed
current CAAP emission requirements. The Final PEIR should also cléarly state
that mitigation should be implemented in a timely manner sufficient to ensure the
maximum protection of the surrounding communities from air quality impacts.

- Include additional opportunities to expand upon emission reduction
strategies above and beyond current regulations
In order to tackle the public health and air quality challenges of the region,
SCAG should identify opportunities to £0 above and beyond current SIP
commitments and state regulations and even CAAP goals to identify dpportunities
to avoid and mitigate air quality impacts. As highlighted in the Draft RTP, we
- support the interagency effort between the California Air Resources Board, the
South Coast Air Quality Management District, and SCAG to develop a white
paper which identifies additional strategies to reduce the ‘black box’. EPA
recommends that SCAG identify other opportunities where additional
coordination could lead to currently unidentified stratepies. Many of the
rulemakings and funding decisions highlighted by the Draft PEIR and Draft RTP
are not yet final and implementation may not occur for some time. Thus, the
- predominantly low income and disproportionately impacted communities in the
area of freight related facilities could still experience adverse air quality-related
health impacts upon implementation of various projects. This planning document
should help identify additional opportunities that could result in expedited
improvements to air quality.

Include Additional RTP Performance Standards to Measure Environmental Results
of the RTP, such as a Surrogate to Measure the Plan’s Success in Protecting
Sensitive Habitat,
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The RTP has identified emissions generated by travel as a performance standard
to address the RTP*s effectiveness of meeting its goal to protect the environment,
improve air quality, and promote energy efficiency. Given that the region has
experienced significant losses to species and habitat from development encroachment and
transportation construction, the RTP should identify additional performance standards to
demonstrate how the RTP will meet its environmental goals. EPA recommends
including additional performance measures to address-the RTP’s effectiveness at
protecting species, wildlife or wetland habitat, and/or open space.

Maintain and Expand Compass Blueprint Growth Policies in the RTP

EPA commends SCAG on integrating its Compass Blueprint Growth Vision into
the RTP. In particular, EPA supports the investment of a greater share of transportation
resources to promoting public transit and other alternative modes instead of facilitating
single-occupant vehicle use. Efforts to expand transit service, increase rideshare, and
integrate bicycle and transit nodes offer the opportunity to support the region’s goal of
reducing growth in vehicle miles traveled (V MT) and in turn, improve air quality. The
emphasis on planning for additional housing and jobs near transit and identifying regional
strategic areas for infill and investment is also commendable, as it will also assist in
decreasing VMT and related pollutant emissions.

We support continued efforts to provide resources and tools to local jurisdictions
to make their general plans and proposed projects consistent with the RTP and the
Compass Blueprint. We encourage SCAG to work to limit RTP amendments that would
be inconsistent with the Compass Blueprint. The RTP’s Envision Alternative builds on
the enhanced density and ideas of the Compass Blueprint and uses bold strategies to
further benefit mobility and air quality. To the extent possible, EPA recommends
incorporating concepts of the Envision Alternative into the F inal RTP. It includes far
more aggressive densities than the Proposed Plan Alternative of the RTP and limits the
development of single-family housing that would be built in the region.

Clearly Describe How SCAG’s Multiple Planning Efforts (the RTP, Regional
Comprehensive Plan, and Future Open Space Guidance) Will Be Coordinated to

Inform Regional Avoidance and Minimization of Immpacts to Resources (page 131 of
RTP) ‘

The RTP is an appropriate venue to examine and consider high quality resources
that occur across the entire region to best inform avoidance of these resources as early as
possible for transportation, not only at the project level, but strategically at the regional
scale addressed through this document. In all projects, EPA encourages agencies to first
avoid, then minimize, and finally mitigate environmental impacts of their actions. To
integrate resource planning with transportation and land use planning, SCAG is jointly
issuing the RTP and a Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and will produce Open
Space Guidance in the future. In the fast-growing SCAG region, it is critical that open
space, functioning ecosystem areas, and critical linkages not only be identified for
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protection, but be used as criteria for determining the location of all proposed
transportation decisions.

EPA is interested in how the RCP and Open Space Guidance will inteprate with
and influence the RTP. In the Final RTP and PEIR, EPA recommends that SCAG: (1)
clearly describe how the RCP and Open Space Guidance will inform regional avoidance
and minimization strategies when planning regional transportation networks, and (2)
describe how the various planning efforts (RTP, CMP, and future Open Space Guidance)
are coordinated. The Final PEIR should explain how information developed for the CMP
and Open Space Guidance may be incorporated into long-term planning for
transportation infrastructure, as well as environmental and alternatives analysis for
individual transportation projects. SCAG should also ensure consistency between these
repional planning efforts and other conservation efforts, such as local Habitat
Conservation Plans and Natural Communities Conservation Plans,

Clarify in the RTP How the RCP or the Compass Blueprint Effort Influcnced Any
Current Design and Route Network Location Decisions

EPA recognizes that SCAG intends to apply the RTP, in conjunction with
SCAG’s RCP and policies of the Compass Blueprint, in the planning of future projects to
address the region’s mobility needs in a way that is sensitive to communities and the
environment. However the RTP should clearly state how the information provided in the
RCP and the Compass Blueprint has informed the decision-making behind the projects
already proposed in the RTP. EPA recommends that, at a regional level, the RTP identify
how proposed transportation projects have been planned to (1) maximize use of existing
infrastructure, such as, improvements to existing roadways and transit service, and (2)
avoid and minimize high quality resources and habitat. The RTP should also identify
what design and route network location decisions were proposed in order to avoid and/or
minimize impacts to resources. It should be clear how information about resources,
including the RCP and policies of the Compass Blueprint, has informed decisions about
the route network.

Work Through and Resolve Resource and Regulatory Agency Concerns During
Early Corridor and Project Planning

The Draft RTP describes SCAG’s intent to pursue “an innovative,
environmentally sensitive approach to considering future development and transportation
projects (see Corridor Preservation Section, page 201 of the RTP)”. This approach
envisions that transportation options will be developed with consideration for
environmentally sensitive land-uses and habitat jssues as part of the planning and design
criteria. It would involve early and active involvement by all stakeholders at the local,
state, and federal levels. The Draft RTP recommends the Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) undertaken in Riverside County as a
terplate for other agencies and jurisdictions seeking to preserve rights-of-way (ROW)
for long-range transportation needs. .
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EPA is highly supportive of incorporating environmental considerations during
route planning and early interagency coordination to identify and resolve key issues
before the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process begins. Early
coordination benefits project proponents and the public by reducing project delays,
increasing project certainty, and improving environmental outcomes. For successful
early collaboration, EPA recommends that project proponents ensure that the early
coordination provides a genuine opportunity to work through and resolve agency
concerns during the planning stage and is not used an opportunity to simply flag issues to
discuss at a later date during project development and the NEPA and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) processes. In addition, EPA recommends that
SCAG ensures efforts to preserve right of way (ROW) for future corridors fully examine
transit alternatives, a mix of transit options with road alternatives, and/or expansion of
existing facilities.

Additienal Reso’urces

For beneficial reuse ideas in transportation projects, attached are EPA fact sheets
on the use of compost-based materials for stormwatet/erosion control and the use of
recycled industrial materials and their potential use in road construction (Enclosures).

EPA values the opportunity to be involved in the regional transportation planning
process. We hope that this involvement will lead to more efficicnt project planning and
improved environmental outcomes, When the Final RTP and PEIR are available, please
send a copy of each to the address above. If you have any questions about our comments,
[eel free to contact me at sturges.susan@epa,gov or by phone at 415-947-4188.

Sincerely, .
/;
MW ZAS
Susan Sturges, Life Sciegtst
Environmental Review Office
Enclosures
cc: Jessica Kirchner, Southern California Association of Governments

Marilee Mortenson, Caltrans :
Michelle Noch, Federal Highway Administration



February 14, 2008

Ms. Jessica Meaney

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
818 West 7th Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RE:

Comments to the SCAG Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

Dear Ms. Meaney:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2008 RTP. The Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District (District) supports the integration of the transportation and
air quality planning functions to ensure that health-based air quality standards in the South
Central Coast Air Basin are achieved and maintained. We are pleased to offer the following

comments:

Transportation Conformity Report Appendix

Page 4

Page 6

Page 7

Remove TCMs (transportation control measures) from the Applicable Budgets
heading since TCMs are addressed separately under the Applicable TCMs
heading.

You mention the “interim emissons test” under Regional Emissions Analyses
heading but don’t clearly describe it until page 7, section II. If you could explain
or give an example on the difference between an emissions budget and interim
emissions test, under this heading, I believe it would help clarify when the budget
consistency is needed versus an emissions test. Also, it should be noted that when
a newly submitted emissions budget is found to be adequate by EPA the new
budget must be used even if the SIP (state implementation plan) has not been fully
approved.

Ozone SIP is 2008, not 2007. Ventura County has been working on the 8-hour
ozone SIP since 2006. It was our intention to submit the 8-hour ozone SIP to
EPA in June 2007, however, the modeling of our attainment demonstration and
changes in the Reasonable Further Progress policy have delayed our submittal for
sometime in 2008. As you have mentioned in the 2008 Draft RTP, ARB and EPA
are working on an Early Progress Plan (EPP) to establish a motor vehicle
emissions budget for the Draft 2008 RTP conformity requirement. As soon as the
8-hour ozone SIP is submitted and the motor vehicle emissions budget is found
adequate, a new emissions budget for conformity will be established.



Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
Comments to the SCAG Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan

Page 2

Page 7

Page 8

Page 23

Page 37

Page 38

The following terms, Build and Plan Scenarios, are used in several places and it is
unclear if the both scenarios mean the same thing. If they mean the same, it may
be less confusing to use only one of the terms throughout the document. If they
are not the same, they need to be better defined to differentiate between the two
scenarios.

Under the Regional Travel Demand Model Overview heading, a statement is
made that the model was validated for the year 2003, the base year for the 2008
RTP. However, earlier in the appendix it mentions 2002 as the RTP’s base year.
This discrepancy should be corrected.

The Ventura County EPP will be for the moderate nonattainment designation
originally assigned by EPA and will include a motor vehicle emissions budget for
year 2009. The District has requested that ARB formally submit a request to EPA
for a voluntary reclassification of Ventura County from a moderate to serious
nonattainment area. Once the Ventura County SIP is submitted and the motor
vehicle emissions budget is found adequate, the emissions budget established by
the EPP will be superseded.

The streamline process for reporting and monitoring TCMs is commendable. This
process provides a simple but effective way to monitor committed TCMs without
the need for repeated SIP revisions. However, the process for substituting TCMs
requires a bit more effort and should also be streamlined, especially for smaller
TCM projects.

No emission reduction credits are claimed outside of what is included in the
Regional Transportation and EMFAC2007 modeling. The TCM categories
described in the Ventura County SIP provide a basis for transportation and transit
officials to understand which projects are considered TCMs. Projects that fall into
one of these TCM categories will be programmed as TCMs and thus given federal
funding priority. The timely implementation of these TCM projects will also be
monitored and reported at each RTP/RTIP update cycle.

List of Transportation Control Measures

The following projects are not on the Listing of TCMs Subject to Timely Implementation
beginning on page 59 of the appendix. These Ventura County projects may have been identified
or listed as a TCM in recent RTIPs. Please review the list and provide status or information.

Lead Agency Project ID Description

CAMARILLO

VEN991225 CALLEGUAS BIKE PATH FROM MISSION OAKS BLVD TO UPLAND RD




Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
Comments to the SCAG Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan

Page 3
Lead Agency Project ID Description

IN FILLMORE INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION CENTER IN DOWNTOWN

FILLMORE VENS4167 FILLMORE ON SANTA CLARA AVENUE AT SENIOR CENTER
PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS ON OJAI AVE (RT150) FROM SIGNAL TO

OJAI VENO021201 MONTGOMERY ST. FROM RTE 150 TO MATILIJA & MATILIJA AVE FROM
MONTGOMERY TO SIGNAL

OJAI VENO031214 EIGHT (8) BUS SHELTERS FOR OJAI VALLEY TROLLEY SERVICE
OXNARD TRANSPORTATION CENTER IMPROVEMENTS: ADD BUS

OXNARD VENS54165 ISLAND; PED & VEHICLE FLOW IMPROVEMENTS; LIGHTING & SECURITY
IMPROVEMENTS
SIMI VALLEY BIKE PATH CLASS I 500-FOOT CONNECTION FROM HIDDEN

SIMI VALLEY VENO031205 RANCH ROAD TO STEARNS STREET INCLUDES 75-FOOT TUNNEL UNDER
METROLINK TRACKS

gi%gSAND VENO030613 ELECTRONIC FARE BOXES FOR THOUSAND OAKS TRANSIT

THOUSAND VEN056411 ELDERLY/DISABLED SHUTTLE DEMONSTRATION SERVICE FROM

OAKS THOUSAND OAKS TO KAISER HOSPITAL WOODLAND HILLS

"(l;i%ISJSAND VENO031212 EXPAND TRAFFIC SIGNAL COORDINATION SYSTEM

VENTURA VEN031222 BUS SHELTERS ON ROUTE 33 IN OJAI, MIRA MONTE, AND CASITAS

COUNTY SPRINGS AREAS

VENTURA VEN54123 CONSTRUCT BICYCLE LANES ON CENTRAL AVE BTWN ROSE AVE &

COUNTY VINEYARD AVE (TWO 8' CLASS II BICYCLE LANES)

VENTURA

COUNTY TRANS

COMMISSION VEN990308 VENTURA COUNTY SMART CARD IMPLEMENTATION

(VCTCO)

If you have questions or need further assistance, please contact me at 805/645-1428.

Sincerely,

Ben Cacatian, Air Quality Specialist

Planning and Evaluation Division

C. Mike Villegas, VCAPCD

Dennis Wade, CARB
Karina O’Connor, EPA




VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

850 County Square Dr., Suite 207 Ventura, California 93003 (805) 642-1591 fax (805} 642-4860

February 1, 2008

The Honorable Gary Ovitt, President

Southern California Association of Governments
818 Waest Seventh Street — 12" floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: Comments on Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) ¢

Dear Supervisor Ovitt:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan.

The Commission appreciated the presentation on the RTP given by SCAG's TCC Chairman Alan
Wapner at its’ January meeting and would like to comptiment SCAG on the efforts to pull together
such a massive and critically important document that will guide Southemn California’s
transportation efforts for the next several years.

We also appreciate the recognition given in the RTP to the Rice Avenue extension project in
Ventura County, which will greatly improve access toffrom the Port of Hueneme and the
movement of goods throughout the region and the nation.

We have some minor suggestions/corrections to the draft document. First, in the Non-motorized
transportation discussion, it would be helpful to encourage large and proposed employers to
promote this type of transporiation by addingfimproving bicycle storage in employer parking
facilities. Also, in the Transit section, South Coast Area Transit or SCAT is now Gold Coast
Transit, and, the express bus network map should include Ventura intercity Service Transit
Authority or VISTA routes throughout Ventura County and, between Ventura County and Los
Angeles/Santa Barbara counties.

Thank you once again for SCAG's outreach efforts on the draft RTP. Please contact Darren
Kettie, VCTC Executive Director, if you have any guestions.

Sincerety,

Dean Mauthardt
Chairman

www.goventura.org



Comments by Western Riverside Council of Governments on
SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan & EIR

Document: RTP

Section or Chapter: Executive Summary

Page: 13

Comment: Integrated Land Use - It should be noted that SCAG does not have any land use autho
Section or Chapter: General Comment

Page: none

Comment: The document should point out the need for preservation of existing vacated right of
Section or Chapter: General Comment

Page: 9 & 66.

Comment: The Minnesota Bridge failure was due to poor engineering and undersized steel plates
Section or Chapter: Executive Summary

Page: 19

Comment: The allocation of $18 billion for high speed freight train system does not make much
The RTP plan bases a sizable amount of goods movement and transit on electrification of train

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2

Page: 50

Comment: The RTP notes that the region’s population is increasing but the number of household
Section or Chapter: Chapter 2

Page: 52

Comment: It is noted that the forecast uses a household size of three persons per household b
Section or Chapter: Chapter 2

Page: 55

Comment: It states that the economic well-being of residents in the region improves during th
Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 80 under item #10

Comment: Suggest that statement read - SCAG shall support the development of subregional or m
Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 88

Comment: The plan states that future development should ‘Ensure access to open space and habi
Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 133



Comment: In the discussion on population, housing and land use SCAG notes the impact of new a
Section or Chapter: Chapter 4

Page: 145

Comment: Local development mitigation fees for transportation facilities should be mentioned
Section or Chapter: Chapter 4

Page: 172 and Exhibits 5.2 & 5.3

Comment: Under the heading of ‘Mobility Benefits Attributable to the Land-Use Strategies’ the
Section or Chapter: General Comment

Page: N/A

Comment: Throughout the document SCAG references a number of growth forecasts and alternative

The document should clearly distinguish between the Base Year, Baseline, Plan, Policy and Env






Comments by Western Riverside Council of
Governments on
SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan & EIR

Document: RTP

Section or Chapter: Executive Summary
Page: 13

Comment: Integrated Land Use - It should be noted that SCAG does not have any land use
authority and for SCAG's land use strategies to work greater emphasis needs to be placed on
educating local officials and the public on the need to change current land use policies.

Section or Chapter: General Comment
Page: none

Comment: The document should point out the need for preservation of existing vacated right of
ways or acquire land for future transit corridors to avoid the land from being developed in to housing
or other land uses. This should carry down to non-motorized corridors and not just for fixed rail or
bus routes. (Noted the section on page 203 and recommend that this be moved or stated a second
time earlier in the document).

Section or Chapter: General Comment
Page: 9 & 66.

Comment: The Minnesota Bridge failure was due to poor engineering and undersized steel plates
not because of lack of maintenance.

Section or Chapter: Executive Summary
Page: 19

Comment: The allocation of $18 billion for high speed freight train system does not make much
sense given that that money could be used to implement more and cleaner systems for moving
freight. Does the $18 Billion include all the grade separation needed to make current rail lines
usable for a HSRT system?

The RTP plan bases a sizable amount of goods movement and transit on electrification of trains and
other modes of transit yet it does not address the additional power needs to supply all these new
modes of transportation. The plan should include a section or comment on anticipated energy
consumption and new energy facilities planned for construction between now and 2035 to supply
these future needs.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2

Page: 50



Comment: The RTP notes that the region’s population is increasing but the number of households
are not increasing at a comparable rate. It is noted that household size is increasing which is
attributed to cultural aspects but also due to the lack of affordable housing in job rich areas of the
region. Yet the RTP proposes under its Policy Growth Forecast to allocate an additional 300,000
plus population, more than 100,000 households and approximately 60,000 jobs in the areas that can
not accommodate their current needs let alone an increase above current levels. It has also been
the policy with the past two RHNA cycles to allocate more housing, particularly for lower income
levels, to the inland counties. If one is to follow the Policy growth forecast then the inland counties
will be over building housing to meet the RHNA requirements and the coastal counties will have only
15 years to accommodate the additional 300,000 population increase stated in the Policy Growth
Forecast.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2
Page: 52

Comment: It is noted that the forecast uses a household size of three persons per household but
recent data show household size increasing over the last seven years due to cultural background
and lack of affordable housing. Would not this trend continue over the RTP planning period?

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2

Page: 55

Comment: It states that the economic well-being of residents in the region improves during the
planning period. It does not seem to account for inflation during the planning period which could
have a large impact on the economy and ultimately job growth in certain sectors. Over the last
seven years the region’s increase in income was only 80% required to keep up with inflation. If you
factor in the 3.8% annual rate of inflation over the planning period and incomes rising at 2.4%
(currently) then the impact on incomes for the region will be significant.

Section or Chapter; Chapter 3

Page: 80 under item #10

Comment; Suggest that statement read - SCAG shall support the development of subregional or
multi-subregional GIS data centers for local jurisdictions to create and maintain GIS data vital for
SCAG to perform regional analysis at a higher level of accuracy.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 88

Comment; The plan states that future development should ‘Ensure access to open space and
habitat preservation...” The plan should also call for increasing the amount of open space and
habitat in the region to help offset the effects of Green House Gases and to create a higher quality of
life for the region’s residents.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 133



Comment: In the discussion on population, housing and land use SCAG notes the impact of new
and expanded infrastructure can have on a community and how growth is distributed. Cities,
through the general plan land use elements should encourage the development of higher density
development around transit nodes like TOD's. This would then encourage transportation agencies
to plan and fund projects near higher density zoned areas and help mitigate the impact of growth on
a community. As part of the land use mitigation program TOD’s, infill/refill and mixed use projects
should be considered as a land use to aid in the efficient use of distributing growth.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 4
Page: 145

Comment: Local development mitigation fees for transportation facilities should be mentioned in this
section. Over the next 25 years it is estimated that over $6 billion will be raised in this manner and
that more growth impact fees for transportation should be investigated for areas throughout the
region.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 4
Page: 172 and Exhibits 5.2 & 5.3

Comment: Under the heading of ‘Mobility Benefits Attributable to the Land-Use Strategies’ the
document references the Baseline and Policy Growth Forecast Alternatives. There is also reference
to a Baseline and Plan Freeway Speed analysis. If there is a Policy Alternative why is there no
exhibit for this?

Section or Chapter: General Comment
Page: N/A

Comment; Throughout the document SCAG references a number of growth forecasts and
alternatives. For example, on page 173 the document references the Policy Growth Alternative and
then on page 202 the document discusses the using of the Policy Growth Forecast. It also
discusses an Envision Alternative based on the Plan Alternative which is part of the Policy Growth
Forecast.

The document should clearly distinguish between the Base Year, Baseline, Plan, Policy and
Envision forecasts and alternatives and how each one was developed or what adjustments to
another forecast or alternative was made to arrive at the next or final forecast or alternative. A
separate section should be devoted to how all these growth forecasts and alternatives can be
differentiated from one another. It would be very helpful when they are referenced later in the
document.



Comments by Western Riverside Council of
Governments on
SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan & EIR

Document: RTP

Section or Chapter: Executive Summary
Page: 13

Comment: Integrated Land Use - It should be noted that SCAG does not have any land use
authority and for SCAG’s land use strategies to work greater emphasis needs to be placed on
educating local officials and the public on the need to change current land use policies.

Section or Chapter: General Comment
Page: none

Comment: The document should point out the need for preservation of existing vacated right of
ways or acquire land for future transit corridors to avoid the land from being developed in to housing
or other land uses. This should carry down to non-motorized corridors and not just for fixed rail or
bus routes. (Noted the section on page 203 and recommend that this be moved or stated a second
time earlier in the document).

Section or Chapter: General Comment
Page: 9 & 66.

Comment: The Minnesota Bridge failure was due to poor engineering and undersized steel plates
not because of lack of maintenance.

Section or Chapter: Executive Summary
Page: 19

Comment: The allocation of $18 billion for high speed freight train system does not make much
sense given that that money could be used to implement more and cleaner systems for moving
freight. Does the $18 Billion include all the grade separation needed to make current rail lines
usable for a HSRT system?

The RTP plan bases a sizable amount of goods movement and transit on electrification of trains and
other modes of transit yet it does not address the additional power needs to supply all these new
modes of transportation. The plan should include a section or comment on anticipated energy
consumption and new energy facilities planned for construction between now and 2035 to supply
these future needs.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2

Page: 50



Comment: The RTP notes that the region’s population is increasing but the number of households
are not increasing at a comparable rate. It is noted that household size is increasing which is
attributed to cultural aspects but also due to the lack of affordable housing in job rich areas of the
region. Yet the RTP proposes under its Policy Growth Forecast to allocate an additional 300,000
plus population, more than 100,000 households and approximately 60,000 jobs in the areas that can
not accommodate their current needs let alone an increase above current levels. It has also been
the policy with the past two RHNA cycles to allocate more housing, particularly for lower income
levels, to the inland counties. If one is to follow the Policy growth forecast then the inland counties
will be over building housing to meet the RHNA requirements and the coastal counties will have only
15 years to accommodate the additional 300,000 population increase stated in the Policy Growth
Forecast.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2
Page: 52

Comment: It is noted that the forecast uses a household size of three persons per household but
recent data show household size increasing over the last seven years due to cultural background
and lack of affordable housing. Would not this trend continue over the RTP planning period?

Section or Chapter: Chapter 2
Page: 55

Comment: It states that the economic well-being of residents in the region improves during the
planning period. It does not seem to account for inflation during the planning period which could
have a large impact on the economy and ultimately job growth in certain sectors. Over the last
seven years the region’s increase in income was only 80% required to keep up with inflation. If you
factor in the 3.8% annual rate of inflation over the planning period and incomes rising at 2.4%
(currently) then the impact on incomes for the region will be significant.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 80 under item #10

Comment: Suggest that statement read - SCAG shall support the development of subregional or
multi-subregional GIS data centers for local jurisdictions to create and maintain GIS data vital for
SCAG to perform regional analysis at a higher level of accuracy.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 88

Comment: The plan states that future development should ‘Ensure access to open space and
habitat preservation...” The plan should also call for increasing the amount of open space and
habitat in the region to help offset the effects of Green House Gases and to create a higher quality of
life for the region’s residents.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 3

Page: 133



Comment: In the discussion on population, housing and land use SCAG notes the impact of new
and expanded infrastructure can have on a community and how growth is distributed. Cities,
through the general plan land use elements should encourage the development of higher density
development around transit nodes like TOD’s. This would then encourage transportation agencies
to plan and fund projects near higher density zoned areas and help mitigate the impact of growth on
a community. As part of the land use mitigation program TOD’s, infill/refill and mixed use projects
should be considered as a land use to aid in the efficient use of distributing growth.

