
February 9, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Ms. Margaret Lin 

rrOIJO Vi rdu o C ili 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Re: Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTPISCS) and Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Sent: Via e-mail (rtp@scag.ca.gov and 2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov) and via ls1 Class Mail 

Dear Mr. Lieb and Ms. Lin: 

On behalf of the Arroyo Verdugo Subregion, please accept these comments regarding the SCAG 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and 
associated Transportation Conformity Report and Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR), which were approved at the Arroyo Verdugo Steering Committee Meeting of February 6, 
2012. It is important to state, out of respect for all of my colleagues on the Steering Committee, 
that the cities of Burbank and Pasadena abstained from all of these comments. However, the 
majority of the cities (Glendale, La Cafiada Flintridge and South Pasadena) did approve these 
comments to be forwarded to you for review. 

Our comments are as follows: 

1. PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATIONS, PROJECTS SHOULD NOT BE 
INCLUDED IN THE RTP/SCS CONSTRAINED PLAN, WIDCH. HAVE ONLY 
SECURED A SMALL PORTION OF THE REQUIRED FUNDING NEEDED TO 
COMPLETE THE PROJECT: 

The RTP/SCS, according to federal regulations, in "nonattainment and maintenance areas," 
(which includes the area covered by the RTP/RCS) must "address the specific financial 
strategies required to ensure the implementation of projects and programs to reach air quality 
compliance" (23 CFR § 450.322 (b) (11) (part)). Projects which only have secured a small 
portion of the needed funding, and which rely on speculative funding, such as potential 
and/or possible tolling authority, should not be included in the RTP/SCS, since this inclusion 
does not meet the federal requirements for a fiscally constrained plan. 
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2. LANGUAGE SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE RTP/SCS REQUIRING A FULL 
COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR ALL PROJECTS IN THE CONSTRAINED 
PLAN: 

Language should be included in the RTP/SCS that clearly states that a full cost/benefit 
analysis shall be completed for each project contained in the RTP/SCS constrained plan. 

3. SCAG SHOULD VIGOROUSLY PURSUE PROJECTS WHICH WOULD PROVIDE 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVES TO THOSE CURRENTLY IN 
THE PLAN IN ORDER TO BEST COMPLY WITH EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL 
LEGISLATION: 

The PEIR states that: (1) "Re-entrained roadway dust would increase proportionate to VMT. 
This would be a significant impact;" (2) "Impacts related to total GHG (Greenhouse Gas) 
emissions were determined to be significant even after mitigation.; " (3) the PM 1 0 Emissions 
Exhaust Only for Heavy Duty Trucks will increase (Table 3.2-4).; and (4) the "Plan would 
result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to heavy-duty truck VHD [Vehicle 
Hours Driven], among other impacts. " 

SCAG should vigorously pursue projects under CEQA, the Clean Air Act, SB375 and AB 32 
which would provide environmentally superior alternatives to those currently in the Plan, 
such as freight to rail mixed with additional transit. Additionally, sensitive receptors, such as 
schools and residences, must have adequate mitigation measures that satisfy these legal 
requirements. 

4. MAJOR HIGHWAY EXPANSION PROJECTS SHOULD NOT BE FRONTLOADED 
IN THE RTP/SCS: 

The RTP/SCS frontloads highway modalities by disproportionately allocating funding arid 
anticipated completion dates. This is evidenced by comparing Table 2.2 - Major Highway 
Completion Project against Table 2.5, Major Transit Projects, in chapter 2 of the RTP/SCS. 
Transit projects are built in segments with the final project not being completed until 2030-
2035. Expanding highways induces VMT and therefore frontloading major highway 
completion before transit projects does not comply with the tenets of SB 375 and AB 32 to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing VMT. Additionally it is well documented that 
land uses adjacent to freeways are prone to increased toxins which cause negative health 
impacts. 

According to SCAG staff, highway projects may be more easily financed than transit projects 
by borrowing against future toll revenues. They state that this is the reason the· highway 
projects are frontloaded. This financial reasoning does not justify sacrificing environmental 
concerns by building the highway projects prior to transit projects. 

5. THE TERM "SR-710 GAP CLOSURE" USED IN THE PLAN SHOULD BE 
SUBSTITUTED WITH "710 NORTH EXTENSION": 

The "SR 71 0 Gap Closure" language, already in the 2008 R TP, should be modified to 
consistency with Metro ' s stated intent, which should serve to ease, if not eliminate, the 
current polarizing language. The shift in title from "71 0 North Extension" to "71 0 Gap 
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Closure" is invalid, since there is no gap. SR-710 terminates at Valley Boulevard. There is 
no northerly extension to connect to, since the portion of the 210 interchange including Del 
Mar Boulevard was built conditioned· upon the fact that it "would have no effect on the 
decision as to the ultimate freeway location and will not foreclose alternatives to the 
proposed ultimate ... Freeway." This title seems to create a sense of inevitability or priority 
for this project over competing ones and cannot be justified. 

6. SCAG ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE "SR-710 GAP CLOSURE" PROJECT 
PRODUCING CONGESTION RELIEF AND LOWER GREENHOUSE GAS 
EMISSIONS ARE FLAWED, BASED UPON EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON OTHER 
HIGHWAY PROJECTS THAT HAVE BEEN BUILT: 

The PEIR states that "The Plan would increase VMT when compared to existing conditions." 
(SCAG RTP/SCS p. 3.2-25). Specifically, decreasing VMT is the goal of SB 375 and should 
also be the goal of the RTP/SCS. The increase in VMT is the Plan's reliance on freeway 
(whether tunnel freeway or above ground freeway) expansion to meet the region's mobility 
needs. Notably, the RTP/SCS describes the SR-710 tunnel as a tunnel with 4 lanes in each 
direction. This is a major highway expansion being introduced into the region. To the extent 
that this causes the widening of other freeways (such as the I-210), it will further expand the 
freeway system. The region would be better served with an alternate project which is not 
highway oriented and which would potentially decrease VMT, rather than increasing it. 

SCAG assumes that the SR-710 extension will produce congestion relief and lower 
greenhouse gas emissions. These assumptions are not borne out by recent research, and there 
are a host of other previous studies showing that an increase in highway capacity increases 
VMT and that once the project is built, congestion, within a few years, returns. These SCAG 
assumptions are flawed. 

7. THE DEFINITION OF THE SR-710 GAP CLOSURE PROJECT FROM ONE 
PRECISE POINT TO ANOTHER THREATENS PROGRAM-LEVEL 
CONFORMITY IN THE PLAN AND PREJUDICES FUTURE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSES: 

The Plan has modeled the SR -71 0 extension from one precise point north to another. 
Unfortunately, this assumption removes the low-build or multi-modal solution to the 
congestion problem. Under federal regulations, because of this specificity, the Plan and the 
PEIR threaten program-level conformity and prejudice future project-level environmental 
analyses. 

Thank you for your careful consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Spence 
Chair of the Arroyo Verdugo Steering Committee 

c: Members of the Arroyo Verdugo Steering Committee 
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Hasan Ikhrata 
Southern California Association of Governments  
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
February 14, 2012 
 

Re: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report  

 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:  

On behalf of Union Pacific Railroad (UP), BNSF Railway (BNSF), and the Association of 
American Railroads (AAR), collectively “the Railroads”, we want to thank the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) (“the DEIR”). The Railroads look forward to 
continuing to work with SCAG Staff as it refines the DEIR and the 2012 RTP in the coming 
months. The Railroads have also submitted comments on the draft 2012 RTP in a separate letter 
which are referred to throughout the Railroads’ enclosed DEIR comments.  Each comment 
follows a quote (in italics) from these documents. In some instances comments apply to multiple 
sections. 

As an overall comment, many sections of the DEIR –in particular the listed mitigation measures– 
are inconsistent with the draft RTP. Additionally, there are several points throughout the DEIR 
that use vague language and could lead to future misunderstandings.  SCAG should specify 
which mitigation measures are the responsibility of the project proponent and which mitigation 
options are intended to address impacts from sources that existed prior to the project.  