Section or Chapter; Chapter 4
Page: 145

Comment: Local development mitigation fees for transportation facilities should be mentioned in this
section. Over the next 25 years it is estimated that over $6 billion will be raised in this manner and
that more growth impact fees for transportation should be investigated for areas throughout the
region.

Section or Chapter: Chapter 4
Page: 172 and Exhibits 5.2 & 5.3

Comment: Under the heading of ‘Mobility Benefits Attributable to the Land-Use Strategies’ the
document references the Baseline and Policy Growth Forecast Alternatives. There is also reference
to a Baseline and Plan Freeway Speed analysis. If there is a Policy Alternative why is there no
exhibit for this?

Section or Chapter: General Comment
Page: N/A

Comment; Throughout the document SCAG references a number of growth forecasts and
alternatives. For example, on page 173 the document references the Policy Growth Alternative and
then on page 202 the document discusses the using of the Policy Growth Forecast. It also
discusses an Envision Alternative based on the Plan Alternative which is part of the Policy Growth
Forecast.

The document should clearly distinguish between the Base Year, Baseline, Plan, Policy and
Envision forecasts and alternatives and how each one was developed or what adjustments to
another forecast or alternative was made to arrive at the next or final forecast or alternative. A
separate section should be devoted to how all these growth forecasts and alternatives can be
differentiated from one another. It would be very helpful when they are referenced later in the
document.



Comments by Western Riverside Council of
Governments on
SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan & DEIR

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.2 Air Quality.

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ.3

Page:

Comment; Apply water or dust suppressant to exposed earth surfaces to control measures.

Language should be added to say “toxic free” dust suppressant. Currently, there are a number of
suppressants that contain toxics that if placed on exposed earth surfaces could leak into ground
water and cause more harm than good.

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ-4
Page:

Comment: All excavating and grading activities shall cease during second stage smog alerts and
periods of high winds.

This measure does not address enforcement of the measure. There jurisdictions that do not require
a grading permit, so they local jurisdiction may not know when grading or excavating is occurring.

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ.7
Page:

Comment: Public streets shall be cleaned, swept or scraped at frequent intervals or at least three
times a week if visible soil material has been carried onto adjacent public roads.

This measure needs to take into consideration the costs associated with increasing street
sweepings. This includes increase in equipment, labor, and monitoring of public roads.

Section or Chapter. MM.AQ. 11
Page:

Comment: Low sulfur or other alternative fuels shall be used in construction equipment where
feasible.

This measure should include language that if alternative fuel equipment is not available, that the
equipment meet the California Air Resources Board (CARB)s teir 3 engine standards.

Section or Chapter. MM.AQ.14

Page:



Comment: Revegetate exposed earth surfaces following construction.

This measure is unclear as to if it would be a requirement of the development or the local
jurisdictions. In addition, the use of xeroscape plantings should be included.

Section or Chapter: MM-AQ.15
Page:

Comment: Project sponsors should, where feasible, implement policies for sustainbalbe airport
development...

This measure does not clearly call out who the project sponsors are. This measure does not
seem to relate to its Impact 3.2-5. The 2008 RTP would result in increased trips and VMT as
well as increased growth in the region compared to today, resulting in increases in
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.

Section or Chapter. MM-AQ-16

Page:

Comment: Project sponsors should, where feasible, implement a green construction policy...
Again, this measure does not clearly call out who the project sponsors are. This measure
does not seem to relate to its Impact 3.2-5. The 2008 RTP would result in increased trips and
VMT as well as increased growth in the region compared to today, resulting in increases in
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.

The number in this measure is different. It contains a (=) instead of a (.).

Section or Chapter. MM-AQ-17

Page:

Comment: Local governments should set specific limits on idling time for commercial vehicles,
including delivery and construction vehicles.

This measure should say Local governments should “enforce the State’s Anti Idling Law” for
commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles.

The number in this measure is different. It contains a (=) instead of a (.).

Document: Draft 2008 RTP PEIR 3.5 Energy

Section or Chapter. MM-EN.2

Page: 3.5-34

Comment: The Mitigation Measure states that “State and federal lawmakers and regulatory

agencies should pursue the design of programs to either require or incentivize the expanded
availability and use of alternative-fuel vehicles to reduce the impact of shifts to petroleum...”



Additionally, this Measure should include wording for the expansion of related necessary
infrastructure (such as alternative fuel fill stations) necessary to increase use of the alternative-fuel
vehicles.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 13
Page: 3.5-36

Comment: A bullet should be included regarding transmission line improvements and expansion for
geothermal, solar and wind energy sources.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 17
Page: 3.5-37

Comment: This item should include promoting alternative work options such as telecommuting and
videoconferencing to reduce work related car trips.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 20
Page: 3.5-38

Comment: This item should include promoting usage of public transit and worker reduced transit
passes.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 20
Page: 3.5-38

Comment: This item should include promoting usage of public transit and worker reduced transit
passes as well as video conferencing.

Section or Chapter: MM-EN 20
Page: 3.5-38

Comment: This item should include promoting usage of public transit and worker reduced transit
passes as well as video conferencing.

Section or Chapter; Overall Section
Page: Energy Section
Comment: Goods movement impacts the environment and consumes energy. There is virtually no
discussion of goods movement in the Energy Section. Specific items that should be included are:
e Promote land use patterns that reduce truck traffic such as dedicated truck lanes to minimize

idling on the freeway
Promote electrification of trucks and rail

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.7 Hazardous Materials

Section or Chapter: MM-HM.2



Page:

Comment: SCAG shall encourage the USDOT, the Office of Emergency Services, and Caltrans to
continue to conduct driver safety training programs and encourage the private sector to continue
conducting driver safety training.

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage these training sessions. More information or
specifics should be added.

Section or Chapter: MM-HM.3
Page:

Comment: SCAG shall encourage the USDOT and the CHP to continue to enforce speed limits and
existing regulations governing goods movement and hazardous material transportation.

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage these training sessions. More information or
specifics should be added. What authority does SCAG have of CHP to ensure they are doing their
jobs?

Section or Chapter: MM-HM .4

Page:

Comment: Prior to approval of any RTP project, the Lead Agency for each individual project shall
consider existing and known planned school locations when determining the alignment of new

transportation projects and modifications to exiting transportation facilities.

This measure should include some type of “buffer requirement” if there is a potential
problem.

Section or Chapter. MM-HM.5

Page:

Comment: Prior to approval of any RTP project, the project implementation agency shall consult all
known databases of contaminated sites and undertake a standard Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment in the process of planning, environmental clearance, and construction for projects

included in the 2008 RTP. If contamination is found the implementing agency shall coordinate clean
up and/or maintenance activities.

This measure calls for the implementing agency to coordinate the clean up. If the site is private
property, then the property owner(s) should be responsible for the clean up.

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.8 Land Use
Section or Chapter: Residential
Page: 3.8-2

Comment: The document should define what SCAG considers low, medium and high density
residential development.



On pages 3.8-3 and 3.8-4 there are references to maps but the maps are not present in this section
of the document or commented on where they could be located within the document. Without the
maps included in the document no comments could be made at this time.

Section or Chapter: Institutional

Page: 3.8-4

Comment: The U.S. Naval Weapons Center located in Norco was not listed.
Section or Chapter: MM-LU.1

Page: 3.8-11 thru 3.8-12

Comment: SCAG should work with the subregions as well as the cities and counties to provide
them with updated general plans.

Section or Chapter: MM-LU.3

Comment: SCAG should keep their purview limited to the RTP and not ensure that local
jurisdictions are consistent with their own general plans. The phrase suggest that general plans
should be removed from this statement.

Section or Chapter: MM-LU.6
SCAG shall provide planning services to local governments through Compass Blueprint
Demonstration Projects. These projects will help local jurisdictions:

Develop specific plans, zoning overlays and other planning tools to enable and stimulate
desired land use changes within 2% Strategy Opportunity Areas

This statement suggests that SCAG could act as a consultants on these planning documents.
SCAG should avoid developing specific plans and overlay districts for local jurisdictions and should
provide input during the development of general plans, specific plans and overlay districts. The
same holds true with SCAG completing an economic analysis on plans.

Section or Chapter: MM-LU.10 and .11 ,
10- Local governments should provide for new housing consistent with state housing law to
accommodate their share of the forecasted regional growth.

11- Local governments should adopt and implement General Plan Housing Elements that
accommodate the housing need identified through the RHNA process. Affordable housing should
be provided consistent with the RHNA income category distribution adopted for each jurisdiction.

These two policies seem to state the same objective that jurisdictions should implement the RHNA

housing allocation into their housing elements. Number 11 is more descriptive in what the
intensions are regarding housing. Suggest that the mitigation measure number 10 be deleted.

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.11 Population, Housing and
Employment.

Section or Chapter:



Page: Page: 3.11-8

Comment: Remove text after the comma from the last sentence of the fourth paragraph. Itis
repeated in the first sentence of the next paragraph.

Section or Chapter:
Page: 3.11-9

Comment: The second sentence in the second paragraph under the Impacts and Mitigation
Measures should be rephrased or suggest removing the word transportation from the sentence.

Section or Chapter: Impact 3.11-1
Page: 3.11-10

Comment: WRCOG would liked to reiterate its concern with the Plan growth forecast (Policy
Forecast in the RTP) of moving population, households and employment from the inland counties
into the coastal counties when compared to the No Project growth forecast. This is not a realistic
possibility and the RTP does not show what the funding adjustment will be to the inland counties.
With the reduction of population, tax and fee revenues will decline and the ability to construct the
infrastructure designated in the RTP for the inland counties maybe impacted. This would then lead
to question if the RTP is fiscally constrained under the Plan.

SCAG should revisit the 2004 RTP Plan alternative that maintained the county population,
household and employment levels but redistributed the growth to the existing urban areas of the
counties. It emphasized the use of infill and refill development and higher densities in these areas.
This increase in densities would then make the investment into transit more viable and become a
greater possibility for implementation.

Under the Plan current transit investments for the inland counties would not realize their potential
become a losing proposition for a longer period of time than was initially calculated.

Section or Chapter: MM-POP.1
Page: 3.11-11

Comment:
The mitigation measure should mention what methods will be used to assist member agencies,
specifically jurisdictions, on how they can implement SCAG growth strategies at the local level.

There seems to be a disconnect between the RTP and the EIR when it comes to the HSRT for
freight. The RTP discusses using technology that would allow the HSRT to use existing railroad
tracks but the EIR mentions construction of elevated tracks to reduce the removal of homes and
businesses. The RTP or EIR does not describe which system is to be used orif itis a combination
of grade and elevated track or two separate systems, one for high-speed passenger trains and one
for high-speed freight.

Suggest removing the word considerable from the last sentence in the second paragraph on page
3.11-13.

Mitigation Measure to consider.



Businesses that are not displaced by new facilities but are disrupted by construction of facilities
should be compensated for lost revenue. Construction can impact business to the point that lost
income will force the closer of that business.

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.11 Population, Housing and Employment.

Section or Chapter: Comparison With The No Project
Page: 3.11-13

Comment; The comparison of the Plan and No Project does not consider the lost revenues in sale
taxes and fee programs when the shift in population, households and employment. This reduction in
revenues could result in fewer facilities from being constructed in areas that would lose protential
funds due to the shifting of significant growth to other subregions.

As stated previously the RTP should use the Baseline Growth Forecast for all modeling purposes
and disregard the Policy Growth Forecast from future analyses or be used only in an advisory form.
SCAG should continue to develop the Infill Growth Alternative from the 2004 RTP which
concentrated growth in existing urban areas and limited growth in the rural areas. This concept
should be maintained and continually refined instead of creating a completely new and unrealistic
growth alternative.

Document: Draft 2008 RTP EIR 3.12 Public Services and Utilities

Section or Chapter: General Comment

Page:

Comment: The 2006 diversion number for the state is 56%.
Section or Chapter: MM-PS.5

Page:

Comment: The construction contractor shall work with the respective County’s Recycling
Coordinator to ensure that source reduction techniques and recycling measures are incorporated
into project construction.

This measure should say “local government” Recycling Coordinator instead of “County’s
Coordinator.

Recycling

Section or Chapter. MM-PS-.8
Page:

Comment; Project implementation agencies shall discourage the siting of new landfills unless all
other waste reduction....

The measure calls out the need for an undeveloped land buffer, but does not specify any
recommendations for how many acres should be required.

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.9



Page:

Comment; Project implementation agencies shall discourage exporting of locally generated waste
outside of the SCAG region. Disposal within the county where the waste originates shall be
encouraged as much as possible...

The measure does not mention the County and City of Los Angeles commitment to closing their
landfills and shipping their waste to other counties. The measure calls for encouraging as much as
possible but does not provide any explanation as to how that would occur.

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.10
Page:

Comment; Project implementation agencies shall adopt Zero Waste goals and practices and look
for opportunities to voluntary actions to exceed the 50% waste diversion target.

This measure is found under Impact 3.12-3 Construction necessary to implement 2008 RTP woulyd
affect the demand for solid waste services in the SCAG region. There is no clear relevance to why
this measure is listed.

Section or Chapter: MM-PS.12
Page:

Comment; Project implementation agencies shall develop ordinances that promote waste
prevention and recycling such as: requiring waste prevention efforts at all large events and
venues....

This type of action has been implement by the California Integrated Waste Management
Board through the passage and chaptering of SB 2176, Large Event and Large Venue Recycling
Program.

This measure is found under Impact 3.12-3 Construction necessary to implement 2008 RTP would
affect the demand for solid waste services in the SCAG region. There is no clear relevance to why
this measure is listed.

Section or Chapter: Cumulative Impact 3.12-7
Page:
Comment; Urbanization in the SCAG region will increase sustainability by 2035...

This impact discusses landfill capacity. It should also include a discussion on current pushes
to ban alternative daily cover (ADC) which if successful will put millions of tons of undesirable
greenwaste into the market. The Riverside County Waste Management Department
completed a report on the greenwaste markets in the region and determined that due to
increased regulation, there was not enough infrastructure or capacity to accommodate this
material.



In addition to the above discussion, there needs to be added verbiage on the closing of Puente Hills
landfill and how that material will be distributed throughout the region. This is not only solid waste
but ADC as well.

Section or Chapter. MM-PS.25
Page:
Comment: SCAG shall encourage projects to reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste.

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage project to reuse and recycle but more
information or specifics should be added.

Section or Chapter. MM-PS.26
Page:

Comment: SCAG shall encourage methane recovery in local landfills and wastewater treatment
plants to generate electricity.

This measure is vague in how SCAG shall encourage project to reuse and recycle but more
information or specifics should be added.

Document: Draft 2008 RTP PEIR 3.15 Water Resources

Section or Chapter: General Comment
Page: 3.15-8

Comment: The description of the San Jacinto Watershed is incomplete. The following more
accurately depicts the San Jacinto Watershed.

The San Jacinto Watershed covers over 700 square miles, starting in the San Jacinto Mountains,
running westerly through Canyon Lake and ending in Lake Elsinore. This watershed provides
drinking water and recreational opportunities to much of Riverside County.

Section or Chapter: MM-W.12

Page: 3.15-42

Comment: MM-W.12 states that “Treatment and control features such as detention basins,
infiltration strips, and other features to control surface runoff and facilitate groundwater recharge ..."

This section should include the use of pervious concrete and asphalt, when and where appropriate.
Section or Chapter: MM-W.35
Page: 3.15-50

Comment: Item MM-W.35 discusses developers and local governments’ roles in promoting the use
of xeriscaping and weather-based irrigation systems. Absent from the discussion is an item on



working with local retailers and vendors to promote the availability of drought resistant landscaping
options and providing literature on where these can be purchased.

Section or Chapter. MM-W.35
Page: 3.15-50

Comment: When and where appropriate the usage of reclaimed water should also be expanded
especially for use in median landscaping and hillside landscaping.
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CIVIC CENTER
8200 WESTMINSTER BOULEVARD
WESTMINSTER, CALIFORNIA 92683
(714)898-3311

February 19, 2008

Jessica Meaney

Southern California Association of Governmentis
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Jessica,

MARGIE L, RICE
MAYOR

ANDY QUACH
MAYOR PRO TEM

FRANK G. FRY
COUNCIL MEMBER

KERMIT D. MARSH
COUNCIL MEMBER

TRITA
COUNCIHL. MEMBER

RAMON SILVER
CITY MANAGER

Thank you for this opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2008 RTP Regional
Transportation Plan. We appreciate that the Southern California Association of Governmenits has
worked to create a transportation plan which addresses many of the transportation issues facing
our region. Our comments pertain specifically to areas of the Draft RTP Regional Transportation
Plan which we believe does not correctly describe current and projected land use and housing
conditions in the City of Westminster. In addition, the City of Westminster fully endorses a
separate letler provided through the Orange Couniy Council of Governments {(OCCOG) which

includes comments regarding the 2008 RTP Draft Program EIR.

Draft 2008 RTP Regionai Transportation Plan Comments

Page 54

The overall number of persons per household will be smaller in the region

in 2035 as the downward pressures are exerted by aging “baby boomers” and
fower birth rates, while there are upward pressures from increasing Hispanic
populations with relatively large households (especially recent immigranis).
The number of persons per household may increase in some builf-out areas
over the projection horizon due fo the limited availability of developable land.
The racial and ethnic composition of households will reflect the population
diversity and create demand for a wider variely of housing types than are most
prevalent foday. Specifically, there will be more need for close-in and infilf
housing, condominiums and multi-family housing.

Comment:

We agree that the persons per household ratio may increase in older built-out
communities such as Westminster due to the lack of availahility of developable land.
Each year, the DOF (Department of Finance) figures for the City illustrate this
phenomenon. The Pian, however, fails to adequately recognize that land use decisions
are made at the {ocal jurisdiction level and in the case of Westminster, that less than
08% of the City's land is vacant, that approximately %4 of the City's land is developed



with single family residential uses and the City's current general plan emphasizes the
preservaticn of the City's housing stock. Furthermore, during the past 3 decades the city
has not up-zoned any single family residence located in a single family R1 zoning district.
While there is & need for multi-family housing, condominiums and infill housing, without
the appropriate general plan and zoning mechanisms coupled with a desire on the part of
the community and local decisionmakers to up-zone single family residential areas, we
do not believe that there will be any growth in the number of housing units in areas of
Westminster which are zoned for and developed as singie family residences.

Page 86:

Using an integrated forecasting approach and a consensus-built growth visioning
process, SCAG developed growth policies that shape the 2008 RTP

Policy Growth Alternative in order to influence development patterns that
reduce driving. The growth assumptions, vision, and policies were all developed
in coordination with technical analyses, local input, fand use and

growth experts, and on-the-ground “reality checks.” The resulting 2008 RTP
Policy Growth Alternative indicates that modified growth patterns based on
these policies are modeled to show a direct positive impact on air quality in

the region. SCAG's Compass Blueprint Program, in addition fo legislative
efforts, shapes the implementation program for enacting these policies and
programs through partnerships with and services offered to cities, counties,
subregions and county transportation commissions to ensure these positive
effects on air quality.

Comment:

In November 2008, the City's staff attended a Compass Blueprint Program/RHNA
Workshop conducted by SCAG. During the workshop, the City's staff provided SCAG's
staff with comments as tc where future growth may occur based upon current land use
conditions {e.g., availability of vacant or underutilized parcels), general plan designations
and zoning classifications. However the maps and housing estimates provided to our
staff during the workshop suggested that parcels developed as railroad right-of-ways,
overhead electrical transmission lines, industrial compiexes, cemeteries, flood control
channels and roads could be developed with additional housing.

Although our staff provided notations to the SCAG staff clarifying that these parcels could
not be developed with new housing since they are neither vacant nor underutilized, it
appears that our comments were not included as part of a local input process in
developing the growth forecasting used in the Draft 2008 RTP. Atftached are General
Plan and Zoning maps and land use data of eight census tracts within the City, where the
proposed growth forecasting numbers indicate a significant number of new households
through 2035. It is our belief that had the current "on-the-ground’ land use conditions,
general plan designations, zoning classifications and lack of vacant land sites been fully
considered while developing the proposed Integrated Growth Forecast, the draft RTP
would indicate a slower rate of househoid growth for these eight aforementioned census
tracts.

tn conclusion, we believe that the Draft 2008 RTP Regional Transportation Pian, including the
proposed Integrated Growth Forscast, misrepresents the current and projected land uses for
selected areas within the City. Nor does the plan and projections provide a household growth
projection (for selected areas of the City) which is based upon an understanding of local “on-the-
ground” conditions. We believe that SCAGs efforts in creating an accurate RTP would be
enhanced through a better understanding of the City's land use, general plan, zoning and other
local factors which will influence the creation of new households. If we can provide you with any
additional information and/or you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please

2008 Draft RTP Comment Letter Page 2



contact Steven Ratkay at 714.898.3311, extension 257 or email him at
sratkay@ci. westminster.ca.us

;;ereiy,j /

Art Bashmakian AICP
Planning Manager

cc Ray Siiver, City Manager
Don Anderson, Community Development Director
Troy Edger, Councilmember City of Los Alamitos, OCCOG Representative
Dean Grose, Councilmember City of Los Alamitos, Alternate OCCOG Representative

Tracy Sato AICP, City of Anaheim, OCCQOG TAC

Attachments (electronic): General Plan Maps PDFs (selected Census Tracts)
Zoning Maps PDFs (selected Census Tracts)
Census Tract Land Use Data — Based upon zoning classification

2008 Draft RTP Comment Letter Page 3
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« Los ANCGELES

* SANTA MoONIcA

s West Hotutrwooon

* COUNTY OF LOs ANGELES

February 15, 2008

Hasan lkhrata

Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, California 90017-3435

Dear Mr. lkhrata:

The Westside Cities Council of Governments (COG) supports SCAG’s ongoing efforts
in multi-regional planning within the context of the significant challenges of connecting
the region through needed transportation projects.

In this regard, we appreciate that full funding for Exposition Light Rail to Santa Monica
has been included in the plan as a baseline project. The Expo line promises
exceptionally high ridership of 61,000 passenger boardings per day, and offers to
connect the east and west side of the County along a heavily congested corridor where
there are no other opportunities for relief.

The Westside Cities are pleased that the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan includes
the first phase of the Westside Subway Extension in the strategic section of the plan.
We encourage that the strategic section of the plan also reflect the entire ‘Subway to the
Sea’ to Santa Monica.

The robust economic base, diverse cultural and recreational amenities on the Westside
warrant these two critical projects. These 2 distinct projects serve separate corridors
and will be constructed over different timelines with the Exposition Light Rail project
currently under construction while planning efforts for the ‘Subway to the Sea’ just
commenced.

The I-10/Robertson/National Area Circulation Improvement Project has also been
identified as one of the top priority projects by Westside COG to help relieve congestion.
The preliminary planning of this project is listed under the RTIP portion of the RTP, and
we urge that the construction of the project be included in the strategic portion of the
plan. The project, located near a future Exposition Light Rail Transit station, will relieve



bottlenecks on Interstate 10 and five major boulevards caused by dysfunctional on/off
ramp system and street configurations.

The Westside is home both to the second largest employment center in the region with
nearly 500,000 jobs and to the worst traffic congestion in the United States. The
Westside sub-region is comprised of 3% of Los Angeles County’s land area, 6% of the
population and has 11% of the County’s jobs. Funding for these critical projects is long
overdue. These 3 projects will add long awaited mass transit to the Westside and the
region. They will be an important part of the overall transportation strategy to enhance
mobility, accommodate increasing travel demands, and relieve congestion. We stand
ready to join with SCAG to move these much needed projects from the drawing board to
reality.

Sincerely,

Councilmember, City of Beverly Hills
Chair, Westside Cities Council of Governments

LJB: jhe

cc: WSCCOG Board Vice Chair, Delegates and Alternates
Westside Cities City Managers and COG Executive Staff Committee Members
Jessica Meaney, Assistant Regional Planner, SCAG



Comments to the SCAG RTP
Submitted January 18, 2008

By:

Michael E. McGinley P.E.
3340 Santa Carlotta St.

La Crescenta, CA

91214 rrpemike @yahoo.com

Note: This Word document format, as an attachment to an e-mail to Jessica Meaney, is
being used because I could not get any of my five attempts to submit comments directly
to the SCAG site to work. I have used the subject headings offered on the comment sheet
for my submittals below. (Maybe if your site was working I would not have written so
much, because now I am ““out of the box”.)

Aviation

1. All commercial airports should be served by high quality, attractive public transit in
order to lessen the vehicle traffic impacts and to improve the quality of life of both
travelers and near-by residents. The core routes should be rail links to the regional transit
system, with bus lines for the less heavily traveled lines. Look to Chicago and St. Louis
for models. In addition to the air transport passengers there is a large body of airport
employees who commute to/from the airports who could be served.