In that regard, several of the mitigation measures (for example, MM-AQ2 and MM-PS65) appear 
to be intended to reduce the environmental impacts of existing transportation activities.  Under 
CEQA, the environmental conditions that exist when preparation of an environmental analysis 
begins are considered part of the environmental baseline, or existing conditions, from which the 
impacts of a project are measured.  With regard to the 2012 RTP and SCS, the environmental 
baseline includes all effects of the existing transportation system in the SCAG area.  Changes 
from that baseline that are expected to result from implementation of the 2012 RTP and SCS are 
the environmental impacts that are appropriately studied in the DEIR.  Mitigation measures 



California Class I Freight Railroad Comments on SCAG’s Draft PEIR for the 2012 RTP/SCS 
 
February 14, 2012                                         Page 2 
 

 

included in the DEIR must be directed toward reducing or eliminating potentially significant 
impacts of the 2012 RTP—not reducing the effects of past projects or existing activities, or 
improving existing conditions.  Those are not appropriate functions of an EIR. 

Finally, The Draft PIER is unduly prescriptive and imposes mitigation requirements that are not 
suitable for mandatory consideration at the individual project level. Simply put, many of the 
prescribed mitigation measures address matters at too small a scale for a regional transportation 
and land use strategy. The Draft PEIR lists more than 500 discrete mitigation measures that 
cover a broad range of topics; and it asserts that SCAG has preliminarily found that all such 
mitigation measures are feasible and “can and should” apply to all future projects in the region. 
Many of these mitigation measures were drawn from “model policies” that were drafted in 2009 
and were intended for consideration only at a jurisdictional planning level – not an individual 
project level. 

 

I. Maps on Rail and Cancer Risk 

Description of Maps 3.2-4 and 3.2-5 in DEIR (Page 3.2-18 and 3.2-26) 

Maps 3.2-4 and 3.2-5 are based on 2005 data and show a reasonable representation of 
the spatial variation of cancer and respiratory risk. The existing risk in the current year 
is less than presented in these maps because of State regulations implemented since 2005 
designed to reduce mobile source toxic emissions. Therefore, Maps 3.2-4 and 3.2-5 show 
a conservative quantitative estimate of regional risk. Rail engines generate emissions of 
diesel particulate matter and other cancer-causing toxics. Map 3.2-6 located in Chapter 
8.0 (Maps) shows sensitive receptors located along regional rail lines. Map 3.2-7 located 
in Chapter 8.0 (Maps) shows regional 2005 cancer risk as it relates to rail lines. Above-
average cancer risk is often located near rail lines. 

Rail Comment: The DEIR includes maps showing co-location of rail and regional cancer 
risk, but does not create comparable maps for highways or stationary sources. These factors 
leave the reader with the impression that rail causes more severe impacts than highways in 
the region, even though that conclusion is not supported by the data that SCAG presents. 
SCAG does not include a similar map highlighting the areas within 500-feet of a highway, to 
show corollary “highway related health risk impacts.” In fact, rail is the only source for 
which SCAG chose to do a map overlay of this type. 

SCAG must either remove Map 3.2-7 and misleading discussion language, or substantially 
revise it and provide the source data. If SCAG decides to keep Map 3.2-7, it must present 
identical maps and analyses for arterials, highways, and other transportation sources 
discussed in the plan, including highways and airports. Further, SCAG should ensure that 
maps for each source are presented in the same manner: at the same scale, with the same 
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color scheme, and utilizing the same buffer distances (or descriptions why different buffers 
are used). 

While SCAG’s maps demonstrate co-location of portions of rail lines and highways or 
arterials with some areas of regionally high cancer risk, it is crucial to point out that 
proximity to an emissions source does not equal risk from that source. SCAG’s presentation 
of a map which overlays the rail lines on top of a separately generated, regional cancer risk 
map to support purported observations regarding the sources of increased risk makes an 
implicit, inaccurate, and unsupported assumption that proximity to a source is equivalent to 
risk resulting from exposure to emissions from that source. Proximity to a source should not 
be used as a determinant for exposure in risk assessment analysis because proximity alone 
fails to identify the chemicals involved, the dose (including the dispersion of pollutants), the 
duration of the exposure, or the toxicity of the chemicals in question.  SCAG should: (1) 
either remove the map entirely or (2) revise the maps as requested above and revise the 
statements on page 3.2-18 of the DEIR discussing the risk map as suggested below: 

Map 3.2-6 located in Chapter 8.0 (Maps) shows sensitive receptors located along regional 
rail lines. Map 3.2-7 located in Chapter 8.0 (Maps) shows regional 2005 cancer risk as it 
relates found near to rail lines. Above-average cancer risk is often located near rail lines, 
just as it is near freeways. 

 

II. Mitigation Measures 

Air Quality Mitigation Measures (Page ES-6 to ES-7) 

 MM-AQ2: Local air districts, local jurisdictions and project sponsors can and should 
implement measures adopted by ARB designed to attain federal air quality standards for 
PM2.5 and 8-hour ozone. ARB’s strategy includes the following elements: 

o Set technology forcing new engine standards; 
o Reduce emissions from the in-use fleet; 
o Require clean fuels, and reduce petroleum dependency; 
o Work with USEPA to reduce emissions from federal and state sources; and 
o Pursue long-term advanced technology measures. 
o Proposed new transportation–related SIP measures include : 

On-road Sources 

o Improvements and Enhancements to California’s Smog Check Program 
o Expanded Passenger Vehicle Retirement 
o Modifications to Reformulated Gasoline Program 
o Cleaner In-Use Heavy-Duty Trucks 
o Ship Auxiliary Engine Cold Ironing and Other Clean Technology 
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o Cleaner Ship Main Engines and Fuel 
o Port Truck Modernization 
o Accelerated Introduction of Cleaner Line-Haul Locomotives 
o Clean Up Existing Commercial Harbor Craft 

Off-road Sources 

o Cleaner Construction and Other Equipment 
o Cleaner In-Use Off-Road Equipment 
o Agricultural Equipment Fleet Modernization 
o New Emission Standards for Recreational Boats 

 

Rail Comment: Implementation of measures to achieve attainment of federal air quality 
standards is an objective for a regional air quality plan, not a CEQA mitigation measure.  
Neither the general language nor the specific measures included in Measure MM-AQ2 are 
limited to or directed at mitigating potentially adverse air quality impacts of the 2012 RTP.  
This measure also fails to identify the manner in which later projects within the scope of the 
RTP would be expected to implement this measure.  Measure MM-AQ2 should be deleted. 

If the measure is retained, as stated in our comment letter on the draft 2012 RTP, neither 
SCAG nor other local, regional or state agencies have authority to require implementation of 
the measures listed. SCAG should specify how and under what authority it believes these 
strategies could be implemented locally.  

Regarding the acceleration of cleaner line-haul locomotives, Tier 4 technology will not be 
commercially available until 2015 at the earliest.  The development of Tier 4 locomotives 
under the US EPA regulatory timeline is a significant challenge for locomotive and 
aftertreatment manufacturers.  A revolutionary leap in both engine and aftertreatment 
technologies is required in order for line haul locomotives to meet Tier 4 emission 
requirements. At this time, these new technologies are untested and unproven in line haul 
locomotive applications. 

Historically, the development of new effective locomotive emission control technology has 
taken an average of about seven to eight years to achieve reliability goals (and some changes 
have taken more than a decade). However, the 2008 US EPA regulation (a technology-
forcing regulation) allows locomotive manufacturers just six and a half years to conduct Tier 
4 research and development, complete design and reliability field testing, and begin full-scale 
production. Since locomotive manufacturers are accomplishing a major technological change 
in an abbreviated timeframe, there are development risks associated with Tier 4 technology. 
These risks include the potential for in-use locomotive failures that would in turn cause train 
delays and interruptions across the goods movement system. Therefore, the Railroads, while 
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optimistic, are appropriately cautious at this time, and believe it is premature to call for 
“accelerated” introduction of cleaner locomotives. 

Additionally, some of the above bullets are incorrectly categorized. For example, line haul 
locomotives, ships and harbor craft are not ‘On-Road Sources’, they are ‘Off-Road Sources’.  

Noise Mitigation Measures (Page ES-46) 

 Impact: Noise-sensitive land uses could be exposed to operational noise in excess of 
normally acceptable noise levels and/or could experience substantial increases in noise 
as a result of; a) the operation of expanded or new transportation facilities (i.e., new or 
increased traffic resulting from new highways, addition of highway lanes, roadways, 
ramps, goods movement facilities, grade separations and new transit facilities, etc.); 
and/or b) increased vehicle activity (autos, trucks, buses, planes, trains, etc.) from 
increased activity associated with development resulting in increased ambient noise next 
to transportation facilities. Without mitigation, the Plan would result in a significant 
impact related to land use compatibility. 

 MM-NO11: As a last resort, project sponsors can and should eliminate noise-sensitive 
receptors by acquiring freeway and rail rights-of-way. This would ensure the effective 
operation of all transportation modes. 