2. Airport authorities traditionally resist public transit for three reasons. First, they claim
that they cannot use airport revenues to build transit facilities because they are not,
strictly speaking, airport-related. This needs a legislative fix. Second, they cherish the
parking lot revenues and are reluctant to see potential air transport passengers choose
transit instead of parking for a hefty fee. Perhaps they can use their parking lot land for
higher and better uses and thus obtain higher rents than they obtain from the parking lots
(if in fact those lots ever do end up empty). Third, the airports are influenced by the taxi
and shuttle services who may be threatened by a transit option. I doubt that the need for
those services will ever vanish, and they can/should be accommodated in future plans.

3. The need for added airport capacity is based in part by continued expansion of local
and regional air routes. Instead of expanded or new airports, a better plan for the region
and State is an integrated conventional and High Speed Rail (HSR) line, and to save the
airport resource for the long routes that are not practicable for ground transportation. To
this end, there needs to be excellent links (see 1. above) between any HSR lines and the
region’s airports.

Goods Movement

1. Local street and highway traffic is unnecessarily impacted by retail delivery trucks,
both by their timing and their choice of very large semi-trailers. I personally witness
many examples of 45-foot semi trailers struggling through rush hour traffic and local city
streets to deliver to Albertson’s, Von’s, and other retail stores. These large trucks take
two lanes on both streets to execute a common right turn, they block traffic while they
take several tries to line up with unloading platforms, and they are a hazard to the



automobiles we drive. I suggest that the cities join together to require local deliveries to
be made with smaller trucks and at nights.

2. Goods movement expansions and mitigations are legitimate uses of motor fuel tax
revenues. Mitigations include separate additional truck-only lanes between the harbor
and the central Los Angeles area, separate, dedicated freeway ramps to serve port and
railroad trans-load facilities, grade separations between rail lines and public roads, and
added track capacity for the rail lines. Specifically, the Colton Grade separation between
the BNSF and UP lines should be built, including grade separations for the nearby streets,
as a matter of mitigating the goods movement impacts, and motor fuel taxes should help
pay for these projects.

3. A unique goods movement mitigation strategy that should be investigated is a rail-
base shuttle service for container traffic from the ports (or other collection points) to
outlying points (Inland Empire, Antelope Valley, etc.). Such a rail service is not
presently attractive to the railroad companies because they would rather use their
transportation resources to make long hauls; therefore some sort of subsidy may be
required.

4. Good movement by rail could be done by electric power in order to reduce vehicle
emissions in the region. The cost of conversion of the rail system to electric power and
the added operating costs of removing diesel locomotives and adding electric
locomotives will make this unattractive to the railroad companies. This is a social goal
and the funding should relate to the social benefits and not be a burden on goods
movement by rail or it will divert freight to highways, a far worse outcome in terms of
emissions and congestion.

Housing

1. A very strong emphasis should be given to having new housing be constructed along
lines of public transit instead of what we see now, where developments make residents
totally dependent upon private automobiles. A local development on the Glendale-Los
Angeles border proposes to build 229 single family residences (on an existing golf
course) that is about one mile from the closest shops, restaurants, or bus lines. This is an
absurd defiance of the stated goals of reducing emissions, traffic, and energy
consumption.

2. Our aging population (I am 64 years old) will result in ever-increasing numbers of
active citizens who cannot (or should not) drive automobiles. This is an additional reason
to strongly focus housing development along transit lines.

3. The environmental process gives too much weight to avoiding noise and other impacts
from rail transit, often resulting in absurd routes for rail lines or resulting in industrial
land uses next to rail lines. Housing and commercial development near transit lines,
including mixed-use railroads, simply has to tolerate some noise and vibration as a part of
the bargain that creates mobility for those developments. That said all major crossings of
the rail lines (pedestrian and highway) should eventually be grade separated; that will
reduce noise impacts as well as improve safety and security.

Transit



1. Bus service that shares congested highways with auto traffic simply will not move
people reliably in rush hours. The core routes of the region’s system need to be rail lines,
preferably grade separated from highways.

2. Rail transit is more attractive to discretionary travelers than bus travel.

3. Bus transit should be disciplined and reliable. A terrible example, frequently seen,
that dis-motivates potential riders, is to see jam-packed, late buses on routes closely
followed by nearly empty buses. This is a systemic problem in public transit and needs
to be addressed by contemporary communication and control systems; packed and late
buses should be commanded to let the following buses pass them and start filling up with
the waiting passengers.

4. Bus Rapid Transit (the “Orange Line”) is marginally superior to street bus service but
it is very expensive to operate due to the high labor cost of operators per riders carried v.
rail transit, higher energy costs, and short vehicle lives of buses v. rail vehicles.

5. Rail transit can be powered by electricity from environmentally friendly sources.
Even rail lines operated by diesel locomotives in this decade can be converted in future
years, this cost of conversion will be less if existing lines are planned for eventual
conversion.

6. Regional and inter-regional transit should be provided by a greatly improved rail
network. The high end of rail network development is the European or Japanese example
of High Speed Rail (HSR); however very significant improvements to regional mobility
are practicable with far lower investment levels than for a HSR system. A final
configuration for the region and the State would probably have HSR as a core between
the population centers of over 1 or 2 million, but should be supplemented by a rich
network of local and regional services. An example of this concept would be to have a
HSR route follow Interstate 5 from Los Angeles to the Bay Area and that would carry
most of the non-stop travelers (and take many of those trips away from the air transport
system). In addition to the HSR line, frequent regional trains in the 90 to 100 MPH range
could follow the SR 99 and US 101 corridors to provide mobility to/from the citizens of
those strings of communities. The present Metrolink, Surfliner, San Joaquin, and Capitol
Corridor services are a starting point for these more modest improvements.

7. Strong investments in local, regional, and statewide rail transportation infrastructure
may obviate the need to expand the highways.

8. A strong system of rail-based transit will be a cornerstone in efforts to reduce energy
consumption, reduce emissions, and provide alternatives to petroleum-based
transportation.

9. All existing active and abandoned rights of way of railroads, power transmission lines,
flood control channels, and freeways should be preserved and should be considered for
potential use as transit corridors.

Transportation Finance

1. I'support a gradual, predictable, and eventually large increase in the motor vehicle fuel
tax, specifically one cent per gallon per month increase for 48 months (could be all state
increase or partly state and partly Federal). A gradual increase has been demonstrated by
our recent fuel price swings to cause no harm to the economy. A gradual increase will
provide time for motorists to plan for changes with their next vehicle purchase or next



change of residence, if they believe that fuel costs will cause a change in their lifestyle
(although I doubt that it really will).

2. Isupport specific fees for port-related transportation impact mitigations as has been
done recently. This pattern mirrors the container fees charged by the Alameda Corridor
rail line to amortize the construction; this policy created the funding for the project that
has greatly reduced goods movement impacts for the region.

3. I'am not opposed to tolls on limited access highways (“freeways”), and I believe that
such tolls can be fairly priced according to demand. As a suggestion a flat fee could be
charged at every on-ramp and a toll collected at about six (?) mile intervals.
Contemporary technology can make this toll collection almost transparent to travelers;
wise use of the coding can protect citizens’ privacy.

4. 1support a restoration of the vehicle registration fees to pre-recall levels. The present
governor simply pandered to anti-tax partisans, this fee was a simple property tax that
was fairly assessed and paid for decades until Governor Davis unwisely lowered it.

5. I'do not support another sales tax increase for transportation unless there is no way to
raise motor fuel taxes or highway tolls. If the political “leadership” of the region cannot
raise those most logical sources of transportation funding, then and only then should sales
taxes be raised.

6. The region and/or the State may bond for wholly new transportation infrastructure
investments such as subways, regional or HSR, and transit connections to airports. Such
bonding should be configured with a toll, ticket, or other bond retirement funding
mechanism that related these benefits to the users of the facilities.






Submit Comments to RCTC by February 12, 2008

2008 RTP
Public Review Comments to Existing Projects

Submitting Agency: Cathedral City

. Applicable Existing Needed
RTP ID Project Name Route Field Project Data Change
3A07027 | WIDEN FROM | DATE PALM FROM WHITEWATER | WHITEWATER
4 TO 6 LANES | DRIVE RIVER RIVER
BRIDGE BRIDGE
LOCATED .4 LOCATED .4
MI NORTH OF | MI NORTH OF
EAST PALM EAST PALM
CANYON DR.: | CANYON DR.:
WIDEN - EAST | WIDEN - 2
AND WEST LANES ON
SIDES AND EAST SIDE
APPROX. 500 | AND APPROX.
FEET OF THE | 500 FEET OF
NORTH AND THE NORTH
SOUTH AND SOUTH
BOUND BOUND
APPROACHES | APPROACHES
TO THE TO THE
BRIDGE BRIDGE
3A07027 | WIDEN FROM | DATE PALM TO WHITEWATER | WHITEWATER
4 TO 6 LANES | DRIVE RIVER RIVER
BRIDGE .2 Ml | BRIDGE .2 MI
SOUTH OF SOUTH OF
GERALD GERALD
FORD DR.: FORD DR.:
WIDEN - EAST | WIDEN - 2
AND WEST LANES ON
SIDES AND EAST SIDE
APPROX.500 AND
FEET OF THE | APPROX.500
NORTH AND FEET OF THE
SOUTH NORTH AND
BOUND SOUTH
APPROACHES | BOUND
TO THE APPROACHES
BRIDGE TO THE

BRIDGE




RTP ID

Project Name

Route

Applicable
Field

Existing
Project Data

Needed
Change

3M0722

CONSTRUCT
NEW 6-LANE
MIXED FLOW,
PARTIAL
CLOVERLEAF
IC WITH
AUXILIARY
LNES AND 4
TWO LANE
RAMPS PLUS
6 LANE
GRADE
SEPARATION
BRIDGE OVER
UPRR
BETWEEN
PALM DR IC
AND DATE
PALM DRIVE
IC

NEW
INTERCHANGE
LANDAU AND
[-10

FROM

AVENIDA

VISTA CHINO

RTPID

Project Name

Route

Applicable
Field

Existing
Project Data

Needed
Change

3A07018

CONSTRUCT
NEW 6-LANE
ROAD

LANDAU

FROM

AVENIDA

VISTA CHINO




Notes:

1. Using the expanded pre-release project list, enter:
The RTP ID number for the project
The project description/name

The route if the project is on the State Highway System. Otherwise

a.
b.
C.

d.

e.

f.

2. In the above format a project with multiple needed changes will need to be

leave blank

The applicable impacted field name on the pre-release form where
the discrepancy exists (e.g. Start Year, Total Project Cost, Lead

Agency, etc.)

The existing project data for the field (e.g. Start year = 2011)
Needed change (e.g. Change Start Year to be 2015)

entered multiple times based on the applicable fields that need to be
updated.
3. Add rows as needed
4. A sample completed form is shown below:

. Applicable Existing Needed
RTPID Project Name Route Field Project Data Change
Add EB Truck
3TK04MA13 Climbing Lane SR60 Start Year 2010 2015
3TK04MA13 | Add EB Truck SR60 | End Year 2015 2020

Climbing Lane
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Submitting Agency: City of Riverside

2008 RTP
Public Review Comments to Existing Projects

. Applicable Existing Project Needed
RTP ID Project Name Route Field(s) Data Change
5 Start Date 2006 2012
3 St Grade 4 lanes over 4 lanes under
3Go1Go1 Separation N/A Description BNSF and BNSF and
UPRR UPRR
lowa Ave
3G01G02 Grade N/A Start Date 2007 2010
Separation
Chicago Ave Start Date 2011 2025
3G01G05 Grade N/A
Separation End Date 2018 2035
Streeter Ave
3G01G06 | Grade N/A Description 4lanes over | 4 Lanes under
. UPRR UPRR
Separation
Spruce St Start Date 2011 2025
3G01G07 Grade N/A
Separation End Date 2018 2035
Magnolia Ave Description 5 lanes over 5 lanes under
3G01G08 Grade N/A P UPRR tracks UPRR tracks
Separation Start Date 2007 2008
Riverside Ave Description 3 lanes over 3 lanes under
3G01G09 Grade N/A P UPRR tracks UPRR tracks
Separation Start Date 2007 2012
4 lanes over 4 lanes under
Mary St Grade Description BNSF RR BNSF RR
3G01G10 Separation N/A tracks tracks
Start Date 2007 2012
Columbia Ave
3G0o1G11 Grade N/A Start Date 2006 2008
Separation
Cridge St Start Date 2011 2025
3G01G12 Grade N/A
Separation End Date 2018 2035
Brockton Ave Description 4 lanes over 4 lanes under
3G01G20 Grade N/A P UPRR tracks UPRR tracks
Separation Start Date 2008 2015
Tyler St Grade Start Date 2008 2020
3G01G22 Separation N/A End Date 2018 2030
Adams St Start Date 2009 2025
3G01G23 Grade N/A
Separation End Date 2019 2035
4 lanes over 4 lanes under
Description BNSF RR BNSF RR
Madison St tracks tracks
3G01G24 Grade . N/A Start Date 2008 2020
Separation End Date 2018 2030




7™ St/Mission Start Date 2008 2025

Inn Ave Grade | N/A
3G01G28 Separation End Date 2018 2035

Pierce St Start Date 2009 2020
3G01G31 Grade N/A

Separation End Date 2019 2030

Buchanan St Start Date 2008 2020
3G01G32 Grade N/A

Separation End Date 2018 2030

Palm Ave Start Date 2008 2020
3G01G34 Grade N/A

Separation End Date 2018 2030

Jackson St Start Date 2009 2020
3G01G35 Grade N/A

Separation End Date 2019 2030

Harrison St Start Date 2009 2020

Grade
3G01G37 Separation N/A End Date 2019 2030

Project

Jefferson St Start Date 2008 2020
3G01G38 Grade N/A

Separation 2018 2030

Project is now

Alessandro completed as

Blvd Arterial Completion of Jan 08 and
3A01T111 Widening 4 to N/A Date 2008 may be

6 Lanes removed from

the RTP

Note: The SR91/Van Buren Blvd IC project (RTIP ID RIV0084) is located in the RTIP

PROJECT COST
{1,000%)

106,512
334
$7.226
$12408

$295
$38,808

§1,568,225
5907
$azor
247

$24,619

RIVERSIDE COUNTY ETIP PROJECTS
5YS-
TEM" RTP ID ROUTE DESCRIPTION

s RIVOS0535 80 ‘0N SR 60 APPROXIMATELY 1 MILE WO JCT SR 60vI-10 — CONSTRUCT NEW POTRERO BLVD IC (4 LANES) & RAMPS (1 LANE) AND 4
LANE CONNECTING ROAD FROM SR 60 TO SR 79 (EA: 34140) (PASED/PRE-DESIGN)

g RIVOB1164 80 ON SR 60 IN MOREND VALLEY FROM DAY ST TO REDLANDS BLVD (PM 13.1 TO 21.1): CHANGE SIGNS OF FULL-TIME HOV LANE OPERA-
TION TO ALLOW PART-TIME OFF-PEAK SOV USE { EA: OH390)

s RIVOGDT01 80 SR BOMALLEY WAY IC — RELOCATE OFF-RAMP (1 TO 2 LANES) AND ADD NEW EB ON-RAMP (2 LANES), SIGNALS & WIDEN VALLEY WAY/
MISSION BLVD INTERSECTION.

s RIVOS0517 n ON SR 74 INNEAR HEMET FROM CALVERT AVE TO CALIFORNIA AVE: CURVE REALIGNMENT & PAVEMENT WIDENING (NON CAPACITY)

& INCLUDING INTERSECTION/LEFT TURN IMPROVEMENTS (EA: 0C6300)

8 RIV990709 74 INTHE CITY OF PERRIS — INSTALL NEW SIGNAL AT 4TH ST (SR 74) AND REDLANDS AVE

5 46460 7 INWESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY ON STATE ROUTE 79 - WIDEN FROM 2 TO 4 LANES FROM THOMPSON RD TO DOMENIGONI PARKWAY

s RIVE2024 70 SR-79 BETWEEN 2.0 KILOMETERS SOUTH OF DOMENIGONI PARKWAY TO GILMAN SPRINGS ROAD — ONSTRUCT 4-LANE ARTERIAL ON
NEW ALIGNMENT {KP LIMITS 25.580 T0 52.304) (EA: 49400) (PAGED/PRE-DESIGN COMPLETION 2008)
ATHNY 79 S0 AND LA PAZ ST. ACQUIRE LAND, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT PARK-AND-RIDE LOT - 250 SPACES (FY 05 HR4818 EAR-

§ RIVE2029 7 MARK)

g RIVOBD101 8 AT SR BES/AIRPORT BLVD (AVE 5€): CONSTRUCT NEW IC (3 LANE OC: 1 LANE EACH DIR + 1 MEDIAN LANE] AND RAMPS (1 LANE) FROM
APPROX DESERT CACTUS DR TO 57TH AVE (EA: 47880, PPNO: 0078L)

s RIVOG1150 % AT SR BES/AVE 50: CONSTRUCT 4 LANE IC & RAMPS (1 LANE), 4 LANE BRIDGE OVER COACHELLA STORM DRAIN, NB & SB SR 865 ALX
LANES, REALIGN AVE 50, TYLER ST (EA: 0C970) (PARED ONLY)

5 45661 o NEAR CORONA ON RTE 91 FROM GREEN RIVER DR IC TO'RTE 71/21 SEPARATION — RECONSTRUGT/REPLACE IC INCLUDING OC WIDEN-
IS TG LANES TR BEMCS MEUILG PPN TR

s RIVOOR4 of SR O1AN BUREN BLVD |G — RECONSTRUCT/WIDEN RAMPS 2 TO 3 LANES (INCLDS WB HOWV LANE), WIDEN OC 4 TO & LANES (ANDREW
TO RUDICILL) & ADD NEW EB ONRAMP (2 LANES) AT INDIANA AVE (EA: 20320)

N RVO10212 o ‘0N SR 91 — ADAMS TO 607215 IC: ADD HOV LANES, AUX LANES (MADISON-GENTRAL), BRIDGE WIDENING & REPLACEMENTS, ER/'WB
BRAIDED RAMPS, IC MOD/RECONSTRLCT + SOUND/RETAINING WALLS

5 RIVD10225 o AT LINCOLM AVE/SR 91 — WIDEN RAMPS (ADD 1 LANE TO EB ENTRY AND 2 LANES TO EB & WB EXIT) PLUS CHANNELIZATION/SIGNAL
IMPROVEMENTS TO LINCOLN AVE FROM PARKRIDGE AVETO ONTARIO AVE

5 RIVO50102 ot GREEN RIVER RD LANDSCAPE ENHANCEMENTS: NEAR CORONA FROM 1.0 KM E/O ORANGE/RIVERSIDE CNTY LINE TO 1.35 KM W/0 SR

71791 SEP — INSTALL LANDSCAPE ENHANCEMENTS (EA: 45662, PPNO: 00726)

$37.916)

$286,953

52874

1,200

section of the
RTP project list
as shown
below. The
entry is based
on the 2006
RTIP and not
the updated
version for the

2008 RTIP. The

2008 RTIP will
amend the
project entry in
the RTP.




2008 RTP Comments
New Project Submittal Request
Submit New Projects to RCTC by February 12, 2008

Submitting Agency: City of Riverside

Lead Agency:

Route:

Description:

From:

To:

PM Limits

Existing Conditions/
Configuration

Start Year

Completion Year

Total Cost

Federal Funding $

Federal Source

State Funding $

State Source

Local Funding $

Local Source

Source of Project




2008 RTP Comments

New Project Submittal Request - RCTC

Submitting Agency: City of Riverside

Lead Agency:

City of Riverside

Route: N/A

Description: Van Buren Boulevard
From: Jackson Street

To: Garfield

PM Limits N/A

Existing Conditions/ 4-lanes with raised median
Configuration

Start Year 2012

Completion Year 2013

Total Cost $20 million

Federal Funding $

Federal Source

State Funding $

State Source

Local Funding $ $20 million

Local Source

Sales Tax Measure

Source of Project




From : Jonathan Yee

I am attaching comments regarding the SCAG Draft 2008 RTP. If you are unable to view the
attachment please let me know by replying and I will send a pdf or rename the extension if
needed. I am a transportation engineering consultant and I currently work with Advantec
Consulting Engineers. I did not list generalities or many opinions, but merely made suggestions
(by section) on how to improve the document and include additional policies that address recent
efforts currently underway. Thank you for all your efforts and I look forward to the second draft.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Yee

Jon Y [jonmyee @ gmail.com]
2008 SCAG RTP Comments

General
Please increase the resolution of Legends for all figures. They are difficult to read

® p.18: Misspelling of Commission. Right column, “California-Nevada Super Speed Train
Commission”
Demand Management

® p.92: A section for “hard” strategies such as congestion/parking/transit pricing should be
included to existing sections-rideshare, work-at-home, and non-motorized transportation. The
section may briefly describe success of SR-91 Express Lanes and I-15 HOT lanes. The
section will the supplement pricing/toll section on p.102 and should list goals to study
potential corridors

¢ Parking pricing strategies, employer parking cash out policies, employer transit subsidies, or
car sharing are example of “hard” strategies that complement the SCAG Compass Blueprint
and RTP Transit strategies. A section should be included to recommend action to price on-
street parking, review parking policies, encourage employer parking cash out/transit
strategies in transit oriented areas, and expand availability of car sharing adjacent to
transit/mixed use areas
Pricing/Tolls

e P. 101: Toll and High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Corridors and Facilities section should
start on page 102 for greater clarity

e P. 102 and p.103: LACMTA has recently approved studies to supplement federal funding
efforts for HOT lanes along portions of I-110, I-10 and, I-210. These should be
recommended by the plan as strategic projects to supplement LACMTA efforts

® Opinion: The public in general hates tolls, charging for “freeways” is typically political
suicide, and the use of toll facilities as HOT lanes offers 1) Expansion of HOV facilities, 2)
Expansion of express transit routes, 3) Opportunities for SOV to use such facilities
Arterial Improvements

e p. 104: The RTP should mention the implementation of “smart streets” within Los Angeles
and Orange Counties which supplement descriptions in the existing section. This special
roadway classification may assist federal funding efforts for arterial improvements
Transit Strategies

e p. 105: Transit projects should be itemized in a table with numbers. Exhibit 3.5 should
contain numbers next to each project location for clarity and identification.




p. 108: Misspelling of Century in Table 3.5 “Green Line Extension (Mariposa/Nash to
Century/Sepulveda LAX”

p. 108: Project “Great Park/Spectrum 5-Mile Transit System” is not located on Exhibit 3.5 or
Exhibit 3.6

High Speed Rail

p. 111: High-Speed Regional Transport Section should start on page 112 for greater clarity
p. 114: Ridership projections should be shown for each stage of the IOS. In addition, freight
movement should be shown for each segment/extension.




Alternative Technology-Based Goods Movement

* An equivalent should be presented in Layman’s terms for greater clarity, i.e. “The Hobart
Yard extension of the IOS is equivalent to removing 25,000 truck trips per day or reducing
125,000 truck-miles per day.”
Finance

e p. 149-151: Pricing policies for parking used to complement TDM policies may serve as an
additional source of local funding for street/curb operations and maintenance
Plan Performance

® p. 164: Check the speed data gathered for Baseline 2003 PM Peak speeds. Southbound
towards the El Toro Y (I-405/1-5 junction), Northbound Interstate 15 north of I-10, and
Eastbound SR-60 near I-215 all appear to contain average speeds below the 35-54mph range
indicated in Exhibit 5.1
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CITY of LAGUNA WOOQDBS

Bert Hack
Mapor
February 19, 2008
Bob Ring
Mayer Pro Tem
Robert Bouer Ms. Jessica Kirchner
Councilmember . . P
Southern California Association of Governments
Milt Robbins 818 West Seventh Street, 12" Floor

Councilinember

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435
Breada B. Ross
Councilmember

Re:  Comments on the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan and
Leslie A. Keane related Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
City Manager

Dear Ms. Kirchner:

The City of Laguna Woods (City) offers the following comments on the 2008
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and related Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR):

1. Land Use Impact 3.8-1 and Mitigation Measure (MM)-LU.3: Adopt the
Baseline Growth Forecast rather than the Policy Growth Forecast to make the
RTP more consistent with city general plans in Orange County and to reduce
potential significance after mitigation. The City is very concerned over the
distribution of growth m households and employment contained in the RTP’s
Policy Growth Forecast compared with the Baseline Growth Forecast using
data from Orange County Projections (OCP) 2006. In the three U.S. Census
tracts that comprise most of the city, houscholds were reduced by 257 and
employment by 1,082:

2000 Policy Forecast Policy Forecast
Census Tract Households Employment
626.22 -132 -809
626.23 -88 -138
626.46 -37 -135

Other Census Tracts that the City shares with adjacent communities also show
similar reductions from OCP 2006. These combined reductions are a
significant change from the City’s Genera!l Plan. Laguna Woods is unique
among cities nationwide in having residents with an average age of 78. There
is only a limited amount of developable land, with the rest built out as a
residential retirement community or for commercial uses. Adoption of the
Policy Growth Forecast and efforts to bring the City’s General Plan into

24264 Bl Toro Road = Laguna Woods, CA 92637 = Phone (949) 635-0500 = Fax (549) 639-0591 » Website: www.lagunawoodscity.org
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10.

il

consistency with it could reduce City revenues which could undermine our
ability to provide services to residents.