 MM-NO15: The project sponsors can and should implement, to the extent feasible and 
practicable, speed limits and limits on hours of operation of rail and transit systems, 
where such limits may reduce noise impacts. 

Rail Comment: As stated in our comments on the draft 2012 RTP, the Railroads are not 
responsible for these improvements, nor can local jurisdictions require the Railroads to 
implement these measures. Again, SCAG needs to be clear about whether the RTP requires 
these measures to be implemented, or if they are simply recommended actions with no 
funding currently identified for future consideration. In any case, existing conditions are not 
subject to mitigation under the DEIR for the 2012 RTP and SCS. 

Regarding MM-NO11, what specific rights-of-way is SCAG suggesting project sponsors 
should acquire? Would this strategy include the acquisition of rail lines? The Railroads are 
unaware of any rights-of-way that are available for purchase. 

In response to the strategy to reduce speed or hours of operation, the Railroads operate 24 
hours a day, seven days a week.  Limiting hours of operation would have system-wide effects 
and could ultimately result in higher emissions in the SCAG region if containers were shifted 
to other modes of transport such as trucks.  Additionally, train speeds are regulated at the 
federal level and fall outside of the authority of SCAG. Accordingly, this strategy should be 
removed from the DEIR.  
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Public Services Mitigation Measures (Page ES-56) 

 Impact: Potential to use electricity, natural gas, gasoline, diesel, and other non-
renewable energy types in the construction and expansion of the regional transportation 
system and anticipated development. 
 

 MM-PS65: Local jurisdictions can and should consider various best practices and 
technological improvements that can reduce the consumption of fossil fuels, such as: 

o Expanding light-duty vehicle retirement programs 
o Increasing commercial vehicle fleet modernization 
o Implementing driver training module on fuel consumption 
o Replacing gasoline powered mowers with electric mowers 
o Reducing idling from construction equipment 
o Incentivizing alternative fuel vehicles and equipment 
o Developing infrastructure for alternative fueled vehicles 
o Increasing use and mileage of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV), High Occupancy 

Toll (HOT) and dedicated Bus 
o Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes 
o Implementing truck idling rule, devices, and truck-stop electrification 
o Requiring electric truck refrigerator units 
o Reducing locomotives fuel use 
o Modernizing older off-road engines and equipment 
o Implementing cold ironing at ports 
o Encouraging freight mode shift 
o Limit use and develop fleet rules for construction equipment 
o Requiring zero-emission forklifts 
o Developing landside port strategy with alternative fuels, clean engines, and 

electrification 
  

 MM-PS116: SCAG shall convene key stakeholders to evaluate and where feasible, 
recommend transportation measures such as congestion pricing, a refined regional 
goods movement system and technologies that reduce fossil fuel consumption. 
 

Rail Comment: It’s not clear why the use of non-renewable energy sources is considered an 
adverse impact to public services for which mitigation is required.  The Environmental 
Checklist Form in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines does not identify non-renewable 
energy use alone as an impact to either public services or utilities and service systems. The 
discussion of possible energy impact mitigation in CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, Energy 
Conservation, would mitigate “wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of 
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energy,” siting, and design to minimize energy consumption, and similar measures.  
Moreover, the list of specific “best practices and technological improvements” in Measure 
MM-PS65 belongs more appropriately in the RTP itself or in the air quality management 
plan, as steps to be taken to reduce energy use.   This purported impact and Measure MM-
PS65 should be deleted from the DEIR. 

More specifically, neither SCAG nor other local or regional agencies have the authority to 
require the Railroads to reduce fossil fuel use.  Even if an agency had jurisdiction to force the 
Railroads to deploy immature technology, it could cause significant disruptions to the goods 
movement system and ultimately result in higher emissions in the region. 

The Railroads are common carriers; the decisions of where and how cargo moves are not 
made by the Railroads, but by the beneficial cargo owners. As SCAG seeks to assess 
impacts, it needs to consider the implications and impacts on the regional system. 

Some of these strategies like “Reducing locomotive fuel use” are vague and illogical in the 
context of a goods movement system. If locomotive fuel use was to be reduced thereby 
limiting railroad operations, cargo would likely be moved to other modes of transport – most 
likely trucks which can be less than half as fuel efficient as rail.  From 1980 to 2010, U.S. 
freight railroads reduced their fuel consumption by 59 billion gallons through increased fuel 
efficiency.1 

SCAG needs to clarify “Modernizing older off road engines and equipment.” SCAG should 
specify which types of off road engines they are referencing and what concrete steps they are 
proposing. Regarding the accelerated deployment of cleaner locomotive engines, please see 
the comment above on pages 4 and 5. 

Additionally, “Encouraging freight mode shift” is a vague recommendation. What modes is 
SCAG suggesting should be promoted? Who could influence this shift? Many factors go into 
the individual business decisions of which mode of freight is selected, and interference by 
SCAG could result in job loss or increased emissions. 

SCAG’s strategy to require ultra-low emissions forklifts is vague and should be revised to 
clarify the types of forklifts being proposed and, specifically, how they would be required. 

What is meant by “Developing landside port strategy with alternative fuels, clean engines, 
and electrification”? This measure includes three different strategies that are vague and 
require clarification.  
 
Four basic questions remain unanswered for these and several other strategies: (1) what 
specific application of alternative fuel, clean engine, or electrification is being proposed? (2) 

                                                            
1 Association of American Railroads, Freight Railroads Help Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions, November 2011. 
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Who would implement these measures and under what authority? (3) What sources of 
funding would be used? (4) In what timeframe would these strategies be implemented? 
 

The Railroads thank SCAG for their consideration of these issues and look forward to reviewing 
the final 2012 RTP/SCS.  Please contact Max Pike at 415.421.4213 ex. 26 or Sarah Weldon at 
415.421.4213 ex. 34 at any time should you have questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Kirk Marckwald 
Principal, California Environmental Associates 
On behalf of Union Pacific Railroad, BNSF Railway and the Association of American Railroads 

 

cc: 
Jacob Lieb, SCAG 
Rich Macias, SCAG 
Annie Nam, SCAG 
Scott Moore, UPRR 
Lanny Schmid, UPRR 
Lupe Valdez, UPRR 
Dave Seep, BNSF 
Juan Acosta, BNSF 
LaDonna DiCamillo, BNSF 
Mike Rush, AAR 



~,·~ 
AsSOC IATION O F CALI FORN IA CITI ES 

ORANGE COUNTY 
600 South Main Street, #940, Orange, CA 92868 I P: 714.953.1300 I F: 714.953.1302 I www.ACCOC.org 

February 13, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Program Environmental 
Impact Report 

Dear Mr. I.kbrata: 

The Association of California Cities - Orange County (ACC-OC) is grateful for the opportunity to 
provide its comments on the Southern California Association of Government's 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy draft Program Environmental Impact Report. By 
way of background, the ACC-OC recently joined a coalition of local governments, business community 
and non-profits to provide its comments and concerns on several key issues where the coalition agreed 
upon, including: 

• Induced growth 
• Financial feasibility and responsibility for the implementation of proposed mitigations 
• Funding assumptions, especially as it relates to conceptual "mileage-based" user fees 
• Mitigation measures that exceed SCAG' s authority and responsibilities for implementation of the 

RTP. 

In supplement to these issues, the ACC-OC respectfully submits a series of additional concerns that we 
believe should be addressed to ensure the RTP/SCS can meet its objectives without unnecessarily 
burdening cities across Southern California. These issues include: 

• In general, the RTP infringes upon local control: The 2012 RTP assumes an inability of local 
agencies to balance the societal and cultural costs associated with plan objectives and instead 
requires that they assume the objectives stated in the plan, which may or may not be shared local 
objectives. Matters such as reducing vehicle miles traveled, eliminating the consumption of fossil 
fuels in favor of zero or near zero emission vehicles, installing infrastructure necessary to support 
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zero emission vehicles (such as charging stations), reducing obesity, environmental justice 
impacts, anticipating extreme weather and related events, increasing development densities, and 
the likelihood of the adoption of active transportation methods or the practicality of necessary 
infrastructure improvements are matters of intense local debate and are not appropriate subjects 
for regional determination. The R TP should be based less upon behavior management of both the 
public and public agencies and more upon accurate predictions of population patterns and future 
transportation requirements. 