MM-AV.1 through MM-AV.10: Change the word “shall” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-BIO.1 through MM-BI0O.45: Change the word “shall” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-CUL.1 through MM-CUL.17: Change the word “shall” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-EN.17: Change language to: “Local govemments should consider
jobs/housing balance and, to the extent practical and feasible, encourage the
development of communities where people live closer to work, bike, walk, and
take transit as a substitute for personal auto travel.”

MM-GEOQO.1 through MM-GEO.10: Change the word “shall” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-HM.1 through MM-HM..6: Change the word “‘shall” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-LU.1 through MM-LU.9 and MM-LU.16 through MM-LU.18: Change
the word “shall” to “should,” or explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-NO.1 through MM-NQO.19: Change the word “shall” or “will” to
“should,” or explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-0S.1 through MM-0S.10, MM-0S8.12 through MM-0OS.21, and MM-
(08.26 through MM-0S8.30: Change the word “shall,” “make,” or “will” to
“should,” or explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-0S 3.10-1 through MM-0OS 3.10-3: Please change language to: “The
Mitigation measures listed above for impacts 3.10-1 through 3.10-3 shall
would be applied to Tier 2 projects (General and Specific plans and individual
development projects) in the region. In addition to these measures, the
following mitigation measures would be applied to Tier 2 and 3 projects
(General and Specific plans and individual development projects) in the
SCAG Region.” This 1s one of several recommended changes in mitigation
measure wording from “shall” to “should” to make them more consistent and
allow local govermments greater flexibility in achieving the goals of the RTP.
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12.

13.

14.

I5.

16.

17.

18.

19.

MM-0S.23: This measure, “Project sponsors should ensure that at lecast one
acre of unprotected open space is permanently conserved for each acre of open
space developed as a result of growth that accompanies transportation
projects/improvements,” should be eliminated as it duplicates mitigation stated
in MM-Q.15, implementing agency consideration of loss of open space before
final project approval.

MM-POP.1 through MM-POP.4: Change the word “shall” or “will” to
“should,” or explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-PS.1 through MM-PS.26: Change the word “shal!” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-SEP.1 through MM-SEP.22: Change the word “shall” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

MM-W.1 through MM-W.19: Change the word “shall” to “should,” or
explain why such a change will not be made.

SR 241/Foothill Transportation Corridor South (FTC-S): Include the full SR
241/FTC-S alignment in South Orange County on all RTP base maps,
including the Policy Forecast base maps, reflecting its status as a
transportation control measure in the RTP and in the South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan. Adopt the Baseline Growth Forecast rather than the Policy
Growth Forecast to maintain the substantial revenue-producing residential and
employment population on the corridor that has been projected since 1991.

Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) Comments on Mitigation
Measure in PEIR: Adopt all OCCOG recommendations regarding PEIR
Mitigation Measures.

Cal State Fullerton Center for Demographic Research (CDR): Adopt all CDR
recommendations regarding PEIR Mitigation Measures.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2008 RTP and draft PEIR. Please
contact me or Assistant City Manager Douglas Reilly at (949) 639-0500 if you have
any questions.

Sincerely,

(i Woonn

Leslie A, Keane
City Manager
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February 15, 2008

Ms. Jessica Kirchner

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Transmitted via Electronic Mail: kirchner@scag.ca.gov

Re:  Comments on the Draft Regional Transportation Plan Goods Movement
Report and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Kirchner

On behalf of the Port of Long Beach, | am pleased to submit the following comments on
the draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). We have reviewed the Goods Movement
Report (December 2007) contained within the RTP and the draft Program Environmental
Impact Report. In general we find these reports are well written and accurate with
respect to maritime activities. We would like to offer the following comments.

Maritime Ports

The last sentence of the Goods Movement Report on page 3.14-15 is outdated.
The Port of Long Beach combined with the Port of Los Angeles is the world's
fifth-busiest port complex in 2006 (15.8 million total TEU), after Singapore (24.8
million TEU), Hong Kong (23.2 million), Shanghai (21.7 million) and Shenzhen
(18.5 million). The data source is enclosed for your reference.

Clean Trucks Program

The Goods Movement Report briefly mentions truck replacement and retrofit as a
strategy for diesel emissions reduction. Please be aware that in December 2007,
the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los Angeles adopted a cargo fee of $35
per loaded TEU to support funding of the truck replacement program. This will
generate about $1.6 billion for new trucks and retrofits. We anticipate beginning
the fee collection on October 1, 2008.

www.polb.com
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Infrastructure Cargo Fee

In January 2008, the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los Angeles adopted an
Infrastructure Cargo Fee (ICF) to supplement the costs of highway and railroad
projects within the harbor area. We anticipate beginning the fee collection on
January 1, 2009, at an initial rate of $15 per loaded TEU. The ports also remain
committed to working with regional partners to find a funding solution for the
Alameda Corridor East Trade Corridor projects and Colton Crossing. The
proposed legislation (SB 974), which is supported by the Port of Long Beach, is
one possible solution.

Inland Ports

In 2008 the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los Angeles plan to jointly
evaluate the feasibility of inland ports as a potential long-term strategy for
managing growth of port cargo.

International trade through the SCAG region creates decent jobs and drives the nation’s
economy. Our region with a combined population of 18 million residents, however, is
bearing the brunt of traffic congestion, safety, and air quality impacts. The Port of Long
Beach is committed to developing programs that will support the anticipated growth in
trade activities with minimum impact on the region’s environment. We cannot do it
alone — we stand ready to work with you in implementing programs envisioned in the
Regional Transportation Plan.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (562) 590-4155 or via
email shen@polb.com.

Sincerely,

Bl

Eric C. Shen, P.E., PTP
Director of Transportation Planning

Enclosed: Top 15 Container Ports Worldwide in 2006

cc: Dr. Robert Kanter, Managing Director of Environmental Affairs and Planning,
Port of Long Beach
Samara Ashley, Director of Government Affairs, Port of Long Beach
Kerry Cartwright, Director of Goods Movement, Port of Los Angeles
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Top 15 Container Ports Worldwide -
2006 Py P

Singapore Singapore 1 24.8 2 22.3 6.9%
Hong Kong China 2 23.2 1 22.4 3.6%
Shanghai China 3 21.7 3 18.1 20.1%
Shenzen China 4 18.5 4 16.2 14.0%
Los Angeles/Long Beach us 5 15.8 5 14.2 11.0%
Busan Korea 6 12.0 6 11.8 1.6%
Kaohsiung Taiwan 7 9.8 7 9.5 3.2%
Rotterdam The Netherlands 8 9.7 8 9.3 4.3%
Dubai UAE 9 8.9 10 7.6 17.1%
Hamburg Germany 10 8.9 9 8.1 9.6%
Qingdao China 11 7.7 12 6.3 22.1%
Ningbo China 12 7.1 14 5.2 35.7%
Antwerp Belgium 13 7.0 11 6.5 8.3%
Guangzhou China 14 6.6 17 4.7 40.9%
Port Klang Malaysia 15 6.3 13 5.5 14.0%
Totals 187.9 168.6 11.5%0




"
A\

™

Los Angeles World Airports

LAX

LA/Ontario
LA/Paimdale

Van Nuys

City of Los Angeles

Antonio R. Villaraigosa
Mayor

Board of Airport
Commissioners

Alan [ Rothenberg
President

Valeria C. Velasco
Vice President

Joseph A. Aredas
Michaet A. Lawson
Sylvia Patsaouras
Ferriando M. Torres-Gil
Walter Zifkin

Gina Marle Lindsey
Executive Director

1 World Way  Los Angetes  California 90045-5803 Mail RO. Box 82216 Los Angeles California 300092216 Telephone 310 646 5252  Internet  www.lawa.org

April 1, 2008

Mr. Hasan lkhrata

Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. Seventh Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Re:  Comments on the Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan

Dear Mr. Ikhrata;

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) has completed its review of the Draft 2008 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). LAWA is committed to working with all levels of government
to address the future transportation demands facing Southern California. As the
operator of three of the region’s commercial airports, Los Angeles International (LAX),
Ontario International (ONT) and Palmdale Regional (PMD), LAWA plays an important
role in insuring the availability of air transportation to meet the region’s needs. We
recognize that failure to accommodate this demand in the future will impact the
economic well being of the region.

We appreciate the effort that SCAG staff has made in the development of this RTP to
address how the Southern California region will meet its future regional transportation
needs in the face of significant demographic and economic changes. Further we
understand the need to insure coordination and cooperation at the local level to provide
sufficient airport capacity to meet this region’s future demand for air service.

LAWA stands ready to support implementation of the RTP to the extent that is
reasonable and possible as a public airport operator and a proprietary, self-supporting
department of the City of Los Angeles. Our first and foremost responsibility is to operate
our airports in a safe, efficient and fiscally responsible manner on behalf of our
passengers, users, tenants and the citizens of our City. Moreover, we are constrained in
how we spend our airport revenues by Federal law as well as our agreements with our
airline tenants. Finally, as a public-sector business entity we are impacted by business,
economic, and demographic trends which shape present and future demands for air
service and our ability to meet those demands. These factors are among the reasons
why we have concerns and objections to elements of the draft regional transportation
plans.

Nonetheless, as the primary provider of commercial air service in Southern California,
we are committed to working as closely as possible with SCAG in the implementation of
the RTP. A major part of this effort will be incorporated in the planning processes that
we are currently going through for LAX, Ontario and Palmdale Airports.



Our specific comments on the 2008 RTP primarily focus on those elements of the RTP that
relate to the airports LAWA operates and the regional airport system as a whole. However,
since assumptions regarding the distribution of regional population and employment and the
need for high speed rail are so intertwined with the recommendations in the plan, we found it
necessary to include comments on these topics as well.

Decentralization of Regional Airport Activity

LAWA supports SCAG's regional goal to decentralize airport activity. Both limitations to
growth at LAX and broader regional roles for ONT and PMD have been incorporated into
our planning for the LAWA airport system. However, LAWA is limited in the types of
incentives that can be provided to airlines to attract new service. It also cannot be assumed
that funds generated at LAX can be made available to attract service to other airports. First,
federal regulations limit the use of revenues from airports with existing service towards
market incentives for new service at other airports. Second, necessary facility modernization
programs over the next 10 years at LAX will limit the resources available to the other airports
and each airport will be expected to remain as financially independent as possible. The
greatest hurdles for consumer acceptance of regional airport facilities are the cost and
availability of service. Therefore, care must be shown in choosing strategies aimed at
encouraging passenger growth that might burden airports with increased costs. These costs
must then be passed on to airlines and airport tenants and ultimately to passengers, thereby
defeating their purpose.

The Regional Growth Forecast

The need to integrate land use and transportation planning in our region is very clear.
However, the growth forecast used in this RTP goes beyond the current commitments of the
member governments to implement the land use concepts that are proposed in the plan.
The visionary concepts proposed in the plan are admirable but seem premature. The
concern is that in using these forecasts, the plan may have overlooked transportation
projects that will be necessary to support land use patterns as the cities and counties
general and specific plans now envision. This growth forecast impacts the distribution of
regional passenger demand among the airports as well by assuming that population will be
more concentrated within an airport’'s market area.

On the other hand, the policy forecast proposes denser population growth inside the urban
core of the region, which is the traditional market area for LAX. This growth pattern supports
a more efficient transportation system and reduces transportation investment, but does not
support the plans emphasis on decentralizing the airport system. The population living
within this core area of the region and particularly within the City of Los Angeles will be the
least likely to use the outlying airports.

Although the policy growth forecast is highlighted as a key feature of the RTP, it is not clear
how the policy forecast contributes to the overall performance of the plan. in designing and
testing the scenarios, the preferred growth forecast was paired with the preferred
transportation plan while the Baseline 2035 scenario was paired with the baseline growth
forecast. Put another way, the ability of the long term constrained transportation projects
alone to meet the goals of the plan were not tested.
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The Transportation Project List

RTIP Project List: RTIP Project LAOF073, "Projects within Los Angeles International Airport
to Eliminate Traffic Bottlenecks” (LAWA) (Sec. 336 Funding) was added to the RTIP in
Amendment #06-06. This project should be added to the Los Angeles County RTIP Project
List, under Local Highway.

RTP Project List: All of the RTP HSRT projects are listed as completed in 2020. Given
planning, funding, design, right-of-way and environmental clearance requirements it is
unlikely that this project can be in place by 2020.

Regional High Speed Rail Transport (HSRT)

As in previous plans, the 2008 RTP proposes a regional high speed rail system. In this RTP,
the extended Initial Operating Segment (I0S) along with a cargo component from the Ports
is included as part of the Financially Constrained RTP and the remainder of the system is in
the Strategic Plan. The RTP states that surface connectivity between the airports in the
region is necessary to achieve the decentralization of airport activity. It envisions the airports
functioning as a single airport system with multiple remote terminals. The HSRT in the plan
is cited as the basis for a regional airport system and a substantial part of the justification for
the HSRT is air passenger ridership. Please note the following comments regarding this
element of the plan.

e LAWA fully supports high-speed rail as a means to increase the utilization of regional
airports, such as LA/Ontario International Airport. This can be most effectively
accomplished with a high-speed rail system that connects population centers, such as
West LA and downtown/Union Station, to the regional airports. The primary benefit to
the region of providing connecting service is to make a broader range of air service
available to the region's origin/destination passengers. Access to outlying airports via
easy, reasonably priced, safe and accessible rail transit from the central population core
would make outlying airports more attractive to residents and visitors, the primary
customers we are trying to serve at our airports. The Initial Operating Segment
described in the recent High Speed Transit Joint Powers Agreement is an excellent
example of such a system.

e In addition to the 10S, the plan this year includes a proposed Maglev connection
between Anaheim and Ontario International Airport (ONT) as part of a larger system
proposed to ultimately serve Las Vegas. The modeling for the aviation forecasts were
completed before the Anaheim to ONT Maglev project was included in the RTP
financially constrained projects. This proposed line may have significant potential to
provide Orange County air passengers access to ONT and should be included in the
RADAM modeling in the future to determine its’ utility for serving Orange County air
passenger demand.

e The RADAM model results which include the I0S show that ONT gains only 2.8 MAP in
2035 with the completion of the HSRT 108, increasing from 28.8 MAP without the rail
system to 31.6 MAP with it. This gain actually increases passenger demand at ONT over
LAWA's estimated capacity of 30 MAP. At the same time, the HSRT substantially
increases passenger demand at San Bernardino International from 3.3 MAP without
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HSRT to 9.4 MAP with the train. The conclusion is therefore that 6 Million Annual
Passengers will be driven by capacity limitations at ONT and LAX to bypass both
airports along the same HSRT route to use San Bernardino International for air travel.
While it is clear how the model would assign passengers in this manner, are the results
truly indicative of how passengers will choose airports in the future?

Airport System Funding of Ground Access Improvements

In the Aviation Guiding Principals of the RTP it is stated that the region as a whole has an
obligation to help pay the costs of airport environmental mitigation and ground access
improvements in counties that serve a disproportionate share of regional air travel demand
at their airports. On the other hand it suggests that the airport system pay a substantial
amount towards the implementation of the Maglev system. Airports have the responsibility to
manage airport facilities and operations and provide efficient links between airport facilities
and the ground transportation systems. The development and operation of regional
transportation systems is the broad responsibility of the county and the regional
transportation and transit agencies. The airports should not be responsible for funding
regional transportation.

The RTP also proposes changes in the current restrictions on the use of airport funds that
would allow the use of airport revenues for off-airport ground access projects. Although
LAWA supports change that would allow more flexibility to use airport revenues for projects
in the surrounding communities, it has to be recognized that, except for the highways and
arterials directly serving the airport, ground access to airports and other primary
transportation facilities is a regional issue. Substantial investment is expected in the RTP at
LAX, ONT, and PMD to provide capacity and improve facilities to serve regional air service
demand. That is the primary role of the airport and the priority for the use of airport revenues
whatever the source must first be to fund on-airport, aviation related projects.

The Airport Flyaway Program

The RTP states that SCAG has been working closely with LAWA on planning and
programming a regional system of FlyAways to serve ONT and PMD. In fact, the
relationship between SCAG and LAWA related to this work is very new, and LAWA has only
recently been consulted and advised as to SCAG’s project goals and direction. At this time,
no alliance or agreement has been crafted between SCAG and LAWA related to FlyAways.
LAWA's focus at this time is creating service to LAX to mitigate traffic and environmental
impacts created by growth in passenger demand. Service to other airports is being studied.

FlyAways are a promising solution to certain ground access problems. However, FlyAways
are expensive to operate and require a substantial passenger volume, high fares or
significant subsidies to maintain an effective level of service. LAWA has spent a great deal
of time and resources carefully studying the feasibility of establishing new FlyAways to serve
LAX. Two new locations have joined the Van Nuys FlyAway service in the last few years.
However, even for LAX with its extensive market area and passenger base, it has been a
challenge to find station locations that meet criteria for financial viability and in most cases
LAWA recognizes that a successful service will require subsidy to keep fares low enough
and service standards high enough to attract passengers. Although LAWA is studying the
potential for FlyAway service to ONT, it must be recognized that this may not be the most
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effective use of limited funds to achieve the goal of increased passenger demand at ONT or
PMD.

Airport Activity Forecasts

LAX: The capacity constrained forecast for LAX of 78 Million Annual Passengers (MAP) is
lower than the 78.9 MAP level allowed by the LAX Master Plan. LAWA does not agree that
this number reflects the runway capacity of LAX. The capacity limit for passenger activity in
the LAX Master Plan is based on gate capacity. The master plan settlement agreement
provides a mechanism for restricting capacity by limiting the number of contact gates
available to flights. Based on airfield modeling, the runway capacity of LAX is understood to
be higher than 78 MAP. The LAX cargo forecast of 2.5 Million Annual Tons (MAT) in the
RTP is also substantially lower than the level of cargo demand anticipated in the LAX
Master Plan. The LAX Master Plan anticipates that LAX will serve 3.1 MAT of cargo by
2015. There is no reason to believe that level would be lower by 2035.

ONT: The RTP assumes an airfield capacity for ONT of 31.6 MAP based on assumed fleet
mix and acceptable delay. It should be noted that LAWA's airfield analysis for ONT
estimates airfield capacity in terms of passengers at between 28 and 30 MAP. While it is
recognized that the airport can support higher levels of activity with higher levels of delay,
the ONT Master Plan is being developed to serve about 30 MAP. The RTP forecasts cargo
demand at ONT at 1.96 MAT in 2035. By comparison, March Inland Port is forecast to serve
1.1 MAT by 2035. LAWA has forecasted unconstrained cargo demand at ONT to be about
3.26 MAT. This forecast assumes that, out of the outlying airports, ONT will be the first
choice of airlines seeking to locate cargo development to serve regional demand. Land use
studies conducted as part of the development of the ONT Master Plan have shown that land
availability will be a constraint to serving the unconstrained demand. Still, the ONT Master
Plan forecast anticipates that ONT can support about 2.9 MAT. We predict that UPS alone
will serve about 1.2 MAT by 2030 on their off-airport facility and the Pacific Gateway Cargo
Complex now under development is anticipated to serve 715,000 tons of cargo by 2020. In
addition to these areas, there is substantial land on the south side of the airport that can be
developed for air cargo and will be reserved for cargo in the master plan. The availability of
land combined with the location of the airport within the region and the strong presence of
logistics services should make ONT desirable for cargo development as long as land is
available.

PMD: LAWA has forecasted passenger demand at PMD to be about 1 MAP by 2030. This
forecast is based on a study of the airport’s traditional market area and surveys done to
determine the extent of the service catchment area and propensity to travel by air in the
local market. The 6.3 MAP forecast in the RTP is based on a number of assumptions that
need to be supported within the growth forecast and other transportation elements of the
RTP. These include:

» Improved ground access reliability: It is assumed that additional access routes will be
constructed to decrease the dependence on Route 14 in providing access to PMD. The
projects that are assumed should be on the constrained RTP project list and listed in the
document.

e Future Trip Propensities increased: It is assumed that more high income, high tech
employment will be present in the Antelope Valley. Is this assumption consistent with the
employment forecast used in the RTP?
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e Free shuttle service to airports and Low Cost Parking: The cost for these services
needs to be considered in terms of available financial resources to support them.

Supplemental Reports

Aviation and Ground Access Report: Please note the following specific comments and
corrections related to information in the Aviation and Airport Ground Access Supplemental
Report.

e The Airport Ground Access Element is referred to in the Aviation and Ground Access
Report but it is not included in it or as an appendix. The ground access element
should be included.

e On Pg 18 under Item 8. Planned facility and ground access improvements, the
following corrections should be made:

= All projects listed here should refer to projects also listed in the RTIP or RTP
and use the same identification number.

* LAX 1: Widen Sepulveda (Manchester to Lincoln). Although this roadway
also serves air passengers, the primary purpose of this project is not
specifically to improve airport access.

* LAX 2/ LAX 4: Upgrade 1105 Off-ramps to Sepulveda. Should be changed to
“Widen westbound 1105 off ramp to Northbound Sepulveda”.

= LAX8: Light Rail or Transit on Century Blvd. Is this referring to the
extension of the Green Line to the north? This project is not under
construction.

» LAX 12: No Left Turn Lanes on Aviation/Airport. This project is not planned,
programmed or under construction.

= “New Projects” should be changed to “Planned Projects”

* LAX 28: Grade Separation on Douglas. This is a City of El Segundo project
that is unrelated to LAX ground access.

* LAX 29: Additional Left Turn Lanes on La Cienega at Centinela: This is a
City of Los Angeles Project that is not related to LAX ground access.

» Delete Tentative Plans bullet

= LAX 20/21 Lincoln Blvd: No Project description here. There is some
construction on Lincoln at this time.

* LAX 23:1-10 HOV Lanes (SR90-1105): Change to I-405 HOV lanes and add
to Under Construction portion of the list.

= LAX9: Century to Sepulveda: No project description.

* LAX 17/26: Downgrade by the City of L.A.: No project description.

* Please add to Planned Projects list: Widening of Aviation Blvd. between 111"
and Imperial Hwy.

e On Pg. 19 under Item 9: The Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT) airside and
landside improvements described are not part of the LAX Master Plan. The Flyaway
program is no longer planned to provide exclusive access to the internal CTA curb
front.

e On Pg. 22 under item 8: Reference should be made only to planned and
programmed projects that are in the RTIP or proposed in the RTP.

e Pg. 25 LAWA will be deferring environmental documentation for the PMD Master
Plan until projects described in the draft master plan are closer to design and
construction.
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Goods Movement Report: Page 31 of this supplemental report and also Pg. 126 of the main
report shows proposed grade separation projects in San Bernardino County. Projects 1 and
17, Grove Avenue and Archibald Avenue both on the Alhambra line are completed projects.
Also, on that page, the two grade separation projects at Vineyard should be distinguished in
the Project Description List by the rail line they are on.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 2008 Draft RTP. We hope that these comments
will be helpful in developing a successful plan that meets the region’s needs. If you have
any questions regarding this information, please contact Paula McHargue, Supervising
Transportation Planner at 310-646-9181 or pmcharque@lawa.org.

Sincerely,

'Qﬁzh n

Roger
Deputy Exetutive Director

RJ:PM:pm
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Room 395, City Hall
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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Fax: (213) 978-1040
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File No- ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA www,cityclerk lacity.org
MAYOR

CLAUDIA M. DUNN
Chief, Council and Public Services Division

06-0413-52

April 9, 2008

Honorable Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor Southern California Association of Governments
Chief Legislative Analyst Mr. Hasan lkhrata, Executive Director

City Administrative Officer 848 West Sixth Street, 12th Floor
Councilmember Parks Los Angeles, CA 90017

Councilmember Smith

Department of Transportation Los Angeles County Metropolitan

Board of Transportation Commissioners Transportation Authority

Port of Los Angeles One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles World Airports Los Angeles, CA 90012

City Planning Department
Environmental Affairs Department

RE: REVISING THE CITY’'S COMMENTS IN CONNECTION WITH THE DRAFT 2008 REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION PLAN

At the meeting of the Council held April 2, 2008, the following action was taken:

Attached report @0OPLEA ... ...oouiiiiiiii e
Attached motion (Parks - Smith) adopted............c.cooriiiii X
Attached resolution (=) adopted ...
FORTHWVITH .ottt et e e e e e e s e b ce e
MAYOE CONMCUITEA ...ttt 04-08-08
To the Mayor FORTHWITH ..ot s X

Motion adopted to approve committee report recommendation(s) ...,
Motion adopted to approve communication recommendation(s) ..o
OrdinanCe AAOPIEA ... ..oiiieee ettt ettt
MAYOT VEIOBT. ...ttt et
IMAYOT @PPIOVEA .....eiitiieeiitieeen ettt st a bk et
Mayor failed to act — deemed @approved ..ot
GENETAIY EXEIMPL ... eceviie ittt e b e bbb

Hodotfpo

City Clerk
cr
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On the February 13, 2008, the City Council authorized the General Manager of LADOT to
transmit comments to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) on the Draft
2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (C.F. 06-0413-S2). LADOT subsequently submitted the
City’s comments to SCAG. It was recently noted, however, that a comment from Los Angeles
World Airport relative to their disagreement on the necessity for a High Speed Rail System to
connect airports in order to decentralize the airport system was inadvertently included.