• The RTP takes aggressive steps to force cities to adopt costly programs in a time-when cities 
are facing record budget shortfalls and loss of revenues: Many cities continue to struggle with 
the loss of revenue into general funds. Additionally, with the loss of redevelopment funds - a 
staggering $550 million in Orange County alone - cities face difficult choices on whether or not 
they can afford to pursue beneficial programs, including blight removal, transportation-oriented 
development projects, and the greening of cities. While these may be meritorious projects, cities 
will now be forced to chose between these and core services, including public safety. Mitigation 
measures, a sample of which is included below, exacerbate th~ difficulty ofthese choices. 

o Urban Growth Boundaries: MM-LU42 - "Local jurisdictions or agencies can and 
should establish an urban growth boundary (UBG) with related ordinances or programs 
to limit suburban sprawl; local jurisdictions or agencies can and should restrict urban 
development beyond the UGB and streamline entitlement processes within the UGB for 
consistent projects. " 

o Climate Action Plans: MM-GHG9 - SCAG member cities and the county governments 
can and should adopt and implement Climate Actions Plans (CAPS, also known as Plans 
for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183.5 Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

o Energy Audits: MM-PS91 - Local jurisdictions can and should require the performance 
of energy audits for residential and commercial buildings prior to completion of sale, and 
that audit results and information about opportunities for energy efficiency improvements 
be presented to the buyer. 

o Parking Management Plans MM-TR96 - "Local jurisdictions can and should 
implement a Parking Management Program to discourage private vehicle use ... " 

Moreover, these mitigation measures deal mostly with SB 375's Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
targets. However, Orange County completed its own SCS (included in the RTP as an appendix) to 
ensure it can achieve these goals. Therefore, any SB 375 and/or SCS mitigations should also be 
included as an appendix and for the consideration of each sub-region, including Orange County. 
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• SCAG bas significantly over-reached on the implementation language of these (and other) 
mitigation measures. The aforementioned measures, as well as numerous others, utilize 
troublesome "can and should" language in context of the implementation of mitigation measures. 
This broadly assumes that a) cities have the ability to enforce and impose these measures and 2) 
that there is funding to ensure the application. In many instances, neither is accurate. This is a 
fundamental problem with the RTP and must be remedied by replacing "can and should" with 
"should" or "may." 

Orange County went to great lengths to produce its own SCS that met CARB' s GHG reduction 
targets. However, the draft RTP/SCS proposed mitigation measures go well beyond what the 
Orange County-level SCS found to be effective tools to reach these targets. To assume that Orange 
County cities "can and should" implement these draconian mitigation measures is to discount the 
extraordinary effort to develop an effective SCS for the unique cities in Orange County. 

• Funding mechanisms for the RTP need much more economic analysis. Specifically, the 
identification of more than $110 billion through the implementation of a "mileage-based" fee is 
conceptual at best; even an "adjusted gas tax alternative" is not guaranteed. Developing a $500 
billion transportation plan with approximately 20 percent of the budget attached to a concept 
requires a significant local, regional, state and federal vetting process. We encourage SCAG to 
include alternative methods of funding should such a mileage-based fee be deemed infeasible. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important document. We strongly advise SCAG 
to incorporate these comments into the next draft of the RTP/SCS PEIR and look forward to working with 
SCAG on its improvement. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Lacy Kelly 
CEO,ACC-OC 

Cc: Will Kempton, CEO, OCTA 
Dave Simpson, Executive Director, OCCOG 
Lucy Dunn, President & CEO, OCBC 
Dennis Wilberg, President, OCCMA 
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February 14, 2012 
 
Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
 

Re: Building Industry Association of Southern California, Inc.’s 
Comments on the Drafts of the 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

 
Dear Mr. Lieb: 
 

Building Industry Association of Southern California, Inc. (BIASC) is a regional trade 
association that represents more than 1,000 member companies.  Together, BIASC’s members 
build most of the homes and communities throughout the same six-county region in which 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the metropolitan planning 
organization.  Naturally, therefore, BIASC is profoundly interested in SCAG’s role in land use 
regulations and all regional planning for development and redevelopment. 

 
Given our strong interest in the subject, BIASC is grateful for this opportunity to provide 

comments concerning both (i) SCAG’s Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) – which 
includes an inaugural Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), and (ii) the draft of the Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), in which the environmental impacts of the 2012 RTP/SCS 
are discussed.   

 
First, BIASC appreciates SCAG’s staff’s professionalism and extremely hard work up to 

this point.  In 2008, when the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) and thus 
mandated the creation of a regional land use plan, the Legislature assigned SCAG’s staff 
daunting new challenges.  Throughout SCAG’s process of developing the SCS, BIASC has 
enjoyed a positive working relationship with SCAG’s staff professionals; and we look forward to 
continuing that working relationship.   

 
Second, BIASC brings to the SCS development process an ingrained, institutional 

philosophy about how land-use decision-making should be undertaken.  We believe that sound 
land-use decisions are best made by the persons who best understand the local contexts in which 
development and redevelopment take place.  Given our philosophical predisposition, BIASC has 
worried from the start that an SCS for SCAG’s region, if not thoughtfully considered and 
fashioned, can harm our vitally important industry, our regional economy, and our society.  
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In addition, BIASC is well aware that attempts made elsewhere to adopt and implement 

“top-down” regional land-use strategies have fared quite poorly.  For example, in July 2010, the 
British Government abolished its “regional spatial strategies” (RSS) law – six years after its 
enactment.  In announcing the RSS law’s abolishment, Britain’s Planning Minister explained: 

 
“[T]hese controversial [regional spatial] strategies have proved that top-down 
targets do not build homes.  All they have produced is the lowest peace time 
house building rates since 1924 and fuelled resentment in the planning process 
that has slowed everything down.”1 

 
Because of both (i) BIASC’s longstanding preference for local land use decision-making, 

and (ii) our concerns about the consequences of an ill-conceived SCS, BIASC has participated 
very actively in the public processes that led up to the draft documents on which we now 
comment.  BIASC’s principles and preferences have been expressed many times to SCAG’s 
staff, leaders, committees and regional council members in many forums.  Notwithstanding our 
consistent participation and urging, however, we must now respectfully point out our remaining 
concerns about the Draft RTP/SCS and the Draft PEIR. 

 
In terms of the sheer quantity of concerns, most of them relate to the Draft PEIR.  

BIASC’s specific comments on the Draft PEIR are so numerous that a lengthy appendix 
accompanies this letter, in which our concerns are expressed in some detail.  BIASC respectfully 
asks SCAG to respond, in accordance with CEQA and prior to consideration of the final PEIR 
for certification and approval by SCAG’s Regional Council, to each issue presented in the 
appendix.    

 
To briefly summarize BIASC’s Draft PEIR concerns here, though, they are threefold.  

First, the Draft PEIR indicates that hundreds of specific mitigation measures would need to be 
analyzed and incorporated to the extent feasible in every future project throughout the SCAG 
region.  Importantly, many of the listed mitigation measures were never before assembled for 
presumptive application to individual projects.  Instead, many of them were drawn from “model 
policies” that were intended for consideration only at a jurisdictional planning level – not an 
individual project level.  See Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans, June 2009, 
at p. i (disclaimer), found at http://www.capcoa.org/wp-
content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-ModelPolicies-6-12-09-915am.pdf and 
incorporated herein by reference.   

 
Second, many of the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft PEIR have no relationship 

to the RTP/SCS or its impacts (e.g., mitigation measures ranging from low-flow toilets to green 
roofs).  Other mitigation measures are quite far-fetched, such as the requirement to remove 
obstacles to “edible landscaping” at all projects throughout SCAG’s six-county region.   

                                                 
1  See 
http://www.dlpconsultants.co.uk/pdfs/client_briefing/42%20Client%20Briefing%20Abolition%20of%20RSS%20&
%20SoS%20Statement.pdf 

http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-ModelPolicies-6-12-09-915am.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-ModelPolicies-6-12-09-915am.pdf
http://www.dlpconsultants.co.uk/pdfs/client_briefing/42%20Client%20Briefing%20Abolition%20of%20RSS%20&%20SoS%20Statement.pdf
http://www.dlpconsultants.co.uk/pdfs/client_briefing/42%20Client%20Briefing%20Abolition%20of%20RSS%20&%20SoS%20Statement.pdf
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Most worrisome about the Draft PEIR, however, is this:  If the Draft PEIR were finalized 

as presently drafted, SCAG would mandate the application of project mitigation measures that 
already conflict with, or will quickly conflict with, evolving and dynamic regulations covering a 
variety of topics.  For example, the Draft PEIR prescribes mitigation requirements concerning 
matters that involve storm water management, home energy efficiency standards, fire protection, 
landscaping, water supply analyses, and municipal sewage treatment facilities – all of which are 
matters and activities that are subject to evolving standards. 