I THEREFORE MOVE that the Council direct LADOT to revise the City’s comments on
Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP)(C.F.06-0413-S2) to delete any comments by the Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) that
are inconsistent with the City’s support of a high speed rail system.

I FURTHER MOVE that LADOT immediately notify SCAG of the change and submit

revised comments.
PRESENTED BY: d ’%

“ BERNARD C. PARKS
Councilmember, 8th District

SECONDED BY: %/

¥ ——
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APR 012008 ~ CONTINUED TO 17
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LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL
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CITY OF BLYTHE

235 North Broadway / Blythe, California 92225
Phone (760) 922-6161 / Fax (760) 922-4938

April 3, 2008

Southern California Association of Governments
Attn: Mr. Ryan Kuo

818 West 7% Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, California 90017

RE: Comments to SCAG on the Regional Transportation Plan
Dear Mr. Kuo:

Mr. Greg Pettis, City Councilman from Cathedral City gave the Southern California
Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) presentation to the
Blythe City Council at their last regular meeting on March 28, 2008. While the
presentation focused on transportation issues in the Los Angeles basin, Inland Empire
and Coachella Valley, the City of Blythe would like to highlight three specific
transportation issues that should be included in the RTP for eastern Riverside County.

Interstate 10 East Bound Truck By-pass Lanes:

1. On Interstate 10, east of the Coachella Valley, I 10 rises at an
approximate 6% slope for 10 miles. In addition, there is a second 15
mile grade from Cactus City to Chirico Summit. Both inclines severely
hamper progress of heavy trucks and consequently faster passenger car
traffic, traveling eastbound. In the last year there have been two traffic
accidents that have resulted from slow trucks pulling into the path of
passing, faster traffic. Those accidents have completely shut down
traffic on I 10. It should also be noted that slower traffic on those long
grades contribute significantly to the emissions attributed to the
Coachella Valley and the SCAQMD.

Arizona California Railroad Embargo:

2. In December 2007, the Arizona California Railroad (ARZC) filed an
action with the Surface Transportation Board to declare an Embargo on
the Blythe Branch line, from Rice south 49 miles into the Palo Verde
Valley. Their justification is a lack of users on the line. In part, that is
true, with declining and inconsistent rail service for several years,
shippers cannot depend on cars being available and cost effective when



needed. The ARZC has stated there is a $6M maintenance effort
necessary for this section of track for it to be safe and cost effective to
move rail cars into and out of the Palo Verde Valley. If one rail car is
the rough equivalent of three semi-trucks, then a theoretical annual
minimum of 3,200 rail cars from the Palo Verde Valley would remove
just under 10,000 trucks from the interstate highway system. This line
should be considered for Transportation Corridor Improvement Fund
(TCIF) eligibility.

Alternative Fueling Station:

3. The Palo Verde Valley/City of Blythe has long been the “dry spot™ when
it comes to alternative fueling stations between Phoenix and the
metropolitan areas of Southern California on Interstate 10. Site selection
near the freeway continues, looking for the ideal expandable site starting
with CNG, progressing to LNG, hydrogen and other emission reduction
technologies in the future. The City has been working in partnership
with Riverside County, Mohave Desert AQMD and the Palo Verde
Valley Transit Agency to find funding for this important project. Ms.
JoAnn Armenta, Clean Cities Coordinator for SCAG is very familiar
with our needs and the project.

The City of Blythe respectfully requests the above three items be included in the
Regional Transportation Plan for Southern California. The projects are not listed in any
particular order of priority as they are all viewed by the City as essential components
necessary for better transportation circulation in the Palo Verde Valley.

Respectfully,

;K;obert A. Cra:rﬁ! , Mayor

City of Blythe

Cc:  Fourth District Supervisor Roy Wilson
Anne Mayer, RCTC
John Walmoth, CVAG
Blythe City Council
City Manager Nelson



DRAFT COMMENTS ON PROPOSED INTERIM MOTOR VEHICLE
EMISSIONS BUDGETS FOR SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

The Coalition for Clean Air, Coalition for a Safe Environment, Endangered Habitats
League, Environmental Defense Fund, East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice, Coalition
for a Safe Environment, and the Natural Resources Defense Council submit these comments on the
proposal by the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) to adopt motor vehicle emissions
budgets (MVEBS) as part of the Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP) for Ozone and PM2.5 that
have been submitted to EPA as part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the South Coast Air
Basin (“SCAB”). The proposed budgets are currently under consideration by EPA to determine if
they meet the criteria for an adequate budget that can be used for conformity purposes prior to
EPA’s approval of the attainment demonstration and implementing measures. For the reasons
described below, the proposed interim budgets for PM2.5 do not meet the federal requirements for
adequacy and should not be approved by EPA until California submits a complete attainment
demonstration for all portions of the SCAB and adopts additional measures as needed to achieve the
emission reductions required by the Clean Air Act to achieve reasonable further progress prior to
the attainment deadline, and to attain the NAAQS by the attainment deadline.

Executive Summary.

Commenters object to EPA’s approval of the submitted interim budgets for PM2.5 based on
two broad concerns:

I) The failure of the attainment demonstration to —

A) Identify the elevated concentrations of PM2.5 in the near-highway environment that have
been shown by numerous studies to significantly exceed concentrations recorded at regional
monitors, and

B) Estimate the emissions reductions needed to attain the NAAQS in the near-highway
environment and include a control strategy designed to reduce these elevated near-highway
concentrations to the level of the NAAQS; and

I1) The reliance in the AQMP on measures that may not be implemented in the relevant
horizon year (or at all), for the purpose of demonstrating attainment and reasonable further progress
(RFP), including but not limited to, emissions reductions expected from the marine vessel fuel rule
recently set aside by the United States Court of Appeal for the Ninth Circuit, emissions reductions
attributed to EPA’s locomotive rule which are not projected to be achieved by 2014, and emission
reductions from non-road engines assumed in the AQMP, but that may not be mandatory. Further,
CARSB has failed to include several strategies aimed at reducing emissions rail.

Until the emissions reductions needed to attain the annual and 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5
in the near-highway environment are known, the emissions reductions needed to meet the RFP
targets in the milestone years cannot be determined. Unlike ozone, where the RFP targets require a
fixed annual reduction in emissions at the rate of 3% of the baseline emissions inventory, the RFP
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targets for PM2.5 are based on the annual reductions needed to achieve the overall reduction target
required for attainment. The adopted AQMP contains emission reductions that will achieve the
regional reductions shown by the modeling to be necessary for attainment at monitors that do not
reflect the incremental impact of highway emissions in the near-highway environment. The
attainment demonstration in the AQMP fails to estimate the reductions in particulate emissions from
highways needed to attain in the near-highway environment where approximately 1.5 million
citizens in the South Coast Air Basin (“SCAB”) within 300 meters of major freeways carrying more
than 125,000 vehicles a day will be exposed daily to continuing NAAQS violations. The RFP
targets that will be needed to attain the NAAQS in all communities in the Basin cannot be
determined from the adopted AQMP. All that can be said is that the overall reductions in the
adopted AQMP are not sufficient to eliminate the NAAQS violations in the near-highway
environment, and therefore the RFP targets based on that plan cannot be adequate to achieve the
percentage reductions that will be needed for an adequate attainment demonstration. For this reason,
the proposed emissions budgets cannot be adequate for conformity purposes, and do not meet
EPA’s requirements for adequate emission budgets. 40 CFR § 93.118(e)(4).

In addition, EPA requires that emissions budgets be based upon emissions reductions that
can be expected from adopted measures. 40 CFR § 93.118(e)(4)(v). The proposed budgets for both
ozone and PM2.5 are based, in part, on emission reductions expected from measures identified in
the AQMP that may not be achieved, and will not be achieved because they are not based on any
currently adopted, legally enforceable obligation.

Until an attainment demonstration for PM2.5 is adopted that provides for attainment in the
near-highway environment, and the measures needed to achieve the reductions required to attain are
identified, it is premature to establish any emission budgets for PM2.5 emissions from motor
vehicles. In addition, until the measures needed to achieve reasonable further progress for ozone are
adopted, proposed RFP budgets for ozone cannot be adequate. We therefore ask EPA to postpone
action on the submitted interim budgets until these deficiencies in the AQMP are remedied.

. MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION BUDGETS MUST BE ADEQUATE TO
PROVIDE FOR ATTAINMENT AND REASONABLE FURTHER
PROGRESS.

To satisfy the Act’s conformity requirements (id., 87606(c)) the SIP, including its MVEB,
must ensure that “emissions expected from the implementation of [transportation] plans and
programs are consistent with ... necessary emissions reductions” from the SIP. 1d., §7506(c)(2)(A).
EPA has interpreted the necessary emission reductions to be those reductions needed to attain the
NAAQS and the interim emission reduction milestones required for reasonable further progress.
EPA’s conformity rule requires that “when considered together with all other emissions sources,
[the MVEB must be] consistent with applicable requirements for . . . attainment” and be “consistent
with and clearly related to the emissions inventory and control measures” in the SIP. 40 C.F.R. Part
93.118(e)(4)(iv-v). The adopted AQMP is facially inadequate, admitting insufficient control
measures to accomplish the daily emissions reductions necessary to attain the PM2.5 and ozone
standards. These shortfalls are relevant to the adequacy of the MVEBS, since motor vehicles are the
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largest single source of ozone precursors and the primary emitter of elemental carbon, one of the 6
critical species of PM2.5 in the South Coast air Basin.
EPA defines and describes the role of MVVEBs in the SIP as follows:

“Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget is that portion of the total allowable emissions defined in
the [SIP] ... for the purpose of ... demonstrating attainment ... of the NAAQS ... allocated
to highway and transit vehicle use and emissions.” 40 C.F.R. Part 93.101.

“Motor vehicle emissions budgets are the . .. motor vehicle-related portions of the
projected emissions inventory used to demonstrate . . . attainment . . . for a particular year
specified in the SIP. The motor vehicle emissions budget establishes a cap on emissions
which cannot be exceeded by predicted highway and transit vehicle emissions.” 58 Fed.
Reg. 62,194 (November 24, 1993).

The MVEBs adopted in the SIP for a nonattainment area are implemented through the
transportation planning process by the adoption of a long range Regional Transportation Plan
(“RTP”) and short range Transportation Improvement Program (“TIP”) that “shall implement the
transportation provisions of any [SIP] applicable to all or part of the area covered by such
transportation plan or program.” 42 U.S.C. 87506(c)(2). The RTP defines the future regional
transportation system envisioned for a 20-year horizon, and the TIP prioritizes the projects to be
funded in the next three years. 23 U.S.C. 8134(qg), (h). The RTP and TIP are required to be adopted
by the metropolitan planning organization (“MPQO”). Id. To ensure that the RTP and TIP do not
cause emissions that exceed the MVEBSs, “[n]Jo [MPO] shall give its approval to any project,
program or plan which does not conform to an implementation plan approved or promulgated under
section 7410 of this title.” 42 U.S.C. 87506(c)(1). Further, “no [RTP or TIP] may be adopted by a
metropolitan planning organization ... until a final determination has been made that such plans and
programs are consistent with the estimates of emissions from motor vehicle and necessary
emissions reductions contained in the applicable implementation plan”. 1d.,
87506(c)(2)(A)(emphasis added). Conforming to a SIP requires a determination that RTPs, TIPs
and projects conform to a SIP’s purpose of expeditious attainment of the ambient air quality
standards, 87506(c)(1)(A), and that such transportation plans, programs and projects will not:

(i) cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area;

(i1) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area;
or

(iii) delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or
other milestone in any area. Id., §7506(c)(1)(B).

In addition to establishing obligations that the MPO must satisfy, the Act also requires that
“[n]o federal agency may approve, accept or fund any transportation plan, program or project unless
such plan, program or project has been found to conform to any applicable implementation plan in
effect under this chapter.” Id., §7506(c)(2). The U.S. Department of Transportation (“US DOT”)
may not “approvel], accept[] or fund[]” a project unless it comes from a conforming regional plan
and TIP. Id., §7506(c)(2)(C).
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MVEB:S thus set limits on motor vehicle emissions that must be achieved by the RTP and
TIP adopted by the regional transportation agencies and approved by US DOT. If the MVEBSs are
set too high and transportation projects are constructed that, through their design, generate more air
pollution than is consistent with expeditious attainment of the ambient air quality standard, the
Act’s conformity requirements are thwarted.

A MVEBSs From SIPs That Do Not Attain Must be Disapproved.

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has consistently held that a SIP that fails to require
emissions reductions needed for attainment may not be approved. Delaney v. EPA, 898 F.2d 998
(9th Cir.), cert.denied, 111 S.Ct. 556 (1990), Arizona v. Thomas, 294 F.2d 834 (9th Cir. 1987), Hall
v. EPA, 263 F.3d at 937. Concluding that the basic criteria for SIP review adopted by the Supreme
Court in 1975 continue to apply to the 1990 Amendments, this Court recently reiterated that “[t]he
objective of the EPA's analysis is to determine whether ‘the ultimate effect of a State's choice of
emission limitations is compliance with [NAAQS].” Train, 421 U.S. at 79.” Hall v. EPA, 263 F.3d
at 937. “EPA must determine the extent of pollution reductions that are required and determine
whether the emissions reductions effected by the proposed revisions will be adequate to the task.”
1d., at 938. If the emission limitations are not sufficient to attain, “the EPA should disapprove a plan
revision if ‘the plan as so revised would no longer insure timely attainment of the national
standards.” I1d. at 90. See also id. at 93 (stating that a revision would be disapproved if it ‘caused a
plan to fail to insure maintenance of those standards’).” Id., 936.

Here, EPA’s obligation is to disapprove the attainment demonstration in the submitted
PM2.5 SIP for the SCAB because the demonstration fails to assess the reductions of primary PM2.5
emissions from highways that are needed to demonstrate attainment in the near-highway
environment, and fails to include control measures needed for attainment. The control measures
needed for some of the emissions reductions have not been identified, adopted or submitted to EPA.
A fortiori, the MVEB from this SIP also fails to provide for attainment because the allowed motor
vehicle emissions, when considered together with other measures in the SIP, do not provide for
attainment. A MVEB that does not provide for attainment, does not provide the “necessary
emissions reductions” required by §7506(c)(2)(A), or the emissions reductions necessary to ensure
that the transportation plan and program for the region “will not cause or contribute to any new
violation, [or] delay timely attainment” as required by 87506(c)(1)(B)(iii). Accordingly, such
budgets may not be approved as a partial SIP under the Act, or found adequate for transportation
conformity purposes under EPA’s conformity rule.

There is no dispute that the AQMP does not contain enough enforceable control measures or
even identified and committed measures to provide for attainment of either the PM2.5 or ozone
NAAQS as required by §7502(c)(1) and (6) and EPA rules governing the requirements for an
approvable SIP.

! “Each plan must demonstrate that the measures, rules, and regulations contained in it are adequate to provide for the
timely attainment and maintenance of the national standard that it implements.” 40 C.F.R. Part 51.112(a).
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Indeed, the SIP does not even identify proposed or candidate control measures that might be
conditionally approved under section 7410(k)(4). Under these facts where EPA acknowledges that
the SIP does not provide for attainment, it is unlawful to nonetheless approve that part of the SIP
that will be used to determine the maximum allowable emissions from the regional transportation
system for the next 20 years. EPA’s decision cannot be upheld because “the EPA's analysis [has
not] ‘rationally connected’ its approval of particular plan revisions before it to its assessment of an
area's prospects for meeting current attainment requirements.” Hall, 263 F.3d at 939. Without
further emissions reductions, EPA’s approval of the MVEBs in the submitted plan gives the
regional transportation planning agencies a green light to use inflated emissions budgets for the
design of the future regional transportation system and in approving TIPs and transportation
projects. EPA may not make lawful a level of emissions from the transportation system that will
perpetuate existing nonattainment.

This result is expressly prohibited by the conformity rule EPA promulgated in 1997 to
govern the determination whether MVEBSs in a SIP may be found adequate for the purpose of
implementing the conformity requirements of §7506(c):

EPA will not find a motor vehicle emissions budget in a submitted control strategy
implementation plan revision ... to be adequate for transportation conformity purposes
unless ... : (iv) the motor vehicle emissions budget(s), when considered together with all
other emissions sources, is consistent with applicable requirements for ... attainment... 40
C.F.R. Part 93.118(e)(4).

In the preamble to its conformity rule, EPA explained that this rule required MVEBS to be part of a
SIP that provides for attainment. “When considered with point, area and mobile sources, the
emissions budget(s) must be consistent with applicable requirements for ... attainment.” 62 Fed.
Reg. 43,781 (Aug. 15, 1997). In that rulemaking, EPA expressly rejected arguments that MVEBS in
SIP submittals that failed to include emissions reductions sufficient to provide for attainment should
nonetheless be allowed to be used for RTP and TIP conformity determinations until adequate
emissions control measures were submitted by the State:

[1]f a SIP does not identify enough emissions reductions and the motor vehicle budget does
not provide for ... attainment, then there is no basis to claim that a transportation activity
conforms.

* k *
EPA believes it is not possible to find new projects to conform if the SIP does not identify
enough emissions reductions and the motor vehicle budget does not provide for ...
attainment. Clean Air Act section 176(c)[(1)(B)(i)-(iii)] requires that projects must not
worsen violations or delay attainment, and there is no basis to make this claim if the SIP has
been disapproved. Additional transportation projects may worsen existing violations.
Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments, EPA Response to Comments Document, at
34, 35 (June 23, 1997) (emphasis added).
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EPA expressly interpreted 87506(c) and Part 93.118(e)(4)(iv) to bar the use of budgets to determine
the conformity of new transportation projects when the SIP does not contain sufficient emissions
reductions to provide for attainment.

In its review of EPA’s conformity rule, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia also interpreted the Act to bar use of a MVEB for conformity purposes if the SIP from
which it came failed to require enough emissions reductions to provide for attainment. EDF v. EPA,
167 F.3d 641, 650 (D.C. Cir. 1999). EPA originally adopted a rule allowing submitted budgets to be
used for transportation conformity purposes without any EPA review or approval of the SIP. The
D.C. Circuit rejected the use of submitted budgets by transportation agencies for making conformity
determinations before EPA found them adequate precisely because there was no basis for
determining that RTPs and TIPs designed to meet the emissions levels in submitted budgets would
satisfy the three statutory conformity criteria contained in 87506(c)(1)(B)(i)-(iii). As the Court
explained, when EPA failed to:

determin[e] that [the SIP revision] contains adequate measures to reduce emissions to
statutorily required levels, ... there is no reason to believe that transportation plans and
programs conforming to the submitted budgets “will not—(i) cause or contribute to any new
violation of any standard in any area; (ii) increase the frequency or severity of any existing
violation of any standard in any area; or (iii) delay timely attainment of any standard.... 42
U.S.C. 87506(c)(1)(B). EDF v. EPA, 167 F.3d at 650.

If a rule that allowed conformity determinations to be based on submitted budgets in SIPs is
inconsistent with §7506(c) because EPA had not yet determined that the SIP provided sufficient
emissions reductions to attain, then, a fortiori, a MVEB must not be lawful for conformity purposes
where the State has affirmatively acknowledged that the SIP does NOT reduce emissions to the
levels required for attainment. EPA would need to perpetuate the unlawful policy struck down by
the D.C. Circuit in order to find adequate the MVEBs from a SIP that does not contain the
emissions reductions needed for attainment, or for RFP. If EPA concludes that the SIP fails to
contain sufficient emissions reductions for attainment or RFP, the legal result must be the same as
when EPA had made no findings at all: there is no basis for determining that transportation plans
and programs conforming to the submitted budgets will not violate the statutory criteria for
conformity.

Here the State seeks to circumvent these limitations on EPA’s ability to approve the
submitted budgets by relying on the measures listed in ARB Resolution 07-28 Attachment B. But
these measures are not committed to be adopted within the 1 year period allowed by 8 110(k)(4) of
the Clean Air Act.

B. EPA Action on the MVEBs Requires Notice and Comment.

It is well-settled that EPA action on a SIP revision is governed by notice and comment
procedures required by the APA. “The APA requires an agency to: (1) publish a general notice of
proposed rulemaking; (2) give interested parties an opportunity to participate in the rulemaking
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through submission of data, views, and arguments; and (3) adopt a rule after consideration of the
relevant matter presented.” Hall v. EPA, 263 F.3d at 941, citing Ober v. EPA, 84 F.3d at 312.

EPA cannot act to give legal effect to the submitted MVEBs without first publishing notice
of proposed rulemaking and providing an opportunity for public comment in response to a proposed
action. Here, EPA has merely posted a notice on a website stating that the SIP had been received.
No specific action has been proposed. Public comment cannot focus on a proposed action.

EPA’s determination of the adequacy of a MVEB as part of the SIP would be final agency
action because it would establish obligations with legal consequences. Bennett v. Spear, 520 U.S.
154, 177-78 (1997). EPA’s decision determines the rights of the public in the implementation of one
of the most critical part of the Basin’s air pollution control strategy, and the duties of the region’s
transportation agencies to implement that strategy. 42 U.S.C. §7506(c)(2). Once the MVEBs are
found adequate by EPA, they become the limits on motor vehicle emissions that must be met as the
condition required for adoption and approval of transportation plans, programs and projects. 40
C.F.R. Part 93.118(e)(1).2 “In order for each transportation plan, program and FHWA/FTA project
to be found to conform, the MPO and DOT must demonstrate that the applicable criteria and
procedures in this subpart are satisfied....” 40 C.F.R. Part 93.109(a). The finding of conformity
includes a demonstration that motor vehicle emissions will be equal to or less than the approved
MVEB. 40 C.F.R. Part 93.118(a). Thus the MVEBSs impose important legal obligations on
transportation agencies that must be satisfied before transportation plans and programs may be
approved. Individual transportation projects may not be approved or funded unless they come from
a currently conforming plan and TIP. 42 U.S.C. 87506(c)(2)(C); EDF v. EPA, 167 F.3d at 645-650.
Once approved, the MVEBs in the South Coast SIP establish requirements that must be satisfied as
a condition for the allocation and expenditure of billions in federal and state transportation funds
annually.

EPA cannot lawfully give legal effect to the submitted budgets without first publishing a
notice of proposed rulemaking with a statement of basis and purpose that would apprise interested
parties of the action the Agency intends to take and the reasons supporting the action. To date,
interested parties have been given no notice of whether EPA considers the SIP and attainment
demonstration approvable under § 110, and why the submitted MVEBS are approvable as part of the
attainment SIP. Nor has the Agency identified the criteria that are applicable and relevant for
making that determination. Without some notice of the Agency’s intention and the reasons
supporting the proposal, commenters are being denied the procedures guaranteed by the APA that
protect our opportunity to submit meaningful comments relevant to the basis for Agency action.
Commenters therefore request that EPA not take action to give legal effect to these submitted
budgets without first providing an opportunity for notice and comment pursuant to 5 USC § 553.

2 Although commenters disagree that action on a budget may preclude effective judicial relief, EPA contends that once
an RTP, TIP or project has been found to conform on a MVEB adequate at the time, the finding cannot be subsequently
cancelled. 40 CFR § 93.118(e)(3). Not only is EPA’s MVEB adequacy determination binding on transportation
agencies, the determination is allegedly irreversible thereby making it binding on the Courts and precluding judicial
reversal of an unlawful action after judicial review. This unquestionably defines the adequacy determination as final
agency action escalating the APA significance of the adequacy determination.
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1. ATTAINMENT DEMONSTRATION DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR
ATTAINMENT IN COMMUNITIES ADJACENT TO HEAVILY TRAVELED
FREEWAYS.

The attainment demonstration in the adopted AQMP does not estimate the emissions
reductions that will be needed to attain either the annual or the 24-hour NAAQS for PM2.5 in the
near-highway environment where primary particles emitted from motor vehicles and re-entrained
dust cause or contribute to concentrations well-above those used to determine the design value for
the region and the regional attainment demonstration. Emissions from heavily traveled freeways
have been shown to add from 1 to 14 ug/m3 of elemental carbon, a major component PM2.5, to
concentrations measured at regional monitors more than 300 to 500 meters distant from major
highways. In the South Coast Air Basin, commenters estimate that approximately 1.5 million people
live within this near-highway environment where elevated concentrations of PM2.5 are expected.

A. Reliable Scientific Evidence Shows Elevated PM2.5 in the Near-Highway
Environment.

The evidence that highway emissions have a significant impact on air quality in the near-
highway environment is not new. MATES-II first identified the importance of highway emissions in
2000. [Attached as Exhibit A]. Although MATES-II was focused on the significance of diesel
particulate as the largest source of cancer risk in the air basin, it also provided important findings
that demonstrated that higher levels of diesel pollution occur near highways. The Report found the
greatest exposure to diesel PM at locations where “the dominance of mobile sources is even greater
than at other sites.” It also found that “model results, which are more complete in describing risk
levels...than is possible with the monitored data, show that the higher risk levels occur... near
freeways.” “Results show that the higher pollutant concentrations generally occur near their
emission sources.” These findings provided evidence that neighborhoods near highways would
experience higher concentrations than the regional averages. Based on these observations, MATES-
I concluded that “[f]Jor mobile source compounds such as benzene, 1-3 butadiene, and particulates
associated with diesel fuels, higher concentration levels are seen along freeways and freeway
junctions.” This work identified the near-highway environment as a high risk environment where
elevated levels of PM would be expected because of emissions from diesel vehicles.

This triggered further research in the region. A team from USC conducted seminal studies to
measure the concentrations of highway pollutants as a function of distance from the 1-710 and 1-405
freeways. [Attached as Exhibit B] Both studies included measurements of concentrations of CO and
black carbon (BC) at increasing distances from the freeway. CO and BC were intentionally selected
because their ambient concentrations are strongly related to vehicle emissions. Black carbon, also
measured as elemental carbon (EC) in the monitoring reported in MATES-I1 and MATES-I11
[Attached as Exhibit C], is a species of PM2.5 that was used in the MATES-II study as a measure of
diesel PM in the Air Basin. The MATES-III study reported more recent investigations showing that
elemental carbon is an inadequate measure of diesel PM, and that other methods show that total
diesel PM is at least 72% greater than elemental carbon. MATES-III, p. 2-9. The AQMP relies on
the MATES-III data to identify elemental carbon as one of the six major species of PM2.5 in the
South Coast air shed that contribute significantly to PM2.5 nonattainment.
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The freeway studies show the dramatic increase in BC/EC in the near-highway environment.
The studies measured concentrations at five distances downwind from the freeway and upwind from
the freeways. By comparing the upwind measurements which provide a good estimate of regional
carbon loadings in the Air Basin with the downwind measurements, these studies provide a good
estimate of the increase in concentrations of primary carbon particles emitted from highways in the
vicinity of major highways compared to regional concentrations measured in the urban air shed.

The BC measurements from each of the freeway studies are summarized separately below
along with measured upper and lower limits, and the observed difference between the comparable
upwind and downwind BC concentrations:

Measured Average (and Upper and Lower Limit) BC Concentrations at Increasing Distances

from the 405 Freeway

Downwind Distance (m) BC (nug/m3) BC (ng/m3) Downwind-
Upwind Average
Concentration
30 5.4 (3.4-10.0) 4.75
60 3.2 (3.0-3.5) 2.55
90 2.5 (2.4-2.6) 1.85
150 1.6 (1.1-2.0) 0.95
300 1.3 (1.1-1.5) 0.65

Measured Average (and Upper and Lower Limit) BC Concentrations at Increasing Distances

from the 710 Freeway

Downwind Distance (m)

BC (ug/m3)

BC (ng/m3) Downwind-
Upwind Average
Concentration

200 m (upwind) \ 4.6 (3.1-5.9)

17 m 21.7 (20.3-24.8) 17.1
20 19.4 (16.5-21.6) 14.8
30 17.1 (12.6-19.3) 12.5
90 7.8 (4.5-9.3) 3.2
150 6.5 (3.9-9.2) 1.9
300 5.5 (3.5-7.7) 0.9

Notice the large increase in the near-highway concentrations of BC downwind of the I-710
compared to the 1-405. The Interstate 710 study was conducted in part because the freeway has a
much higher percentage of heavy-duty diesel truck travel than the Interstate 405 freeway. Average
traffic flow during sampling periods was 12,180 vehicles per hour with more than 25 percent of
vehicles being heavy-duty diesel trucks. This is perhaps the highest density of diesel truck traffic
anywhere in the U.S. Measurements were taken at 17, 20, 30, 90, 150 and 300 meters downwind
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and 200 meters upwind from the center of the freeway. As with the 405 freeway study, relative
concentrations of CO and BC downwind from the freeway were found to be many micrograms per
cubic meter greater than upwind concentrations and tracked each other well as one moves away
from the freeway.

These studies show that in the impact zone downwind of a heavily traveled freeway in the
Air Basin with average truck traffic (1-405), emissions of BC from the freeway will add 4.75 pg/m3
to PM2.5 at 30 meters from the freeway dropping off to 0.65 pg/m3 greater than the regional
concentration at 300 meters, and that a freeway with heavy truck traffic will add 12.5 ng/m3 at 30
meters dropping off a 1.9 ug/m3 increase above the regional levels at 300 meters.

The incremental effect of highway emissions downwind from the [-710 have been
confirmed in recent weeks by data released as part of the deployment of Mobile Monitoring
Platform Results in the 1-710 corridor. See Mobile Monitoring Platform Update and Results
reported by CARB, Aprill7, 2008, at the HCMS Community Meeting, Wilmington Senior Center.
[Attached as Exhibit D]. These results include BC concentrations within the so-called buffer zone
500 feet from the freeway compared with results measured beyond the 500 feet buffer.
Concentrations measured in West Long Beach residential area on the morning of July 17, 2007,
show nearly a four-fold greater BC level within 500 feet from the 710 freeway compared to the
same neighborhood outside the 500 feet zone (18 vs 5 ug/m3). This difference of 13 pg/m3 is
highly consistent with the upwind/downwind results reported in the original 710 study.

These results were supported by measurements made in other regions. A study in Seattle,
WA (Curtis, Gilroy, and Harper, 2004) measured the relationship between BC levels at an urban
near-roadway monitoring site, and a heavily traveled freeway. [Attached as Exhibit E] This study
showed that there were frequently peak evening rush hour BC levels of 5 ug/m3 or above near 1-5.
The BC data was obtained from the Olive Street monitoring site located at the EPA-designated
microscale within the I-5 traffic corridor. The traffic volumes and BC readings correlate well,
supporting the hypothesis that traffic is a major contributor to PM2.5 at the site, given that BC
originates from motor vehicle exhausts as ultrafine or fine particles. The Olive Street air monitoring
site is about 20 meters west of the southbound lane of I-5 in the CBD. This area of 1-5 contains
express lanes along with several high use overpasses which all contribute to the area traffic. Daily
volumes along this section of 1-5 average 284,700 vehicles per day (in 2003). Light-duty traffic has
peak weekday flows above 10,000 vehicles per hour, with diesel traffic of about 1,000 vehicles per
hour (10%). BC tends to peak during weekdays with high traffic volumes, and is sharply lower on
weekends. This reduction parallels the significantly lower weekend diesel traffic volumes. Peak BC
measurements occur during the afternoon rush hour (4-6 pm). Correlations between light-duty
vehicle volumes and BC peaks (readings above 5 pg/m3) are better than those between diesel truck
volumes and BC peaks. This may occur because light-duty volumes overwhelm diesel truck
volumes during this peak period (93 percent of the traffic volume is from light-duty vehicles).

The Seattle study also measured BC at a Beacon Hill site about 600 meters from a major
freeway, which is used as the urban background for Seattle. Hourly BC readings during the study
period stayed within the range of 0 to 2 pg/m3, with readings mostly below 1.0 pg/m3. Comparing
these sites demonstrates results similar to the data obtained from the 1-405 study with BC
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concentrations in the near-highway environment being about 4 pg/m3 greater than the urban
regional concentration.

The East Bay (California) Children’s Respiratory Health study (Kim et al., 2004), conducted
with support from Cal EPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, obtained
measurements of PM2.5 concentrations at monitors located in the schoolyards of 10 middle schools
in communities across the East Bay. [Attached as Exhibit F] This study reported the distance of
each monitor from major freeways, the traffic density on the nearest freeway, and whether the
school was located downwind of the traffic source. The PM2.5 measured at the school closest to (60
meters), and downwind from a major freeway, was 15 pg/m3 which was 3 pg/m3 greater than the
12 ug/m3 PM2.5 concentrations reported at the regional air district network monitor located about 1
mile from major traffic sources.

The recently released West Oakland Health Risk Assessment conducted by the ARB
provides similar results from a modeling study that shows highly elevated concentrations of diesel
PM in a neighborhood downwind of the Port of Oakland and surrounded by heavily traveled major
freeways. [Attached as Exhibit G—but appendicies A through E not attached and available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/communities/ra/westoakland/westoakland.htm]. The risk assessment
showed that despite the significant contribution of emissions from ocean going vessels, local
watercraft, railyard and port activities, the emissions from non-port related on-road truck operations
accounted for 80% of the diesel PM in West Oakland.

These and other studies provide credible evidence that PM2.5 concentrations in the near-
highway environment are expected to range from 3 pg/m3 to as much as 13 pg/m3 greater than
concentrations measured at regional monitors located outside the high impact zone of heavily
traveled freeways.

Data from these highway studies were expressly relied upon by US EPA to decide that it
must establish a transportation conformity program to review the localized impacts of PM2.5
emissions from highways. See Transportation “hot spot” rule, 71 Fed.Reg. 12468, 12494 (March
10, 2006). EPA concluded that the evidence of localized impacts from highways was sufficiently
compelling to require that “it is essential that a quantitative PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis be
performed for all projects of air quality concern.” Id. If the evidence of localized impacts was
sufficient to justify a national regulatory program to protect against NAAQS violations caused by
new highways, it is also compelling enough to require a quantitative analysis to ensure that the SIP
will protect against existing localized NAAQS violations caused by highway emissions.

B. Exposed Population in Near-Highway Environment is Significant.

To determine the public health significance of human exposures to the elevated
concentrations occurring in the near-highway environment, Environmental Defense performed an
exposure analysis that plotted all limited access highway links in the South Coast air Basin with
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annual average daily traffic (AADT) greater than 125,000, and then used available 2000 census data
to estimate the population within 300 meters of these highway links.? The 125,000 AADT threshold
was selected based upon EPA’s determination that this is an appropriate traffic threshold for
identifying highway “projects of air quality concern” as a trigger for performing a transportation
“hot spot” analysis for PM2.5. See 71 Fed. Reg. 12,468. The 300 meter impact zone is based on the
evidence discussed above showing that the elevated BC and PM2.5 concentrations associated with
highway emissions is significant at 300 meters from highways. This analysis shows that
approximately 1.5 million citizens within the SCAB reside within the 300 meter high impact zone
adjacent to major freeways.

C. Attainment Demonstration Fails to Protect Against Elevated PM2.5 in the
Near-Highway Environment.

The PM2.5 concentrations expected in the near-highway environment are not reflected in the
adopted attainment demonstration because neither the monitored concentrations of PM2.5 used to
select the design value for the attainment demonstration, nor the modeling analysis used to
demonstrate future attainment account for the increased PM2.5 concentrations in the near-roadside
environment.

1. Monitors Not Located to Measure PM2.5 In Near-Highway Environment.

The monitors selected to determine the design value for the South Coast air basin are not
located in the near-highway environment.

The highest annual and 24-hour design values among the network sites is recorded at
Rubidoux in Riverside County. For this reason, the measurements at this site play an important role
in the development of the attainment demonstration. But this site is not located in a near-highway
environment. The Site Survey Report for the monitor describes the location as residential, with
residential traffic of only 10,000 vehicles per day within 25 meters. Based on this description of the
site, it is apparent that the design value does not reflect the incremental impact of primary aerosols
emitted from a nearby heavily traveled highway.

Another site with a high design value is Fontana/Arrow Highway. The Site Report for this
location describes the monitor as being 85 meters from an arterial roadway carrying 28500 vehicles
per day. This is not a major highway.

The Wilmington site is in the neighborhood west of the 1-710, but it too is more than 300
meters from the freeway and not located in the high impact area where vehicle emissions would be
expected to contribute to higher PM2.5 concentrations.

These site locations are not in close proximity to major freeways, and do not detect the
incremental impact of highway emissions. A control strategy that is adequate to reduce the

® The methodology used and software applied to perform this analysis is explained in Exhibit H hereto.
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concentrations at these sites to attain the NAAQS cannot be shown to reduce the higher
concentrations in the near-highway environment to the level of the NAAQS.

2. Modeling Does Not Predict Impact of Reductions in Highway Emissions.

The modeling analysis performed for the attainment demonstration uses the CAMx model,
which is the same model applied to demonstrate ozone attainment. This is a regional airshed model
that aggregates emissions and estimates ambient concentrations for a grid that is made up of cells 5
km on a side. AQMP, Appendix V, p. 2-15. But for the purpose of comparing modeling results with
monitoring station measurements, the results are averaged over nine grid squares. “The CAMXx
modeling results are presented based on a nearest nine-grid-cell average basis. Performance
evaluations at each station are based on this average concentration.” 1d., p.2-24.

This approach may be suitable for the purpose of estimating concentrations of secondary
species that are formed after primary pollutants are cooked in the chemical soup of the Air Basin,
but this large scale averaging provides no useful information regarding the dispersion of primary
pollutants emitted from large sources such as highways.

Unlike secondary particulate species which become particles downwind from their point
of emission as gases, the elemental carbon and aerosol VOCs emitted from tailpipes, road dust, tire
and brake pad particles are emitted directly from highways to the atmosphere, and are most highly
concentrated at the source. The regional grid modeling analysis performed by CAMX aggregates
these emissions and averages them over large regions, rather than recognizing them as being most
highly concentrated at the point of origin. EPA explained in its guidance regarding PM attainment
demonstrations that “[d]ispersion models are better able to capture the influence of primary PM
sources where large concentration gradients may exist. Grid models spread out the PM emissions to
the size of the grid (typically 4 or 12 km). This makes it difficult to judge the benefits of control
strategies that may affect primary PM sources.” 72 Fed. Reg. 20607-08. The large-scale regional
modeling analysis performed for the SCAB cannot, and does not, predict concentrations of the
primary species in the near-highway environment. Given the limitations of this large scale tool for
predicting the impact of primary PM emissions from sources on local ambient concentrations, the
attainment demonstration in the adopted AQMP cannot be approved as adequate to demonstrate
attainment in the near-highway environment.

3. Modeling Tools Are Available.
EPA’s modeling guidance identifies the problem we identify here, and suggests suitable
models for assessing the expected ambient impacts of primary PM emissions on locations that are

not represented by the monitoring network.

The modeling guidance warns specifically of the  possibility that high concentration
locations affected by emissions of primary PM will be missed:

4. Focusing the modeled attainment test only at monitoring sites could result in control
targets which are too low if the monitoring network is limited or poorly designed.
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We recommend a test which includes a review of the strategy’s impact at locations without
monitors. This exercise provides a supplemental test to determine whether there is a need for further
action despite passing the modeled attainment test at all monitoring sites.

“Guidance on the Use of Models and Other Analyses for Demonstrating Attainment of Air Quality
Goals for Ozone, PM2.5, and Regional Haze,” p.19 [Attached as Exhibit I]. In the situation where
highways are the most significant source of primary carbonaceous PM2.5, and a monitoring
network that does not include any monitors located within the high concentration zone representing
the exposure of populations adjacent to highways, an additional investigation is clearly required.

I11. CONTROL MEASURES NOT AVAILABLE TO DEMONSTRATE THAT
EMISSION REDUCTIONS WILL BE ACHIEVED.

On March 13, 2008, the Coalition for Clean Air, NRDC, and Earthjustice submitted
comments expressing concerns related to the original emissions budgets submitted by CARB to
EPA. [Attached as Exhibit J]. We continue to remain concerned about the comments raised in the
March 13, 2008 letter, and for this reason have resubmitted these comments with this submission.

As previously articulated in that letter, longstanding USEPA policy governing the standards
for SIP approval requires that each control measure in the SIP contain six basic elements necessary
to provide minimum assurance that it will result in the emissions reductions credited to it. These
elements include:

1.  evidence of adoption of the measures in legally enforceable form or a binding
schedule for adoption:*

2. adescription of each measure with “detail and clarity,” identifying which entity is
responsible for implementation and what “actions are to be taken”;’

% a*“thorough demonstrate[ion] that the measures are capable of achieving the

estimated emission reduction benefits™®

an emission reduction estimate for each measure;’

provisions for monitoring and reporting on implementation and effectiveness®

6. an “identification of and commitment to the financial and manpower resources

necessary to carry out the plan.”®

g

Many of the measures in California’s SIP submittal do not meet these requirements. We are
particularly concerned that CARB in its pursuit of flexibility has crafted the form of the
commitments made throughout the SIP in such a way that it prevents enforcement by USEPA or
anyone else seeking to enforce this SIP. Furthermore we are very concerned that many of the

* See 43 Fed. Reg. 21,673-75 (May 19, 1978)
® 55 Fed. Reg. 36456, 36487 (Sept. 5, 1990).
6

Id.
"1d.
8 55 Fed. Reg. at 36487.
°d.
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measures in the SIP lack sufficient specificity to be implemented, monitored for progress, and
enforced.

The current submission also does not comply with section 110(k)(4) of the Act, which notes
that EPA “may approve a plan revision based on a commitment of the State to adopt specific
enforceable measures by a date certain, but not later than 1 year after the date of approval of the
plan revision.” There must be a commitment by CARB and/or the SCAQMD to adopt enforceable
measures within 1 year of a conditional approval by EPA. Since additional enforceable
commitments are necessary to reach attainment and one or more RFP milestones, EPA cannot at
this time conditionally approve the plan.

Moreover, additional emissions reductions are not solely necessary to meet attainment after
the last milestone year, but rather are required to meet one or more RFP milestones. There are four
additional comments worth referencing at this time.

First, given that the Pacific Merchant Shipping Association succeeded in PMSA v.
Goldstene, No. 07-16695 (9th Cir. 2008), which challenged CARB’s Auxiliary Engine Rule, it is
unclear whether the associated emissions reductions should be included in the emissions budgets
for the South Coast. Moreover, the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit recently
denied a petition for re-hearing. It is our understanding that under both sets of budgets submitted by
CARB reductions associated with the Auxiliary Engine regulation are assumed because this
regulation was adopted prior to October of 2006. Since the emissions reduction associated with this
regulation are tenuous, CARB cannot take credit for them.

Second, in Table 4, there is an assumption that 10 tpd of NOx in 2014 will come from
federal reductions, namely reduction in pollution from locomotives. It is unclear whether the
USEPA will achieve these reductions, and if not, the budgets cannot assume these emissions
reductions.

Third, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD?) is set to vote on the
Surplus Off-Road Opt-In for NOx Program and Adopt Proposed Rule 2449 — Control of Oxides of
Nitrogen Emissions from Off-Road Diesel Vehicles on May 2nd, 2008. Currently, there is an
option to have this program be mandatory or voluntary. If the SCAQMD Governing Board decides
to implement a voluntary program, the 12 tpd of NOx emissions reductions assumed within the SIP
cannot be assumed within the budgets.

Fourth, since the submission of the March 13" letter, we have identified a deficiency in the
SIP and associated budgets related to failure to include additional commitments on rail pollution.
CARB's own 2007 and 2008 risk assessment for California railyards shows significantly increased
air toxic cancer and non-cancer health risks. Extensive criteria emissions also are documented. For
example, CARB's April 16, 2008 draft health risk assessment for residential cancer risks adjacent to
the San Bernardino BNSF railyard showed cancer risk as high as 2030 in one million. CARB's
models also show high levels of criteria and greenhouse pollutants emitted by California railyards.
In the South Coast and San Joaquin Air Basins, CARB estimates baseline NOx emissions from
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locomotive engines alone of 31 tons per day ("tpd™) and 22 tpd respectively. These estimates do not
include the numerous and extensive non-locomotive emissions at railyards including yard
equipment and indirect sources such as heavy duty on-road diesel trucks. In fact, CARB’s 2007
State Implementation Plan strategy documents admit that the severity of the region's PM2.5
problem and the attainment deadline make it necessary to further mitigate locomotive emissions in
2014.”

USEPA preemption of railyard sources generally is limited to new engines and engine
remanufacture and USEPA's analysis in support of its new locomotive regulations admits that the
Act does not, for example, preempt switcher locomotive rules which "may be subject to regulation
by California and other states.” See 72 Fed. Reg. 15971. According to CARB's own models,
switchers are responsible for 11% of the total PM emissions from the four Commerce Railyards.

Appropriately tailored measures to address the localized environmental justice and criteria
pollutant impacts that should be considered in CARB's regulatory program include:

1. CARB enaction of South Coast AQMD Rules 3501-3503 for idling limits,
recordkeeping and modeling rules for all interstate and intrastate
locomotives;

2. Rules that limit switcher locomotive to 15 minute idling, as well as rules that

require the retrofit of switcher locomotives for the purpose of emission

reduction

Idling and plug-in rules for refrigerated units while not in transit

In-use testing for compliance with federal standards

Remote sensing for compliance with federal standards

Diesel particulate filters on all interstate and intrastate locomotives

Idling regulations for locomotive maintenance facilities and /or stationary
emission control device regulations (such as hood technology)

Stepped-up enforcement with more rigorous standards than the 2005 MOU

9. Regulatory measure that requires the development and implementation of
emissions reduction plan for each Railyard with components that address
proximity to sensitive receptors

10. Electric rail-mounted container gantry cranes

No gk

o

CONCLUSION.

As the comments above denote, until CARB submits and attainment demonstration for
PM2.5 that provides for attainment in the near-highway environment, and the measures needed to
achieve the reductions required to attain are identified, it is premature to establish any emission
budgets for PM2.5 emissions from motor vehicles. In addition, until the measures needed to achieve
reasonable further progress for ozone are adopted, proposed RFP budgets for ozone cannot be
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adequate. We therefore ask EPA to postpone action on the submitted interim budgets until these
deficiencies in the AQMP are remedied.

Comment Authors:

Bob Yuhnke
(303) 499-0425

Adrian Martinez, NRDC
(310) 434-2300

Michael Replogle, Environmental Defense Fund
(202) 572-3321



The supplemental material referenced in this letter is too large to post on-line,
but is available upon request.



BY U.S. AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

April 28, 2008

Jonathan Nadler (nadler@scag.ca.gov)

Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. 7™ Street 12™ Floor

Los Angeles, Ca 90017

Re:  Comments re Draft 2008 RTP Conformity Report

Dear Mr. Nadler:

On behalf of themselves and their members, the Endangered Habitats League, Coalition
For Clean Air, East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice, Coalition for a Safe
Environment, and the Natural Resources Defense Council respectfully submit these comments
on SCAG’s proposed revised conformity demonstration based on the revised RFP motor vehicle
emissions budgets (MVEBs) for PM 2.5 adopted by the California Air Resources Board on April
24,2008. The proposed budgets are currently under consideration by EPA to determine if they
meet the criteria for an adequate budget that can be used for conformity purposes prior to EPA’s
approval of the attainment demonstration and implementing measures. SCAG has proposed to
rely on these budgets to make its determination that the draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan
meets the conformity test for PM 2.5 required under the federal Clean Air Act. (42 U.S.C. §
7506( c).)

For the reasons described below, and in our comments to the U.S. EPA forwarded to you
concurrently by Adrian Martinez of NRDC and incorporated herein, the proposed interim
budgets for PM2.5 do not meet the federal requirements for adequacy and may not be lawfully
approved as adequate by EPA until California submits a complete PM 2.5 attainment
demonstration for all portions of the South Coast Air Basin. Further, California must adopt
additional measures as needed to achieve the emission reductions required by the Clean Air Act
to achieve reasonable further progress prior to the attainment deadline, and to attain the NAAQS
by the attainment deadline.

Until these actions are taken, SCAG cannot rely on these budgets for purposes of
demonstrating the 2008 RTP’s conformity with the SIP. Instead, SCAG must employ the interim
emissions tests for each of the PM 2.5 species set forth under 40 CFR § 93.119(e), to be used
where, as here, a finding of adequacy cannot be made for the use of emissions budgets, to
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determine conformity as it relates to PM 2.5. Because SCAG has not satisfied the appropriate
conformity test, its conformity submission for the 2008 RTP is fatally flawed.

SCAG has also not demonstrated compliance with the requirements applicable to RTPs
contained in the Federal Aid Highway Act. Specifically, 23 U.S.C. § 134(c)(1) requires an MPO
to “accomplish” the objectives prescribed in 23 U.S.C. § 134(a)(1) through the development of
long-range transportation plans. These objectives include minimizing fuel consumption and air
pollutants such as PM 2.5 and GHG emissions.

As a substantive matter, these objectives were not shown to be “accomplished” within
the meaning of the statue because the build-out of the 2008 RTP will result in a substantial
increase in total regional VMT, and therefore in fuel consumption and GHG emissions. As a
procedural matter, the conformity demonstration contains no analysis showing that fuel
consumption and GHG emissions have been “minimized” through adoption of the 2008 RTP.

Nor did the proposed conformity demonstration discuss alternative RTP strategies that
could minimize fuel consumption and air pollution impacts. To the contrary, as demonstrated in
EHL’s comments to SCAG dated February 18, 2008, no alternatives other than the 2008 RTP
and the no-project were evaluated.! As stated in the February 18 comments, SCAG must
affirmatively exercise its planning authority to develop alternative RTP scenarios that could
measurably minimize fuel consumption and air pollutants, including GHG emissions.