 
For these reasons and those more thoroughly explained in the accompanying appendix, 

BIASC respectfully urges SCAG to clarify and cull the Draft PEIR.   
 
Concerning the actual policy documents at issue (i.e., the Draft RTP and the Draft SCS 

themselves), BIASC has one fundamental concern:  Page 148 of the Draft SCS suggests that 
local governments should look to “transportation analysis zone” (TAZ) maps to determine 
whether a particular project is consistent with the land use designation, density, and building 
intensity of the SCS.  BIASC believes that this section needs to be revised for three distinct 
reasons. 

 
First, BIASC is informed that the TAZ maps break land masses up into relatively small-

scale areas averaging perhaps only about 150 acres in size (and even smaller in more densely 
populated areas).  Requiring determinations about the consistency of future land uses to the SCS 
– concerning use designations, density, building intensity and the applicable SCS policies – at 
that fine a scale would be overly-prescriptive.  SCAG need not be nearly so prescriptive because 
SB 375 requires only that an SCS “identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and 
building intensities within the region….”  Calif. Government Code § 65080(b)(2)(B)(i) 
(emphasis added).  Given this legislative mandate, there is no reason for SCAG to measure and 
compare land-use characteristics within the region at the very fine TAZ level vis-à-vis policy 
determinations.   

 
Instead, the final RTP/SCS should permit local agencies to measure and compare land 

use characteristics with the regional strategy at a level consistent with the need for reasonable 
ongoing flexibility in local land use control.  Therefore, the level of comparison should be, at the 
finest, at a city jurisdictional level (including any sphere of influence) – given that there are 
nearly 200 separate jurisdictions within the SCAG region.  BIASC specifically urges SCAG to 
identify and compare such land use characteristics at no finer a scale than (i) the cities (including 
their respective adjoining spheres of interest), and (ii) concerning the unincorporated areas 
outside of local spheres of interest, by comparison to the rough-scale map that indicates 
generally the locations of building intensification shown in the SCS.  See Exhibit 2 to the Draft 
SCS Background Documentation, found at 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft/SR/2012dRTP_SCSBackgroundDocumentation.
pdf.    

 
Second, BIASC is concerned that any prescriptive use of TAZ maps for policy purposes 

could have negative consequences vis-à-vis the pending process for a required federal 

http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft/SR/2012dRTP_SCSBackgroundDocumentation.pdf
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft/SR/2012dRTP_SCSBackgroundDocumentation.pdf
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conformity determination.  Under the federal laws that relate to the federal funding of regional 
transportation infrastructure, an RTP must be constructed using “the latest planning 
assumptions.”  “Using the ‘latest’ planning assumptions means that the conformity determination is 
based on the most current information that is available to state and local planners….”  U.S. E.P.A. 
Guidance for the Use of Latest Planning Assumptions in Transportation Conformity 
Determinations (EPA420-B-08-901, December 2008), ¶ 2.2 (emphasis in the original), found at: 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/policy/420b08901.pdf and incorporated herein 
by reference.  If and to the extent that SCAG’s TAZ-level maps and the data reflected in them 
are unacceptable to local planners and were not available to them when the RTP was developed, 
then fine-scale data based upon the TAZ maps should not be incorporated into the RTP via the 
SCS.  They would instead need to be separated out from the RTP and – at most – made part of an 
“alternative planning scenario” (APS) under California Government Code section 
65080(b)(2)(H).  We believe that any conflict between the federally-mandated RTP approach 
and the SCS TAZ-level maps can be avoided by making all relevant policy determinations based 
on comparisons viewed at the city level (including any sphere of influence) and by reference to 
the generalized locations depicted for intensification in unincorporated county areas (for 
example, in Exhibit 2 to the Background Documentation as noted above).  

 
Third, no TAZ-level maps were provided to the public as part of either the Draft 

RTP/SCS or the Draft PEIR, nor were they included in any of the appendices that SCAG 
provided to the public.  Hopefully, the omission reflects SCAG’s pre-publication determination 
to forgo the use of any TAZ-level maps for policy purposes.  If this were the case, then it appears 
that SCAG’s staff inadvertently failed to revise page 148 of the Draft SCS prior to its publication 
for comment; and SCAG should now revise that page to reflect a more appropriate approach (the 
jurisdictional approach suggested above).  If, however, SCAG actually intended the policy 
prescription that is suggested on page 148 of the Draft SCS, then SCAG must be faulted for 
having failed to disclose an essential component of the RTP/SCS, which is the new level of 
policy prescription that such TAZ-level maps would impose or induce through the 
implementation of SB 375.   

 
Under judicial precedents decided pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), SCAG’s public disclosures in the Draft RTP/SCS and the Draft PEIR would be 
inadequate if they failed to disclose TAZ-level policy prescriptions affecting the region’s 
population distributions and concentrations: 

   
The detail [of draft disclosure concerning changes induced in population distribution, 
population concentration, and the human use of the land] required in any particular case 
necessarily depends on a multitude of factors, including, but not limited to, the nature of 
the project, the directness or indirectness of the contemplated impact and the ability to 
forecast the actual effects the project will have on the physical environment.    
 

Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 
342, 369 (emphasis added).    
 

http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/policy/420b08901.pdf
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In short, if SCAG were planning to utilize the TAZ-level maps as actual policy drivers 
(as page 148 of the Draft SCS may suggest), then SCAG needed to disclose the details of those 
TAZ maps; and SCAG did not.  See CEQA Guidelines, Tit. 14, § 15144 (“an agency must use its 
best efforts to disclose all that it can”).  SCAG would also need to have analyzed environmental 
impacts in much more detail than presented in the Draft PEIR, including the thousands of direct 
conflicts between TAZ maps for established communities and CEQA thresholds relating to 
General Plan compliance, Quimby Act compliance, impacts to protected greenbelts and historic 
resources, local congestion and traffic safety impacts, impacts to schools and other public 
services.  Therefore, BIASC respectfully asks SCAG to revise page 148 of the SCS to avoid the 
insinuation that TAZ-level maps should be utilized for any future regulatory or policy purpose. 

 
As a final additional comment on the draft policy documents, we note that two of 

SCAG’s brethren metropolitan planning organizations (one in the San Diego area another in the 
Sacramento area) have each included a 2050 planning year horizon in their respective RTP/SCS 
documentation.  Such a long-term perspective seems appropriate to consider because land use 
and transportation patterns evolve relatively slowly; and they are subject to numerous variables 
(e.g., the economy, and the allocation of federal funding for regional transportation projects).  
Accordingly, SCAG’s ambitious vision for higher density development patterns along transit 
corridors may not be realized for many decades.   

 
In the nearer term (2020 and 2035), the statewide targets for GHG reductions which were 

established pursuant to Assembly Bill 32 (2006) may be more feasibly be realized through other 
measures such as renewable energy, cleaner cars and cleaner fuels, and stationary source 
controls, as the California Air Resources Board’s AB 32 Scoping Plan explains.  It is possible 
that, in light of analytical constraints prescribed by CARB, the SCAG region cannot realistically 
attain the 2020 and 2035 GHG emission reduction targets established by CARB, in which case 
an APS may be appropriate.  Therefore, SCAG’s consideration of a longer-term, 2050 planning 
horizon may be a useful framework for informing local agencies and other interested 
stakeholders about a more feasible, longer-term regional planning effort. 
 

To conclude, BIASC wishes to once again commend SCAG’s staff for its willingness to 
be open and frank with BIASC’s representatives about a whole range of points of views 
concerning the RTP/SCS and its potential impacts.  BIASC looks forward to working with 
SCAG’s staff through the completion of this challenging process and beyond as the final RTP 
takes shape and ultimately takes effect. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Andrew R. Henderson     Steven.S. Schuyler 
Vice President and General Counsel   Vice President Government Affairs 
 
cc:  Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
 
Attachment (appendix) 
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Appendix to the February 14, 2012 Comment Letter 
from Building Industry Association of Southern California, Inc. 

to Southern California Association of Governments 
 

Detailed Comments on the Draft PEIR  
on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS 

 
 
In furtherance of the comments set forth in the accompanying letter, Building Industry 

Association of Southern California, Inc. respectfully submits the additional, detailed comments 
set forth below for SCAG’s consideration and response: 

 
To preface, the Draft RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR are both comprehensive in nature; but -- 

like all draft documents – they require clarification, correction, and revision as SCAG works to 
prepare the final versions of the RTP/SCS and PEIR for the SCAG Regional Council's possible 
certification and approval.  This appendix, therefore, provides a number of specific comments on 
the draft documents; in accordance with CEQA (see, e.g., CEQA Guidelines, § 15088).  BIASC 
respectfully requests that responses to each of these comments be included in the Final PEIR.   
 