Finally, based on the legal requirements set forth in the comments of NRDC and EDF,
emailed concurrently,” SCAG has failed to perform the MIS studies for new projects contained

' The new statutory obligation to “accomplish” the statutory objectives now requires that
all MPOs not only consider the policies and strategies that optimize system performance with
respect to these four objectives, but adopt RTPs that contain the best mix of policies and
strategies designed to accomplish these objectives. The elements and strategies of a
transportation plan that optimizes performance with respect to each objective must be identified
if the planning process is to be effective in identifying a package that optimizes all the
objectives. For many planning areas and states, this may require a shift in investment priorities to
enhance transit opportunities for most travelers to most destinations, introduction of new
operational and management strategies, such as transportation pricing and real-time traveler
information and services, together with efforts to expand travel options for walking, cycling, and
off-highway movement of freight.

> Comments Opposing The Proposed Addition Of The Knik Arm Crossing To The
Anchorage Bowl LRTP And TIP



Jonathan Nadler, SCAG

EHL et al. Comments on 2008 RTP Conformity Demonstration
April 28, 2008

Page 3

in the 2008 RTP, including the High Desert Corridor, as a precondition to their inclusion in the
fiscally constrained portion of the RTP.

Thank you for your consideration of our views.

Respectfully submitted,

Michael D. Fitts
Staff Attorney
Endangered Habitats League

Attachments (submitted electronically by Adrian Martinez of NRDC)



COMMENTS OPPOSING THE PROPOSED ADDITION OF THE
KNIK ARM CROSSING TO THEANCHORAGE BOWL LRTP AND TIP

The Alaska Center for the Environment, Alaska Public Interest Research Group, Alaska
Transportation Priorities Project, Alaska Wildlife Alliance, Cook Inletkeeper, Environmental
Defense, and Government Hill Community Council submit these comments opposing the
proposed addition of the Knik Arm Crossing to the long range transportation plan (LRTP) and
transportation improvement program (TIP) for the Anchorage Bowl planning area. As set out
below, Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Solutions (AMATS) and the U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) have not satisfied the planning requirements of the
Federal Aid Highway Act (FAHA), as amended by SAFETEA-LU, Pub. L. No. 109-59 (2005).
Specifically, neither AMATS or USDOT have completed a major investment study (MIS) in
accordance with 23 U.S.C. § 134 and 23 C.F.R. § 450.318. Until AMATS or USDOT prepare an
MIS that analyzes the impacts of and alternatives to the Knik Arm Crossing, AMATS cannot add
the Crossing to the LRTP or TIP.

In light of the extensive impacts the Knik Arm Crossing would have on the performance of the
transportation system in the Anchorage Bowl, marine mammals and their habitat, land use and
regional development, fuel consumption and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and other
significant socioeconomic values and natural resources, the commenters hereby demand that
AMATS prepare an MIS to the Crossing would before deciding whether to fund the project.

I. Federal Law Requires AMATS to Prepare an MIS

Since 1993, federal regulations have required that, before a metropolitan planning organization
(MPO) like AMATS may add a project to a LRTP or TIP, it must analyze the project and
potential alternatives to determine the cost-effectiveness of the project and its effects on system
performance and the national transportation planning objectives prescribed in 23 U.S.C. §
134(a)(1). 23 C.F.R.pt. 450. As explained below, this requirement — known as the MIS rule —
remains in effect despite recent regulatory amendments by USDOT.

USDOT amended 23 C.F.R. pt. 450 in February 2007. 72 Fed. Reg. 7224 (Feb. 14, 2007). Upon
adopting the amendments, USDOT indicated that

[s]ection 1308 of the TEA-21 required the Secretary to eliminate the
[MIS] set forth in [23 C.F.R. § 450.318], as a separate requirement,
and promulgate regulations to integrate such requirement, as
appropriate, as part of the analysis required to be undertaken pursuant
to the planning provisions of title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C.
Chapter 53 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) for Federal-aid highway and transit projects.' [As amended,

! Section 1308 of the 1998 TEA-21 amendments reads in full:

The Secretary shall eliminate the major investment study set forth in section 450.318 of title 23,
Code of Federal Regulations, as a separate requirement, and promulgate regulations to integrate
such requirement, as appropriate, as part of the analyses required to be undertaken pursuant to the
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the] purpose of [23 C.F.R. § 450.318 (Transportation planning studies
and project development)] is to implement this requirement of
Section 1308 of the TEA-21 and eliminate the MIS as a stand-alone
requirement.

72 Fed Reg. at 7241. USDOT thus adopted regulations that purport to integrate the MIS
requirement with NEPA and the planning process required by 23 U.S.C. § 134 (metropolitan
planning) and 23 U.S.C. § 135 (state transportation planning). Id. These regulations make the
MIS a voluntary undertaking by MPOs, however, whereas the MIS rule provides that MPOs
“shall” prepare a MIS before adding a project to a LRTP or TIP. Unlike the MIS rule, the
amended regulation falls short of section 1308 of TEA-21, Pub. L. No. 105-178 (1998).

The MIS rule requires MPOs to satisfy 23 C.F.R. § 450.322(b)(7) before adding a major project
to a LRTP or TIP. 23 C.F.R. § 450.322(b)(7) requires a LRTP or TIP to “[r]eflect a multimodal
evaluation of the transportation, socioeconomic, environmental, and financial impact of the
overall plan, including all major transportation investments in accordance with § 450.318.” At
the time it adopted the MIS rule, USDOT explained that “[s]uch investment studies should occur
before a particular investment is ultimately defined in an area’s approved plan . ... Aftera
corridor/subarea study is completed, the plan would be revised to reflect the specific decision
resulting from the study.” 58 Fed. Reg. 58040, 58056 (Oct. 28, 1993). Together, 23 C.F.R. §§
450.322 and 450.318 reflect the MIS requirement in 23 U.S.C. § 134 by requiring the MPO to
demonstrate how an MIS affected its determination to add a project to a LRTP or TIP; section
450.322 requires the MPO to evaluate the “impact of the overall plan,” and section 450.318
requires individual investments and strategies to be evaluated for their impacts on “local, State
and national goals and objectives” before the MPO adds one of the alternatives to the LRTP or
TIP.

Although TEA-21 instructed the Secretary of Transportation to eliminate the “separate” MIS
requirement, it also directed the Secretary to “integrate such requirement, as appropriate,” into
the planning provisions of Title 23, Title 49, and NEPA. Pub. L. No. 105-178, at § 1308. “The
technical structure of the law is such that this action requires a two step process: (1) Eliminating
and (2) proposing an approach for integrating what remains.” 67 Fed. Reg. 59219, 59223 (Sept.
20, 2002). USDOT thus understood that Congress intended for it to integrate into the planning
process “what remains” of the required “approach” that is not otherwise required by NEPA or
titles 23 or and 49 of the U.S. Code. In short, the MIS regulation remains in effect under 23
U.S.C. § 134 until USDOT replaces 23 C.F.R. § 450.318 with a regulation that fulfills the
mandate to integrate the MIS requirement into the planning process.

Prior to amending its planning regulations in 2007, USDOT acknowledged that the existing
regulation remained a “placeholder” to meet Congress’s integration requirement. Id. at 59223.
The MIS rule remains in effect because (1) Congress did not repeal the MIS requirement

planning provisions of title 23, United States Code, and chapter 53 of title 49, United States
Code, and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) for Federal-
aid highway and transit projects. The scope of the applicability of such regulations shall be no
broader than the scope of such section.
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reflected in 23 C.F.R. § 450.318, (2) the MIS rule remained consistent with 23 U.S.C. § 134 after
the TEA-21 revisions and enforceable, and (3) the USDOT has not lawfully revoked the 1993
regulation because it has not promulgated a rule that satisfies the mandate to integrate the MIS
“requirement” into the planning process.

A. TEA-21 Retained the MIS Requirement

The 1998 TEA-21 amendments did not repeal or eliminate the MIS requirement, but rather
clarified a latent ambiguity as to whether an MIS must be prepared separately or as part of the
NEPA process. The MIS regulation left this issue to be determined on a case-by-case basis. 23
C.F.R. § 450.318(f). Because MPOs had no obligation to satisfy NEPA as part of their planning
processes, MPOs often did not include within the MIS a treatment of alternatives that met the
comprehensive requirement of NEPA. Accordingly, after a project was added to a LRTP or TIP,
USDOT would prepare a separate, but largely duplicative, environmental impact statement (EIS)
to satisfy NEPA. Participants often viewed this as a make-weight, paper-shuffling task to meet
the letter of the law that had little to do with the final selection of a project. See, e.g., 144 Cong.
Rec. S6399, S6402 (June 16, 1998) (S.J.R. 15). Indeed, as a practical matter, USDOT could not
select a different alternative identified in the NEPA process because such an alternative was not
in the LRTP or TIP, and thus could not be funded.

TEA-21 sought to avoid this duplication by ensuring that the MIS would satisfy NEPA.
Congress did not intend to eliminate the MIS requirement.” S. Rep. 106-47, at 5 (1999) (“TEA-
21 deletes the Major Investment Study as a stand-alone requirement and integrates it into the
planning process.”); H.R. Rep. 105-831, at 29 (1998) (“The project review process is reformed
by deleting the Major Investment Study as a stand-alone requirement and integrating it into the
planning process.”); 144 Cong. Rec. H10479, H10502 (daily ed. Oct. 10, 1998) (same). It is no
wonder, then, that the mandate to integrate the MIS requirement is found within the section titled
“Program Streamlining and Flexibility.” Pub. L. No. 105-178, § 1308, 112 Stat. 107 (June 9,
1998). An MPO satisfies the MIS requirement when it demonstrates how the MIS affected its
decision to add a project to the LRTP or TIP. See Clairton Sportsmen’s Club v. Pa. Turnpike
Comm’n, 882 F. Supp. 455, 481 (W.D. Pa. (1995) (concluding, before the 1998 TEA-21
amendments, that the Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] did not abuse its discretion by
permitting the agencies to comply with the MIS regulation by incorporating a section regarding
MIS compliance into the environmental impact statement). See also FHW A, Notice of Intent, 67
Fed. Reg. 50504, 50504 (Aug. 2, 2002) (“As directed by the Transportation Efficiency [sic] Act
for the 21st Century (TEA-21), the Major Investment Study (MIS) will be integrated with the
[environmental impact statement (EIS)].”).

2144 Cong. Rec. S1723, S1735 (daily ed. Mar. 11, 1998) (Sen. Warner) (“This amendment . . . eliminates the
redundant provisions of the law by integrating the so-called major investment study, MIS, requirement into the
overall transportation planning process. . . . This amendment would eliminate only those elements of the MIS that
are duplicative of other transportation planning requirements.”); 144 Cong. Rec. S2002, S2038 (daily ed. Mar. 16,
1998); 144 Cong. Rec. H1888 (daily ed. Apr. 1, 1998) (Rep. Petri) (recognizing that the 1998 TEA-21 amendments
were designed to reduce red tape by coordinating project reviews); 144 Cong. Rec. H1913 (daily ed. Apr. 1, 1998)
(Rep. Costello) (same); David M. Bearden and Linda G. Luther, Cong. Res. Serv., Environmental Streamlining
Provisions in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century: Status of Implementation 4 (May 30, 2003),
http://www.ncseonline.org/nle/crsreports/03Jun/ RS20841.pdf.
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B. USDOT Has Not Lawfully Replaced the MIS Rule

Because TEA-21 did not eliminate the MIS requirement, the MIS rule remains in effect until
USDOT replaces it with a rule that complies with the statutory directive. The February 2007
amendment fails to do so, the MIS rule therefore remains in effect.

USDOT’s explanation for the 1993 MIS rule specifies the requirement that TEA-21 tintended to
incorporate into the planning process: “[T]he intent of the requirement is to integrate planning
and environmental requirements at the planning stage so that alternative courses of action, their
costs and environmental effects as well as transportation demand are considered at this point.”
58 Fed. Reg. at 58056. The 2007 amendments to the MPO and statewide planning rules do not
preserve these requirement and therefore do not fulfill the statutory mandate.

In contrast to the MIS requirement, the amended MIS regulation makes the preparation of an
MIS discretionary. 23 C.F.R. §§ 450.212(a) (“a State, MPO, or public transportation operator
may undertake a multimodal, systems-level corridor or subarea planning study as part of the
statewide transportation planning process.”), 450.318(a) (“MPO(s), State(s), or public
transportation operator(s) may undertake a multimodal, systems-level corridor or subarea
planning study as part of the metropolitan transportation planning process.”). The regulations
are thus inconsistent with statutory mandate in TEA-21, which directs USDOT to “integrate such
requirement, as appropriate,” into existing planning processes.

In sum, because USDOT has not replaced the 1993 MIS rule with a rule that satisfies the
statutory MIS requirement, the MIS rule remains in effect. Additionally, the rule is effective
pursuant to the 2007 rulemaking until July 1, 2007. 23 CFR § 450.338. Perhaps most
importantly, finally, AMATS appears to have proceeded under the 1993 MIS rule in considering
the Knik Arm Crossing. Thus, the proposed Knik Arm Crossing is a “major metropolitan
transportation investment” within the meaning of 23 C.F.R. § 450.318, see 23 C.F.R. § 450.104
(defining “major metropolitan transportation investment”), for which AMATS must complete an
MIS under the 1993 regulatory requirements for an MIS. 23 CFR § 450.318 (2006).

II. An MIS Must Consider the Effects of Alternative Projects on Whether the LRTP and
TIP Will “Accomplish’ the National Planning Objectives, Environmental Resources
and Socioeconomic Values

An MIS requirement of interest to commenters is the preparation of the alternatives analysis that
considers the environmental impacts of project alternatives and how the alternatives will
“accomplish” the national, state, and local planning objectives prescribed in 23 U.S.C. §
134(a)(1). This analysis would demonstrate whether the addition of the Knik Arm Crossing to
the regional transportation network would accomplish the national objectives and, if it would
not, will assist AMATS in identifying alternatives that will meet the national objectives.

A. The LRTP and TIP Shall Accomplish the National Planning Objectives
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23 U.S.C. § 134(c)(1) requires an MPO to “accomplish” the objectives prescribed in 23 U.S.C.
134(a)(1) through the development of long-range transportation plans and transportation
improvement programs, as set out in 23 U.S.C. 134(a)(1). An MIS analysis evaluates the
“effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of alternative investments or strategies in attaining local,
State and national goals and objectives.” 23 C.F.R. § 450.318(c).

USDOT’s other implementing regulations reflect this statutory mandate. See, e.g., 23 C.F.R. §§
450.322(b)(9) (requiring LRTPs to reflect consideration of existing “national goals and
objectives”), 450.316(a)(2) (requiring that “[c]onsistency of transportation planning with
applicable Federal, State, and local energy conservation programs, goals, and objectives” be
“explicitly considered, analyzed as appropriate, and reflected in the planning process products”).

Until Congress revised the FAHA through SAFETEA-LU in 2005, the planning objectives in 23
U.S.C. § 134(a) had been understood to be largely hortatory. In the revised 23 U.S.C. § 134(c),
however, Congress requires MPOs to adopt transportation plans that “accomplish” these
“objectives”:

Development of long-range plans and TIPs.-- To accomplish the
objectives in subsection (a), metropolitan planning organizations
designated under subsection (d), in cooperation with the State and
public transportation operators, shall develop long-range
transportation plans and transportation improvement programs for
metropolitan planning areas of the State.

The revised section 135(a)(1) similarly requires the statewide transportation plan to “accomplish
the objectives stated in section 134(a).”

This language imposes on MPOs and USDOT a duty to accomplish the objectives in subsection
134(a)(1). The general planning objectives establish four broad criteria to be achieved by all
transportation plans: 1) improve mobility, 2) foster economic growth and development, 3)
minimize fuel consumption, and 4) minimize air pollution. 23 U.S.C. § 134(a)(1). They provide
MPOs and states discretion to determine how they are to be achieved, but do not allow the
planning agencies to adopt plans that fail to achieve progress with respect to the objectives. The
challenge to the planning agencies is to develop plans that accomplish all four objectives.

To demonstrate that the LRTP and TIP will “accomplish” the national objectives, AMATS must
apply criteria that measure how well the LRTP satisfies these objectives. Two of the objectives
are readily quantifiable using commonplace measures: fuel consumption (measurable as gallons
of fuel used in tralnsportaltion)3 and emissions of air pollutants (measurable as tons per day by
pollutant, for defined criteria pollutants, mobile source air toxics and major greenhouse gases).
The other two are quantifiable as well. The MPO should specify the numeric criteria to be used
to measure the performance of plans for the purpose of determining compliance with these
objectives and for the comparison of different planning options.

> AMATS should also measure fuel consumed on a per capita basis to ensure that the LRTP and TIP maximize
transportation efficiency.
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1. Measuring the Mobility Objective

The first objective is to develop “safe and efficient management, operation, and development of

surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs of people and freight and foster

economic growth and development within and between States and urbanized areas.” 23 U.S.C. §
134(a)(1). This objective would best be satisfied by plans that:

1. maximize travel time reliability, and thus reduce congestion delays;
2. are designed to meet travel needs while minimizing vehicle hours of travel;

3. maximize the share of jobs and public facilities reachable by all metro residents, including
those without access to cars, without undue time and cost burdens; and

4. are designed to reduce transportation fatalities and serious injuries by implementing the
state’s data-driven Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). The SHSP must include strategic
and performance based goals addressing traffic safety, including behavioral and
infrastructure problems and opportunities on all public roads, and focus resources on areas of
greatest need, see FHWA, Strategic Highway Safety Plans Interim Guidance,
http://safety.thwa.dot.gov/safetealu/shsppreview.htm#write).

A recent report (Cambridge Systematics and Texas Transportation Institute, Traffic Congestion
and Reliability: Linking Solutions to Problems, [July 2004, FHWA.]) recommends the selection
of Travel Time Index and Travel Reliability Index as measures of congestion and system
performance. We urge AMATS to adopt these metrics as measures to apply for the comparison
of planning strategies and program alternatives, and for measuring the accomplishment of the
first element of the four planning objectives.”*

2. Measuring the Economic Development Objective

The second objective is to “foster economic growth and development.” 23 U.S.C. § 134(a)(1).
This factor requires calculation of both public and private costs and benefits of the system
including, but not limited to, net consumer (user) costs for transportation, public investment and
operating costs of the transportation system, and the impacts of system performance (delay costs)
on businesses and commercial enterprises that rely on the regional and statewide systems.
Methods for measuring and reporting some of these costs are demonstrated in the planning
scenario analyses reported by Robert Johnston in the Sacramento, California area studies cited in
the attached report Review of U.S. and European Regional Modeling Studies of Policies Intended
to Reduce Highway Congestion, Fuel Use, and Emissions.

The Conformity Determination Report prepared for the Crossing suggests that the project will
have little effect on regional growth, but will contribute to sprawl development in the region:

* The Clean Air Act Conformity determination prepared for the Knik Arm Crossing addition to the regional network
provides evidence that the project will not necessarily improve system performance.
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“The Knik Arm Crossing project is expected to have little effect on the overall regional growth
in terms of population and employment. However, by providing access to a large supply of
vacant land in the Mat-Su borough, the Knik Arm Crossing (KAC) will have an impact on the
relative share of population, households, and jobs growth between the Municipality of
Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough.” AMATS, Conformity Determination Report 9. The
Report shows a small decrease in net regional employment if the Crossing is built, and a
depressive effect on growth in Anchorage as jobs and housing transfer to the Mat-Su Borough.
Using these measures, the Project offers no net economic benefit to the region.

The Report also indicates that expected increase in sprawl development will increase user costs
for transportation because of increased travel distances. Table 17 of the Report shows that, with
the Crossing, vehicle miles traveled per person per day will increase from 14.8 in 2007 to 15.56
in 2027, an increase of 5.1%. This will add to annual user costs. Without any demonstrated
public economic benefit to offset this increase in private costs, the Crossing will not foster
economic development as the second planning objective requires.

3. Measuring Fuel Consumption

The third objective is to “minimize” fuel consumption. 23 U.S.C. § 134(a)(1). This objective
requires an estimate of the fuel that will be consumed by all types of vehicles included within the
scope of the MPO or statewide plan during the planning horizon, and the 4-year period when the
plan will be in effect before an update is required. The statute does not define the types of fuel to
be measured in this analysis but, at a minimum, it should measure the consumption of the
different fuel types that will have different impacts on greenhouse gas emissions. Engines that
consume gasoline produce more CO2 per mile than diesel engines, and both of those fuels
produce somewhat more greenhouse gas emissions than natural gas-fueled engines. Electric
powered vehicles usually produce even fewer CO2 emissions per mile than the prior engine
types discussed, but the actual amount will depend on the source of electric generation and
related transmission losses. Electric vehicles powered by wind or solar generators may be
virtually emission-free. Because greenhouse gas emissions are an important form of air pollution
emitted by the transportation system, Massachusetts v. EPA, slip op., No. 05-1120 (2007), and
because the FAHA requires LRTPs and TIPs to minimize fuel consumption and air pollution,
transportation planners must account for the different emission characteristics of different fuel
types so that the air pollution impacts of alternative proposals can be effectively evaluated.

The Report demonstrates that the Crossing will increase the miles of travel (VMT), hours of
travel (VHT), and fuel consumption in the planning area:

[VMT] and [VHT] is expected to increase with implementation of
this project because of more travel occurring in the Mat- Su,
reflecting longer trips necessitated by the more dispersed, rural
development patterns. By the year 2030, the total VMT would
increase by 480,810 vehicle miles or 4.8% due to construction of the
bridge. There would be a similar effect with respect to the amount of
time spent in cars from 250,000 vehicle hours without the bridge to
260,000 hours with the bridge or 4%. The effect of the bridge on the
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promotion of other transportation options is probably negative
overall. If one assumes the development pattern on the other side of
the bridge in the Mat-Su Borough will be low density (this seems to
be the assumption of the DEIS), then it is unlikely a viable bus
system could be established. The effect on carpooling and
vanpooling rates is less clear-cut. These depend in part on the length
of the trip and the ease of finding a sufficient number of persons who
share the general origin and destination. Low-density development
patterns may occur in the newly opened areas of the Mat-Su Borough
would tend to discourage carpooling. On the other hand, the cost of
bridge tolls would tend to encourage ridesharing.”

Report at 26. This analysis demonstrates that the Crossing accounts for nearly all (93%) of the
VMT growth expected in the region between now and 2027 (4.8% VMT growth attributed to the
effect of the Crossing out of the expected 5.1% for the region as a whole). This translates to a
similar increase in fuel consumption compared to the No Action alternative. See Report at tbl.
18. This increase runs afoul of the national planning objective to minimize fuel consumption
when the No Action alternative would result in less fuel use.

4. Measuring Air Emissions

The fourth and final planning objective is to minimize “air pollution.” 23 U.S.C. § 134(a)(1).
This term includes, but is not limited to, pollutants for which a national ambient air quality
standard has been promulgated pursuant to sections 108 and 109 of the Clean Air Act (CAA),
pollutants listed as hazardous air pollutants under section 112 of the CAA,and mobile source air
toxic pollutants under 202(1) of the CAA. “[Alir pollution” includes all pollutants emitted into
the public air supply that causes or contributes to adverse effects on public health or welfare.
Effects on “welfare” under the CAA include “effects on soils, water, crops, vegetation, manmade
materials, animals, wildlife, weather, visibility, and climate.” USDOT should clarify in its
guidance that all pollutants listed under sections 108, 109, 112, and 202(1) of the CAA must be
included in the estimates of emissions, and that pollutants identified by other federal agencies as
playing a major role in climate change and affecting water, soil, or visibility should also be
included in the determination of the impacts of air pollution associated with emissions from the
transportation system. Based on the recent decision in Massachusetts v. EPA to require EPA to
recognize CO2 emissions from motor vehicles as an air pollutant, AMATS should include CO2
emissions in the measure of system performance.

B. Using the MIS to Assess the Benefits of Alternative Projects and Strategies

At the time it adopted the MIS rule in 1993, USDOT indicated that an MIS should provide a
broad exploration of alternatives before transportation plans are made are made or amended:

The alternatives to be considered in such a study should be broad ranging in character. . .
. Properly done, major investment analyses should broaden the consideration of options
earlier in the planning process such that local and State officials are provided a broader
array of choices to improve the performance of the transportation system.
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58 Fed. Reg. at 58055.

Various combinations of projects and strategies can improve mobility and foster economic
growth while simultaneously minimizing fuel consumption and air pollution. Commenters
submit and incorporate by reference the attached report by Professor Robert Johnston — who has
evaluated some 40 plans undertaken by numerous MPOs, European cities, and himself — to
identify strategies that can be expected to best contribute to achieving the four statutory
objectives, and to evaluate the importance of each strategy in contributing to accomplishing the
overall objectives. See Robert Johnston, Review of U.S. and European Regional Modeling
Studies (Aug. 24, 2006).