As background, the Draft RTP reflects a long-range plan that includes transportation 
projects, policies, and a financial plan to create a blueprint for the region's multimodal 
transportation system through 2035.  The RTP improvements include transportation investments 
in projects to close critical gaps in the network that hinder access to certain parts of the region, 
and to strategically enhance the region's transportation system to increase mobility for the 
region's residents and economy.   

 
The SCS -- a component of the RTP -- is a strategy required by SB 375 (Chap. 728, 

Statutes 2008), also known as the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008.   
SB 375 directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to set regional targets for the 
reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, consistent with AB 32, California's Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.  The RTP's SCS component contains strategies to reduce GHG 
emissions from passenger vehicles by eight percent per capita by 2020 and 13 percent per capita 
by 2035, compared to 2005, as set by CARB.   

 
Among other things, the SCS is a growth strategy for the region which, in combination 

with transportation policies and programs, strives to reduce GHG emissions from passenger 
vehicles and, if feasible, help meet CARB's reduction targets.  (Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(B).)  
This growth strategy is implemented when the SCS "sets forth a forecasted development pattern" 
for the region. (Id.)  It is important to emphasize that that this development pattern must comply 
with federal law, which requires that any pattern be based upon "current planning assumptions" 
that include the information in local general plans and adopted sphere of influence boundaries. 
(Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(B), (G).)  Local jurisdictions (i.e., cities and counties) are full 
partners in this process and retain full local land use decision-making and zoning authority.  
(Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(K).)   
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The Draft PEIR represents a public disclosure and information document to be prepared 
in accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.  The Draft PEIR is required to 
describe the proposed RTP/SCS project, its potential significant environmental impacts, 
alternatives to the proposed project, and the proposed mitigation measures to avoid or minimize 
the identified significant environmental effects.   

 
BIASC’s Specific Comments on the Draft PEIR 
 

1. The Draft PEIR, Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1-5, should be revised to delete 
the sentence stating that proposed mitigation measures "can be incorporated as policies in the 
final 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and will help ensure that feasible mitigation measures are 
implemented at the project level."  Similarly, page 149 of the Draft RTP/SCS should be revised 
to eliminate the "mandate" language and instead state: "The following tables list specific 
implementation strategies that local governments, SCAG and other stakeholders may use or 
consider while preparing specific projects that help can and should undertake in order to 
successfully implement the SCS."     
 

Explanation:  First, there is no legal requirement for the Draft PEIR's proposed mitigation 
measures to be incorporated as policies in the Final RTP/SCS.  Second, SCAG's Regional 
Council, as its decision-making body, retains the discretion to determine whether the Draft 
PEIR's proposed mitigation measures are actually feasible and this determination is made as part 
of the Regional Council's findings adopted in compliance with CEQA.  The Draft PEIR should 
not limit or constrain the Regional Council's discretion to make mitigation feasibility 
determinations required by CEQA.  Indeed, the Draft PEIR exceeds its authority under CEQA by 
appearing to dictate "feasible" mitigation measures -- a decision reserved for the Regional 
Council as part of its final, deliberative decision-making process. 
 

2. The Draft PEIR, Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1-5, should be revised to delete 
the following text:  
 

"The implementing agencies and local lead agencies shall be responsible for 
ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures as 2012-2035 RTP/SCS projects 
are considered for approval over time. Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with 
documentation of compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG's 
monitoring efforts, including SCAG's Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process."  

 
Explanation: First, SCAG has no jurisdiction or legal authority to require "implementing 

agencies and local lead agencies" to ensure adherence to the mitigation measures found in the 
Draft PEIR or those measures ultimately adopted by the Regional Council.  Second, no 
"implementing agencies or local lead agencies" are required by law to consider the Final PEIR 
mitigation measures unless the agency decides to "tier" from SCAG's Final PEIR in preparing 
project-level environmental analysis.  Finally, based on staff's statements during workshops and 
other public processes, SCAG's original intent was never to impose such requirements on 
implementing agencies and local lead agencies.  Therefore, the text should be deleted to clarify it 
was never SCAG's intent to prescribe mitigation upon implementing agencies, local lead 
agencies, or project sponsors.   
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3. The Draft PEIR, Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1-6, should be revised to delete 

the following text:  
 

"CEQA provides that an EIR can include feasible mitigation measures that are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency. The appropriate 
CEQA finding in such instances is that such mitigation measures have been or 
"can and should be" adopted. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081(a)(2); CEQA 
Guidelines §15092(a)(2).) When this finding is made, there is no further 
requirement that SCAG find that mitigation measures that are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency have been incorporated into the 
project. That latter finding is reserved for mitigation measures within SCAG's 
responsibility and jurisdiction."  

 
Explanation: First, CEQA does not provide that an EIR can include feasible mitigation 

measures within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency.  Instead, CEQA (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21081(a)) allows, but does not require, a lead agency to adopt the "can and 
should" finding provided it has no jurisdiction to address the identified significant impacts with 
mitigation measures that it can enforce through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures.  (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(c), (d).)  Further, the "can and should" finding is 
only "one or more" of the findings specified in section 21081(a) that needs to be adopted.   
 

Second, when making the findings in Public Resources Code section 21080(a)(2) -- i.e., 
the "can and should" findings--SCAG, in any case, is not required to adopt such "can and 
should" measures in its Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP).  (See CEQA 
Guidelines § 15091(d), which only requires the lead agencies' mitigation measures to be part of 
the MMRP.)   

 
Third, the Draft PEIR's "can and should" measures are not required to be considered or 

adopted by implementing agencies, local agencies, or project sponsors, unless they decide to 
"tier" from SCAG's Final PEIR when preparing project specific environmental analysis.  Further, 
as explained in paragraph 12, below, the Draft PEIR's "can and should" measures are beyond 
SCAG's jurisdiction and legal authority; they are inconsistent with policy considerations that the 
SCAG Regional Council should consider before certifying the Final PEIR and approving the 
RTP/SCS; and, they are duplicative of existing federal, state, regional, and local regulatory 
frameworks with their own, separate NEPA or CEQA compliance requirements.   
 

4. The Draft PEIR, Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1-6, must be revised to delete the 
following text:  
 

"Nevertheless, it is reasonable to expect that the other agencies will actually 
implement the mitigation measures assigned to them (see discussions below of 
transportation and land use planning and development projects)."   

 
Explanation: This statement was made in connection with the Draft PEIR's "can and 

should" mitigation measures.  However, SCAG has no jurisdiction or legal authority to "assign" 
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mitigation measures to implementing agencies, lead agencies, or project sponsors, nor is there 
any evidence in the record to support SCAG's statement that it is "reasonable to expect that other 
agencies will actually implement" the "can and should" measures identified in the Draft PEIR.  
As stated above, no agency or project sponsor is required to consider any of the "can and should" 
mitigation measures in the PEIR, unless the agency decides to "tier" from SCAG's Final PEIR in 
preparing project-level environmental analysis.  
 

5. The Draft PEIR, Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1-7, must be clarified as shown 
below:  
 

"Transportation Project Mitigation 
 
SCAG has limited authority to approve individual second-tier transportation 
network improvement projects in the RTP. Most individual transportation projects 
in the RTP will be implemented by Caltrans, county transportation commissions, 
local transit agencies, and local governments. These agencies routinely implement 
the types of mitigation measures identified in this Draft PEIR during project 
design, CEQA review, and/or project construction. This Draft PEIR has made a 
preliminary determination that the proposed mitigation measures are feasible and 
effective. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that these agencies will actually 
implement them. 
 
Land Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation 
 
SCAG has no authority to adopt local land use plans or approve local land use 
projects that will implement the SCS. As described in the section below, SB 375 
specifically provides that nothing in SB 375 supersedes the land use authority of 
cities and counties. In addition, cities and counties are not required to change their 
land use plans and policies, including general plans, to be consistent with an 
RTP/SCS. (Government Code §65080(b)(2)(K). Local governments are the main 
agencies responsible for mitigation of the impacts of land use plans and projects 
that implement the RTP/SCS, and SCAG has no concurrent authority to mitigate 
the impacts of land use plans and projects. Local governments routinely 
implement the types of mitigation measures identified in this Draft PEIR during 
project design, CEQA review, and/or project construction. This Draft PEIR has 
made a preliminary determination that these mitigation measures are feasible and 
effective. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that local governments will actually 
implement them." 