Johnston identifies scenario plans that optimize available regional strategies that demonstrate
reductions in fuel consumption as large as 24% to 30% compared to baseline (trend) analyses.
He concludes that

[t]he results from 40 long-range scenario exercises performed in the
U.S. and Europe demonstrate that substantial reductions in (VMT),
fuel use, and emissions of both criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas
emissions are possible using transportation pricing policies and
investment priorities that have been demonstrated as acceptable and
effective in a modest but growing number of metropolitan areas and
regions around the world.

Id. at 1. Johnston finds that the reviewed scenario planning studies demonstrate that the most
effective investment policies and management strategies can achieve significant reductions in
emissions and fuel consumption while maintaining or improving system performance:

VMT reductions in 20 years range from 10% to 20%, compared to
the future trend scenario, are achievable with reductions in emissions
and fuel use roughly proportionate to the decrease in VMT, while
supporting the same level of future job and housing growth. In most
studies, the highway levels-of-service are the same as, or better than,
the trend scenario.

Id. These results have been achieved with an integrated combination of transit investment,
transit-oriented land use, growth boundaries, and pricing incentives for system users:

The most-effective policy sets combine land use policies, such as
compact growth, with strong transit provision and not expanding
highway capacity. The addition of auto pricing policies, such as fuel
taxes, work trip parking charges, or all-day tolls increases the
effectiveness of the land use and transit policies. Peak-period tolls, by
themselves, increase travel. Expanding road capacity, along with
transit capacity, but without changing market incentives to encourage
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more efficient use of existing roads and parking, results in expensive
transit systems with low ridership.

Id.

These studies demonstrate that investment policies and management strategies likely to achieve
the greatest improvement in system performance are also the policies and strategies most likely
to achieve the greatest reduction in fuel consumption and air pollution. In some metropolitan
areas, these policies are being implemented or considered in the planning process .

An additional set of integrated policies are available to enhance the productivity and efficiency
of freight and goods movement within and outside metropolitan areas to meet the SAFETEA-LU
planning objectives. These are especially important for consideration in state transportation
plans and interregional planning. The commenters attach a paper by Michael Replogle and
Caroline Cheng, Opportunities Abound to Enhance U.S. Freight Transportation for Reduced
Congestion, Emissions, and Fuel Use, which discusses these strategies in more depth.

This paper reveals that freight transport accounts for 25% of transportation-related carbon
emissions’ and 6.3% of total carbon emissions in the United States.’ Global research and
experience suggests that there are opportunities that are not fully exploited in the U.S. to better
manage freight transportation, boosting its productivity and efficiency while realizing substantial
reductions in carbon emissions and fuel consumption. Feasible, cost-effective strategies
supporting growth of both the economy and mobility could cut carbon emissions from freight
while decreasing fuel consumption and improving energy security. These strategies include
market incentives, investments in infrastructure and technology, and other good practices. Many
of these strategies have additive effects, so implementing a combination of these strategies could
produce a 20% reduction in fuel consumption and carbon emissions compared to trend
projections over the next two decades. More intensive application of these and other measures,
such as road pricing, fuel or carbon taxes, or other incentives that favor fuel efficiency in
transportation, could produce even larger fuel use savings.

The new statutory obligation to “accomplish” the statutory objectives now requires that all
MPOs and states not only consider the policies and strategies that optimize system performance
with respect to these four objectives, but adopt LRTPs and TIPs that contain the best mix of
policies and strategies designed to accomplish these objectives. The elements and strategies of a
transportation plan that optimizes performance with respect to each objective must be identified
if the planning process is to be effective in identifying a package that optimizes all the
objectives. For many planning areas and states, this may require a shift in investment priorities
to enhance transit opportunities for most travelers to most destinations, introduction of new
operational and management strategies, such as transportation pricing and real-time traveler

> U.S. Department of Energy, December 2000. “Annual Energy Outlook, 2001.” Originally referenced by Ang-
Olsen, J. & Schroeer, W. 2003.

6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, February 2005. “Draft Inventory Of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions And
Sinks: 1990-2003,” adjusted by ICF Consulting to reflect freight as described in report. Available at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Environment/freightag/chapter2.htm
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information and services, together with efforts to expand travel options for walking, cycling, and
off-highway movement of freight.

While some stakeholders in the planning process have been skeptical that measures to reduce
fuel consumption and air pollution will serve mobility and economic needs, the studies reviewed
by Johnston demonstrate that such assumptions are not supported by the best scenario exercises
undertaken by transportation planning agencies. Unfounded fears of the feasibility of identifying
policies and strategies that can accomplish all four objectives provide no justification for short-
circuiting the planning process that SAFETEA-LU requires. The extension of the planning
cycle, with long range plans updated each four years rather than three, combined with the
significant increase in federal funding set aside for metropolitan and state planning, provide the
opportunity for MPOs and states to consider a wider range of options that can achieve the
nationally defined objectives of the planning process.

The new mandate focuses on the need for MPOs and states to identify the best mix of available
policies and strategies. This cannot be identified without state-of-the-art modeling tools to test
the effectiveness of future scenarios on the four factors identified by the planning objectives.
Alternative transportation and development scenarios, with different land use patterns to
accommodate expected growth, perhaps combined with pricing policies that influence user
choices regarding mode, trip length, and trip frequency, should be created with public
involvement, and then tested to find the plan that best accomplishes the statutory objectives. A
decision by AMATS not to include the capacity to evaluate the effect of tolls on travel demand
and route choice significantly weakens AMATS’ ability to evaluate policies and strategies.

In sum, various transportation policies, projects, and strategies have been tested by MPOs in the
U.S. and by transportation planning agencies in Europe. These studies, reviewed by Professor
Johnston in his report, provide a starting point for planning agencies like AMATSto identify
policies, projects, and strategies demonstrated to be most effective.

C. New Statutory Criteria in Addition to the Statutory Objectives for Developing LRTPs
and TIPs

SAFETEA-LU maintains most of the criteria required to be addressed in LRTPs and TIPs that
have been in effect since ISTEA, Pub. L. No. 102-240 (1991), and establishes three additional
criteria for evaluating LRTPs and TIPs in addition to the four planning objectives in 23 U.S.C. §
134(a)(1). The three important new elements to be included in RTPs are

1. 23 U.S.C. § 134(31)(2)(B)(i) requires “discussion of types of potential environmental
mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including
activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the
environmental functions affected by the plan;” and (B)(ii) requires that this
discussion “shall be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and tribal
wildlife, land management, and regulatory agencies”;
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2. 23 U.S.C. § 134(1)(2)(D) requires “operational and management strategies to
improve the performance of existing transportation facilities to relieve vehicular
congestion and maximize the safety and mobility of people and goods”; and

3. 23 U.S.C. § 134(1)(2)(E) requires “capital investment and other strategies to
preserve the existing and projected future metropolitan transportation infrastructure
and provide for multimodal capacity increases based on regional priorities and
needs.”

SAFETEA-LU also adds an important procedural requirement to the MPO planning process: 23
U.S.C. § 134(1)(4)(A) provides that “the metropolitan planning organization shall consult, as
appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural
resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation concerning the
development of a long-range transportation plan.” 23 U.S.C. § 134(i)(4)(B) requires that the
consultation include comparison of the transportation plan with conservation plans or maps.

Lastly, counterparts to each of these requirements appear in the amendments to the requirements
for “Statewide transportation plans.” See 23 U.S.C. §§ 135(f)(2)(D) (identical duty to consult),
135(f)(4)(A) and (B) (identical duty to discuss mitigation measures), 135(f)(7) (similar duty
requiring plan to preserve the existing system, and operational and management strategies).

1. Discussion of Mitigation Activities

23 U.S.C. § 134(1)(2)(B)(i) raises the same issues as NEPA regarding what kinds of impacts need
to be included in the discussion, what kind and magnitude of mitigation needs to be considered,
and what obligation there is to implement the mitigation measures. NEPA and 23 USC § 109(h)
indicate how these questions are to be answered.

a. Use of Mitigation Discussion to Satisfy NEPA

SAFETEA-LU excludes transportation plans from the scope of NEPA, but the MIS requirement
directs USDOT to integrate the MIS requirement with the planning process and NEPA, and
transportation projects remain subject to environmental review under NEPA. Both the MIS
requirement and NEPA mandate consideration of the cumulative impacts of multiple highway
projects and consideration of mitigation sufficient to avoid or minimize the adverse impacts of
multiple projects as well as each individual project. See 40 CFR §§ 1502.14, 1502.16, 1508.7;
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Dep’t of Transp., 123 F3d. 1142 (9th Cir.1997); W. N.C.
Alliance v. N.C. Dep’t of Transp., 312 F. Supp. 2d 765, 778 (E.D. N.C. 2003). These
requirements apply to USDOT even though NEPA does not apply to the Secretary’s action on a
LRTP and TIP. Thus, before USDOT may approve individual projects, it must analyze the
cumulative impacts of projects in a LRTP or TIP through the preparation of an MIS before
adding a regionally significant project to the LRTP or TIP. If USDOT integrates this MIS with
NEPA, it will satisfy NEPA by giving proper consideration to alternatives as a means of
mitigating adverse impacts, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14, and other means of mitigation, 40 C.F.R. §
1502.16(e)-(h), “which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the
human environment.” 40 CFR § 1502.1.
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The revised statutory mandate to consider mitigation measures in the planning process is an
element of the planning process that USDOT and MPOs must integrate with the MIS
requirement and the NEPA process. To do so, AMATS must satisfy the requirements of NEPA.

The amended 23 C.F.R. §§ 450.212 and 450.318, and guidance in Appendix A, address how the
products of the planning process can be used in the NEPA process, but do not require that the
consideration of mitigation prescribed by NEPA be used as the criterion for determining the
appropriate scope of the discussion of mitigation required by 23 U.S.C. §§ 134(1)(2)(B)(1) and
135(f)(4)(A) and (B). If AMATS integrates the MIS requirement with the planning process and
NEPA, as SAFETEA-LU requires, then the consideration of mitigation under 23 U.S.C. §§ 134
and 135 may not be less comprehensive than would be needed to satisty NEPA. However, the
amended statute does not require the mitigation considered in the planning process to avoid,
eliminate, or minimize the adverse impacts. Accordingly, if the mitigation considered in the
planning process is not comparable to that required under NEPA, commenters will object to the
use, for NEPA purposes, of such planning studies or other planning products. In sum, AMATS
cannot lawfully use planning studies as the NEPA assessments of impacts and mitigation if less
criteria are applied to discuss mitigation in the planning process that are less comprehensive than
the criteria that NEPA provides.

i. NEPA Requirements That Must Be Satisfied — Notice

To the extent that MPOs and states seek to use the results of planning studies in the NEPA
process, we urge USDOT to modify 23 C.F.R. §§ 450.212 and 450.318 and Appendix A to
clarify that the use of planning products in the NEPA process requires MPOs and states to act as
cooperating agencies with USDOT, as the lead agency under NEPA, 40 CFR Part 1506, by
treating the planning studies as part of a programmatic assessment under NEPA (that considers
the mitigation options available to avoid or minimize the cumulative impacts of multiple projects
that can be tiered to in the subsequent project-level NEPA review) or as part of studies that are
expressly identified as prepared for use in the project-level NEPA review of specific projects, in
addition to use in the planning process.

At a minimum, compliance with NEPA procedures requires the MPO or states to inform the
public that a study is being prepared for NEPA compliance, in addition to meeting the planning
requirements of SAFETEA-LU. Such notice is essential to inform the public that the assessment
of impacts and mitigation options will be used for NEPA purposes, and to ensure that the
agencies apply the appropriate standards to the development of the planning products Finally,
such notice should allow the minimum time allowed for public comment under NEPA.

ii. NEPA Requirements That Must Be Satisfied — Consider All Reasonable Measures to
Avoid or Minimize Significant Effects

Perhaps the most important aspects of NEPA review that planning products must include are the
obligations to consider mitigation for all direct and indirect effects, including cumulative effects,
that “significantly affect the human environment” as defined by 40 CFR § 1508.27, and to
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consider a range of alternatives that avoid or minimize adverse impacts and enhance the
environment as 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14 and 1502.16 require.

If the planning process is used to define a project’s purpose and need to exclude options that
would mitigate significant impacts (such as further reducing air pollution or fuel consumption
compared to the selected alternative), exclude alternatives as Appendix A suggests, or fuel
consumption compared to the selected alternative), or otherwise make determinations that the
lead agency normally makes in a NEPA review, the MPO must also satisfy the obligation under
NEPA to “state whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the
alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why they were not.” 40 CFR § 1505.2(c).

b. Use of Mitigation for the Purpose of Satisfying 23 USC § 109(h)

23 U.S.C. § 109(h) requires highway projects to be reviewed for their adverse environmental,
social and economic impacts, and that mitigation strategies be identified to “eliminate or
minimize” such “adverse” impacts. The USDOT regulation implementing this section requires
an EIS prepared under NEPA to also address the social and economic impacts required to be
considered under 23 U.S.C. § 109(h). 23 CFR § 771.105. Additionally, the metropolitan
planning rule issued to implement ISTEA requires MPOs to address the criteria required by 23
U.S.C. § 109(h) in the transportation plan. 23 CFR §450.316(a)(2006). The 2007 amendment
does not retain this requirement, but if the MPO or state does not address section 109(h), then
USDOT should clarify that the products of the planning process may not be used to satisfy the
requirements of section 109(h).

i. Scope of Impacts to be Included in Discussion of Mitigation to Satisfy 23 U.S.C. § 109(h)

If USDOT allows the planning process to consider mitigation sufficient to satisfy 23 U.S.C. §
109(h), then all adverse “environmental, social and economic” impacts are subject to the
requirement to identify reasonable mitigation measures. The consideration of mitigation
measures required by 23 U.S.C. §§ 134(i)(2)(B)(i) and 135(f)(4)(A) and (B) must be equally
broad if USDOT allows planning agencies to address adverse impacts under 23 U.S.C. § 109(h).

23 U.S.C. § 109(h), enacted December 30, 1970, supplemented the requirements of NEPA,
enacted January 1, 1970, for highway projects. Section 109(h) requires a three-step evaluation of
impacts and mitigation measures to ensure that “final decisions on the project are made in the
best overall public interest.” The first step is to determine the “possible adverse economic,
social and environmental effects relating to any proposed project.” 23 U.S.C. § 109(h). The
second step is to determine “the costs of eliminating or minimizing such adverse effects.” Id.
The third step is to consider “the costs of eliminating or minimizing such adverse effects”
together with “the need for fast, safe and efficient transportation” to make a final decision on the
project. Id. USDOT’s implementing regulation requires any measures necessary to mitigate
such adverse effects to be incorporated into the project. 23 C.F.R. § 771.105(d).

Like any effort to coordinate the evaluation of mitigation options in the planning process with
the NEPA requirement that transportation plans consider mitigation for any “significant”
environmental impact, any effort to use the planning process to consider the mitigation of
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impacts required to be considered under section 109(h) must be as broad as the scope of that
statute. Although NEPA limits the obligation to consider mitigation for only those impacts
deemed “significant” under NEPA, 23 U.S.C. §§ 134(1)(2)(B) and 135(f)(4)(A) and (B) and
109(h) do not so limit the effects that planning agencies must plan to mitigate.

c. What kind and magnitude of mitigation needs to be considered to Satisfy §§ 134(i)(2)(B)
and 135(f)(4)(A) and (B)

Both NEPA and 23 U.S.C. § 109(h) inform the meaning of the revised 23 U.S.C. §§ 134(1)(2)(B)
and 135(f)(4)(A) and (B). The NEPA rules require mitigation to be identified as part of the
environmental review. 40 CFR § 1502.16(h). NEPA regulations define mitigation to include
measures that —

(a) avoid the impact altogether;

(b) minimize impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action;

(c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment;

(d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action;

(e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources
or environments.

40 CFR § 1508.20.

Section 109(h) also requires a determination of the “possible adverse economic, social and
environmental effects relating to any proposed project,” and “the costs of eliminating or
minimizing such adverse effects” to be used in weighing “the costs of eliminating or minimizing
such adverse effects,” together with “the need for fast, safe and efficient transportation” to make
a final decision on the project that is “in the best overall public interest.”

Using both NEPA and section 109(h) as the reference point for defining the duty to discuss
mitigation under 23 U.S.C. §§ 134(i)(2)(B) and 135(f)(4), the law requires a planning agency to
identify measures that include “eliminating” or “avoiding” the impact, as well as measures that
may be less protective of the environment. Furthermore, section 109(h) requires the cost of
mitigation to be weighed against the benefits of improved mobility from the project. Therefore,
the scope of the duty must include all “possible adverse” impacts, the identification of effective
mitigation capable of eliminating or avoiding the impact, as well as options to minimize the
impact, and the quantification of the costs of mitigation options to be weighed against the
benefits of the mobility improvements so that the planning agency has the information required
to make decisions in “the best overall public interest.”

Thus defined, the adverse impacts of individual projects as well as the aggregate impacts of all
the projects in a regional plan need to be discussed in the LRTP and TIP. A major advantage of
addressing these considerations at the regional planning stage is to include consideration of
measures that may be implemented at the regional level, such as land use, more comprehensive
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transit services, pricing, fuel quality, zone travel limitations, and other measures that would not
be available or relevant at the corridor scale in a project EIS.

Emerging case law interpreting the obligation under NEPA to consider the cumulative impacts of
federally funded highway projects, cited above, makes clear that if the analyses of cumulative
impacts are not performed by the MPO as part of the development of the transportation plans,
they must nonetheless be considered by the implementing agencies as part of a project EIS.
Developing information regarding the mitigation of regional impacts that will result from the
projects planned for the region will be less useful if prepared by the implementing agencies
outside the regional planning process. We therefore encourage USDOT to adopt comprehensive
guidance to ensure that mitigation for all impacts — at the regional, corridor, and local scales — is
identified and cost estimates developed as part of the planning process.

d. Mitigation Analyses to Be Performed in All States and Planning Areas

Based on the evidence of the impacts of air pollutant emissions from the transportation sector on
public health and climate change, these impacts must be mitigated in the planning process under
23 U.S.C. §§ 134(31)(2)(B) and 135(f)(4)(A) and (B), NEPA, and 23 U.S.C. § 109(h).

i. Public Health Impacts

Attached is a September 2006 review by Dr. John Balbus of peer-reviewed literature
demonstrating that highway emissions have a significant impact on human health, and a
supplemental review that includes more recent reports. These studies include studies of the
undifferentiated effects of all highway emissions without distinguishing the effects of particular
pollutants, and other studies that identify the effects of individual pollutants, or limited
combinations of pollutants. Some of these are criteria pollutants (that is, pollutants for which a
national ambient air quality standard [NAAQS] has been adopted under section 109 of the
CAA), and others are pollutants listed as hazardous under section 112 of the CAA and/or listed
as a mobile source air toxic (MSAT) pollutant under section 202(1) of the CAA. EPA has also
updated its initial assessment of the health risks associated with exposure to motor vehicle
emissions as part of its recent MSAT rulemaking. 71 Fed. Reg. 15804 (Mar. 29, 2006). See also
66 Fed. Reg. 17229 (Mar. 29, 2001); 64 Fed. Reg. 38705 (July 19, 1999) (National Integrated
Air Toxics Strategy). This information demonstrates that the adverse health impacts of highway
emissions are significant in every metropolitan planning area, and that planning agencies must
consider mitigation of these impacts.

Together, the health risk assessments performed by EPA and the methodologies used by USDOT
in preparing the study of health costs of air pollution’ provide examples of the tools available to

MPOs and states to estimate the magnitude of adverse health outcomes associated with exposure
to air pollutant emissions in a metropolitan area. These tools can provide estimates that, within a
range of uncertainty of exact numbers of adverse health outcomes in the exposed population, can

7 Addendum to the 1997 Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study Final Report, U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Administration (May 2000).
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be used to compare the expected health consequences of different emission scenarios associated
with differing project, mode, land use, and economic incentive strategies.

Commenters incorporate herein by reference the attached supplemental summary of recent health
research reports completed on May 24, 2007. AMATS should consider these reports jointly in
reviewing and assessing the health risks associated with exposure to motor vehicle emissions.

An important conclusion from the studies summarized in these surveys is that motor vehicle
emissions include nearly 100 pollutants known to cause adverse health effects, and that
compliance with the NAAQS for four of those pollutants is insufficient to protect against the
health effects associated with exposure to emissions from motor vehicles. The best protection is
to separate populations, especially populations of sensitive groups such as children and the
elderly, from continuous, long-term exposure to motor vehicle emissions in residential, health
care and educational settings. The zone of increased exposure demonstrated in the research
studies, and documented adverse effects, extends to 500 meters from major highway facilities.

Because these effects can permanently impair normal development and affect lifetime health, we
request that AMATS conduct a thorough examination of the situations where populations will be
exposed to elevated concentrations of motor vehicle emissions (500 meter zone), and to identify
mitigation strategies to remove sensitive populations from the zone, or to modify the alignment
of the highway facility to avoid health impacts on those populations.

ii. Impacts of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The United States and the United Nations (UN) recognize the adverse impacts of CO2 and other
air pollutants emitted from the transportation sector. The United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) seeks to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of
greenhouse gases at levels that would prevent dangerous human interference with the climate
system.8 The United States ratified the UNFCCC, and the Bush Administration endorsed the
scientific consensus on the threat posed by climate change with its submission to the UN of
Climate Action Report 2002.° The Administration has also acknowledged that drastic reductions
in total greenhouse gas emissions are needed to stabilize atmospheric concentrations,'® and has
funded technological developments toward this end. Measurement of increasing CO2
concentrations in the atmosphere provides compelling evidence that comprehensive programs to
reduce CO2 emissions are necessary to meet climate change goals. EPA’s inventories of carbon
emissions from major sectors of the U.S. economy demonstrate that emissions from the transport

¥ For a general description of UNFCCC provisions, obligations, and implementation measures, see United Nations
(U.N.) Climate Change Secretariat, A Guide to the Climate Change Convention Process (2002), available at
http://unfccc.int/resource/process/guideprocess-p.pdf.

% See U.S. Climate Action Report 2002, Third National Communication of the United States of America Under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change [hereinafter Climate Action Report 2002]. Chapter 6 of
Climate Action Report 2002 spells out the adverse impacts on the United States, including temperature and sea level
rises, increase in severe weather events, and loss of sensitive ecosystems.

12 See U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Notice of Intent to Prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Implementation of the Carbon Sequestration Program, 69 Fed. Reg. 21514, 21515

(Apr. 21, 2004) (“even modest stabilization scenarios would eventually require a reduction in worldwide greenhouse
gas emissions of 50 to 90[%] below current levels”).
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sector account for the fastest growth of GHG emissions from the United States.!! Thus,
significant reductions in GHG emissions from the U.S. cannot be achieved without stopping, and
perhaps reversing, the growth in GHG emissions from the transportation sector. /d.

Although the United States has not ratified the Kyoto Protocol, Congress has required that the
transportation planning process produce transportation plans that “minimize fuel consumption”
and “air pollution.” 23 USC §§ 134(a) and (c), 135(a). Accomplishment of these objectives will
result in significant reductions in CO2 emissions from the transportation sector. Given that the
United States acknowledges the predicted harm from GHG emissions and expected climate
change, and the mandate to develop metropolitan and statewide transportation plans that
minimize fuel consumption and air pollution, these impacts are significant in every state and
metropolitan transportation planning area with respect to triggering the obligation to consider
mitigation in the transportation planning process to minimize these impacts.

III. Environmental Impacts In Addition to Those Addressed by National Planning
Objectives

The above comments identify various procedural and substantive requirements of FAHA that
AMATS must satisty before adding the Knik Arm Crossing to the Anchorage Bowl LRTP or
TIP. Among the procedural requirements, AMATS must prepare an MIS that provides a range
of alternatives to the Knik Arm Crossing, provides measures to mitigate the adverse impacts of
the Crossing, and ensures that the LRTP and TIP will “[r]eflect a multimodal evaluation of the
transportation, socioeconomic, environmental, and financial impact of the [LRTP and TIP],
including all major transportation investments.” 23 C.F.R. §450.322(b)(7). Among the
substantive requirements, the FAHA requires the MIS, the LRTP, and the TIP to demonstrate
that AMATS and USDOT have planned to “minimiz[e] transportation-related fuel consumption
and air pollution.” 23 U.S.C. § 134(c)(1). These are prerequisites to a decision by AMATS to
add the Knik Arm Crossing to the Anchorage Bowl LRTP and TIP.

The commenters and various government agencies raised many of the above issues — including
issues regarding alternatives to the Crossing, mitigation measures, and the impacts of the
Crossing on transportation efficiency and air pollution — in comments on the draft EIS prepared
by USDOT for the Crossing. As set out above, given the similarity in the standards of FAHA
and NEPA as described above, these comments are also relevant to the requirements of FAHA
and its implementing regulations noted in the above paragraph. Accordingly, the commenters
incorporate certain of these comments herein by reference to further comment on the need
AMATS and USDQOT to address these issues by through the procedural and substantive
mandates of FAHA. The comments we incorporate herein can be found at the following
website: http://www.knikbridgefacts.org/2006/11/draft-eis-comments.html.

' See Bob Yuhnke, Global Warming And Transportation System Planning, presented at Global Warming
Conference, Natural Resources Law Center, University of Colorado (June 7, 2006).
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