 
Explanation: First, SCAG's record does not support the Draft PEIR's statement that 

implementing agencies, local agencies, or project sponsors "routinely implement" the types of 
mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR.  In fact, there is no "routine" or "formula" 
associated with the identification and ultimate adoption of mitigation measures.  Instead, such 
measures are identified in response to a specific project's significant environmental impacts and 
those impacts depend upon the project's unique characteristics, location, topography, relation to 
other development, and numerous other unique site conditions.  Further, once an EIR identifies 
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proposed mitigation measures specific to the project and its conditions, the lead agency retains 
ultimate discretion to adopt such measures or reject them on infeasibility grounds.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21081(a)(3); CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(3).)   
 

Second, the Draft PEIR asserts that it made a "preliminary determination that these 
mitigation measures are feasible and effective."  Again, however, the Draft PEIR's statement is 
not supported by any evidence or analysis contained in the record.  Finally, nothing in the Draft 
PEIR or record supports the statement that it is "reasonable to expect that local governments will 
actually implement" SCAG's "can and should" mitigation measures.   
 

6. The Draft PEIR, Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1-12, should be clarified as 
follows: 
 

"CEQA Incentive 
 
As previously discussed, SB 375 provides incentives in the form of CEQA 
streamlining to encourage community design that supports reduction in per capita 
GHG emissions. The land use input for SCAG's SCS was created with the use of 
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) and Development Types. "Development Types" 
were made at the TAZ level of geography (with an average size of 160 acres) to 
offer local jurisdictions adequate information and flexibility to make appropriate 
consistency findings for projects eligible to receive CEQA streamlining benefits. 
 
The Development Types used in the SCS do not represent detailed, parcel-level 
land use designations such as those found within a local jurisdiction's General 
Plan, but rather represent the aggregation of multiple land uses, densities and 
intensities that are expected to preponderate at the jurisdictional level or average 
out within a neighborhood-sized area by 2035. Each Development Type is 
comprised of various characteristics related to employment and housing density, 
urban design, mix of land uses, and transportation options. Details describing the 
characteristics contained within each Development Type are available in 
Appendix: SCS Background Documentation. The lead agency, not SCAG, will be 
responsible for making the determination of consistency for CEQA streamlining 
purposes, pursuant to the provisions of SB 375, for any given proposed project. 
See Govt. Code § 65080(b)(2). One way of determining consistency is if a 
proposed residential/mixed use or TPP conforms to the Development Type 
designated for a TAZ. 
 
The Development Types are expressed in terms of use designations, densities and 
building intensities; and, for any given type, there is one residential density 
indicated. For example, the "Town Center" Development Type reflects an 
estimated average density of 22 residential units per acre. However, it is important 
to note that the designation is a potential ultimate average for the TAZ -- and is 
not an absolute project-specific requirement that must be met in order to 
determine consistency with the SCS. In other words, the SCS was not developed 
with the intent that each project to be located within any given TAZ must exactly 
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equal the density and relative use designations that are indicated by the SCS 
Development Type in order for the project to be found consistent with the SCS's 
use designation, density, building intensity and applicable policies. Instead, any 
given project, having satisfied all of the statutory requirements of either a 
residential/mixed-use project or TPP as described above, may be deemed by the 
lead agency to be consistent with the SCS so long as the project achieves 
consistency at the jurisdictional level, considering the does not prevent achieving 
the estimated average use designations, densities and building intensities indicated 
by the Development Type within the TAZ, assuming that the TAZ will be built-
out under reasonable local planning and zoning assumptions. 
 
SCAG's growth projection data is available on its website for lead agencies to use 
to determine whether projects are consistent with the SCS." 

 
Explanation: The above clarifications are required to ensure that the SCS consistency 

determination is made by the local land use agencies, not SCAG, and that CARB's assessment of 
that consistency will be evaluated at the broader jurisdictional/regional level, as anticipated by 
CARB in its July 2011 "Description of Methodology for ARB Staff Review of Greenhouse Gas 
Reductions from Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) Pursuant to SB 375," which is 
incorporated by this reference.   
 

Additionally, this jurisdictional (i.e., city/county) level is more appropriate when 
compared to smaller geographic levels, such as Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) or parcel 
assessments that would limit cities and counties' control over land use.  While the SCS sets forth 
forecasted development patterns that may differ from those envisioned in various general plans, 
those patterns, nonetheless, still must be consistent with "current planning assumptions" and 
those assumptions must be grounded in the local general plans and sphere of influence 
boundaries.  (See Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(B).)   
 
 Please also revise/clarify all same/similar text found in the Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, 
Project Description (see, for example, page 2-29).   
 

7. The Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-2, should be revised to 
clarify the summary of the required "contents" of the SCS. Currently, the Draft PEIR states: 
 

"According to Section 65080 of the California Government Code, in summary the 
SCS must: 
 
• Identify existing land use; 

• Identify areas to accommodate long-term housing needs; 

• Identify areas to accommodate an eight-year projection of regional housing 
needs; 

• Identify transportation needs and the planned transportation network; 

• Consider resource areas and farmland; 
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• Consider state housing goals and objectives; 

• Set forth a forecasted growth and development pattern; and 

• Comply with federal law for developing an RTP." 
 

Explanation: The above text must be revised and clarified.  The SCS is a growth 
strategy for the region which, in combination with transportation policies and programs, strives 
to reduce GHG emissions and, if it is feasible, help meet CARB's emission targets for the region. 
Specifically, a SCS must: 
 

(a) Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building 
intensities with the region;  

(b) Identify areas with the region sufficient to house all the population of the 
region, including all economic segments of the population, over the course 
of the RTP's planning horizon; 

(c) Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection 
of the regional housing need of the region;  

(d) Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the 
regions;  

(e) Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information 
regarding resource areas and farmland in the region;  

(f) Consider the state housing goals;  

(g) Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, in 
combination with the transportation network and other transportation 
policies, will reduce the GHG emissions from passenger vehicles, if it is 
feasible, and help meet CARB's emission targets in the region; and 

(h) Quantify the reductions in GHG emissions the SCS is projected to achieve 
and any shortfall in reaching the regional target.  

 
(See Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(B), (H).)   
 

It is important to disclose that the SCS's "forecasted development pattern" must comply 
with federal law, which requires that any pattern be based upon "current planning assumptions" 
that include the information in local general plans and sphere of influence boundaries.  (Gov. 
Code, § 65080(b)(2)(B), (G).)   
 

Please revise the Draft PEIR or incorporate the above text into the Final PEIR.  
Additionally, the same text (quoted above) is repeated in Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, Project 
Description, on page 2-25, and that text also requires the same revisions/clarifications specified 
above. 
 

8. The Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-2, should be revised as 
follows: 
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"SCAG's SCS demonstrates the region's ability to attain the GHG emissions 
reduction targets set forth by the ARB.  The SCS outlines SCAG's plan strategy 
for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an overall 
land use pattern that responds to projected predicts or forecasts growth, housing 
needs and changing demographics, and transportation demands.  However, neither 
the SCS nor an alternative planning strategy will supersede a city's or county's 
general plan or other planning policies or authorities. Nor must a local agency's 
planning policies, including the general plan, be consistent with either strategy." 

 
Explanation: The above revisions are required to clarify that the SCS is a growth 

strategy based on a forecasted development pattern of growth for the region and that the SCS 
does not supersede a city's or county's general plan or other planning policies or authorities.1  
Further, a local agency's land use policies, including its general plan, need not be consistent with 
the RTP's SCS. (See Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(K).)   
 
 Please also see Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, Project Description, at page 2-25.  The same text 
(quoted above) is presented on page 2-25, and also requires the same revisions/clarifications 
specified above.   
 

9. The Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-25, states:  
 

"In accordance with Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii), the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS will achieve GHG emission reductions of eight percent per capita 
in 2020 (meeting the target for 2020) and 16 percent per capita in 2035 
(surpassing the 13 percent reduction target for 2035)." 

 
Comment: Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii) states that the SCS must set 

forth a "forecasted development pattern for the region," which, in combination with the 
transportation network and other transportation policies, will reduce GHG emissions from 
passenger vehicles to achieve, if feasible, the CARB's GHG emission reduction targets.  Section 
65080 does not call for exceeding CARB's targets.  While perhaps laudable, it also reflects that 
SCAG went beyond the legal requirements set forth in that section.   
 

Please explain the legal basis for exceeding those legal requirements.  Additionally, 
please clarify and confirm that any consistency determinations will be based on CARB's 
reduction targets for the region (eight percent per capita reduction in 2020 and 13 percent per 
capita reduction in 2035), and not on the SCS projection of 16 percent per capita reduction in 
2035.   
 

10. The Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-27, sets forth a 
description of the SCS's forecasted development patterns, which should be revised as follows:  
 

                                                           
1  The Institute for Local Government emphasizes this point in its write-up of "The Basics of SB 
375: Transportation, Housing and Greenhouse Gases," which is found at http://www.ca-
ilg.org/SB375Basics and incorporated by this reference.   

http://www.ca-ilg.org/SB375Basics
http://www.ca-ilg.org/SB375Basics
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Land Use Development Pattern.  The land use development pattern of the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS, which assumes a significant increase in small-lot single-family 
and multi-family housing will mostly occur in infill locations near transit 
infrastructure, in so-called HQTAs [High-Quality Transit Areas]. In some cases, 
the land use pattern assumes that more of these housing types will be built than is 
currently anticipated in local general plans, and in most cases, this shift in housing 
type -- especially the switch from large-lot to small-lot single-family homes—will 
occur only if local land use jurisdictions exercise their discretion in approving 
such shifts from large-lot to small-lot development and amend their zoning and 
general plans, specific plans, areas plans, etc., to reflect such approvals.  naturally 
in the marketplace as developers shift to products in high demand.   

. . .  

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use development pattern accommodates over 50 
percent of new housing and employment growth in HQTAs, while keeping 
jurisdictional totals consistent with local input.  It moves the region towards more 
compact, mixed-use development leading to more opportunities for walking and 
biking, more transit use, and shorter auto trips.  The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
allocates forecasts growth according to five community types that are further 
subdivided into 13 development types. The 13 development types, provide for a 
broad range of housing types, including smaller-lot single family homes, 
townhomes, and multifamily condominiums and apartments.  In forecasting the 
SCS development land use pattern, SCAG recognizes the RTP/SCS is not to 
directly regulate the use of land or affect the land use authority of cities and 
counties within a given region.  (Government Code §65080(b)(2)(K).)  Further, 
SCAG acknowledges that the law (i.e., SB 375) does not require that a local 
general plan, specific plan, or zoning be "consistent" with the RTP/SCS.  (Ibid.)  
Finally, SCAG recognizes the authority of local jurisdictions to regulate land use 
through their police powers as authorized by California law and that nothing in 
the RTP/SCS supersedes the local jurisdictions' exercise of their land use 
authority.  

 
Explanation:  At least two reasons justify revisions to the above quoted text in order to be 

consistent with applicable law (i.e., SB 375).  (Gov. Code, § 65080.)  First, according to the 
Draft PEIR, the forecasted land use development pattern in the SCS, in some cases, assumes that 
more high-density housing will be built than is currently anticipated in the local general plans of 
the affected counties and cities.  However, SB 375 requires the contemplated land use 
development pattern in the SCS -- a component part of the RTP -- to utilize "the most recent 
planning assumptions considering local general plans and other factors."  (Gov. Code, 
§ 65080(b)(2)(B).)  Unfortunately, SCAG has deviated substantially from the locally adopted 
general plans, and has made its own land use assumptions that are in conflict with the land use 
plans of adopted general plans within the region.   
 

Second, the draft SCS and associated Draft PEIR both blur the line between regional 
planning (i.e., preparing the required SCS forecasted land use development pattern) and local 
land use authority and jurisdiction.  The SCS is not to directly regulate the use of land or affect 
the land use authority of cities and counties within a given region.  (Gov. Code, § 
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65080(b)(2)(K).)  Additionally, the law (i.e., SB 375) does not require that a local general plan, 
specific plan, or zoning be "consistent" with the SCS.  (Ibid.)  Despite these legal limitations, 
SCAG has made a "shift" in housing types -- deviating from the most recent planning 
assumptions in the locally adopted general plans -- stating that the shift or "switch" will "occur 
naturally" in the marketplace due to shifting demands.  However, this shift does not "occur 
naturally."  Instead, such a shift can only occur, if at all, as part of a separate and lengthy 
discretionary development application process involving requests to local land use jurisdictions 
to amend their general plans, specific plans, areas plans, and zoning.  In short, there is no "shift" 
to high-density housing, unless and until the local land use jurisdictions adopt the requested 
discretionary approvals.  
 
 Please revise/clarify all same or similar text in the Draft PEIR (see, for example, page 2-
30).   
 

11. The Draft PEIR, Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-35, should be revised as 
follows: 
 

SCAG will use this PEIR as part of its review and approval of the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS. The lead agencies for individual projects may use this PEIR as the 
basis of their regional and cumulative impacts analysis. In addition, for projects 
that may be eligible for CEQA Streamlining, applicable mitigation measures from 
this EIR shall be incorporated into those projects as appropriate. It is the intent of 
SCAG that member agencies and others use the information contained within the 
PEIR in order to "tier" subsequent environmental documentation of projects in the 
region. Information from this document may also be incorporated in future 
County Congestion Management Programs and associated environmental 
documents, as applicable.   

 
Explanation:  The deleted text is stricken, above, to clarify SCAG's likely original intent.  

First, as to projects that may be eligible for CEQA streamlining under SB 375, the local agencies 
(i.e., cities/counties) ultimately will be responsible for the project-level environmental analysis 
and no law or regulation requires that analysis to "incorporate" the PEIR's mitigation measures 
into those projects.  The local agencies retain that discretion, based on the project-level 
environmental analysis conducted and the mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the identified 
significant impacts.  Second, member agencies, project sponsors, and others are not required to 
use the information contained in the PEIR, unless their project-level environmental analysis 
"tiers" from SCAG's Final PEIR.   
 

12. The Draft PEIR, Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts & Mitigation 
Measures, sets forth over 500 proposed mitigation measures.  The Draft PEIR's Executive 
Summary also identifies each measure.  In general, the Draft PEIR's proposed "can and should" 
mitigation measures must either be rejected on infeasibility grounds or revised substantially for 
the following reasons:  
 
 (a) SCAG has no authority/jurisdiction to require other agencies to implement 

project-specific mitigation measures;  
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 (b) SCAG has no authority/jurisdiction to monitor mitigation compliance and 

to incorporate the mitigation as "policies" in the RTP/SCS;  
 
 (c) SCAG has provided no evidence or analysis substantiating its belief that 

the identified measures are "feasible;"  
 
 (d) Member agencies, project sponsors, and others retain the discretion to 

determine which measures are feasible for any given project at subsequent 
project-specific stages;  

 
 (e) Several of the Draft PEIR's proposed mitigation measures are outside of 

SCAG's jurisdiction and authority;  
 
 (f) Many of the Draft PEIR's proposed mitigation measures are not desirable 

based on policy considerations; and  
 
 (g) Numerous Draft PEIR's proposed mitigation measures are duplicative of 

existing federal, state, regional, and local statutory or regulatory 
frameworks that require their own NEPA or CEQA compliance; and, 
therefore, are unnecessary.  

 
Notably, the Draft RTP/SCS, page 75, includes the "2012 RTP Environmental 

Mitigation" program, which is based on the proposed mitigation measures listed in the Draft 
PEIR.  The Draft RTP/SCS, page 75, states that the list of all the mitigation measures included in 
the PEIR also will be included in the "Environmental Mitigation Report" of the Final RTP/SCS.  
On pages 76-84, the draft plan then summarizes the Draft PEIR's proposed mitigation measures 
for all 13 environmental categories addressed in that document.  Many of the RTP/SCS 
summaries repeat the mandates (i.e., "require") and the outcome-determinative provisions (i.e., 
"ensure") set forth in the proposed mitigation measures contained in the Draft PEIR.  This 
discussion needs to be revised in a manner that is consistent with the content of the Final PEIR.  
Additionally, the Draft RTP/SCS's "Environmental Mitigation Program," pages 75-84, must be 
revised, consistent with SCAG's revisions and clarifications that are required to be made to the 
"can and should" mitigation measures set forth in the Draft PEIR.  Absent revisions to this 
section of the Draft RTP/SCS, there will be a serious inconsistency between the plan and the 
PEIR.   

 
13. The Draft PEIR contains several proposed mitigation measures that mimic 

comprehensive, existing statutory or regulatory requirements; and, therefore, they (and numerous 
other measures) should be rejected or revised substantially in order to eliminate needless 
regulatory duplication.  The following Draft PEIR mitigation measures are cited as examples:  
 

MM-BIO/OS17:  Project sponsors can and should replace any disturbed wetland, 
riparian or aquatic habitat, either on-site or at a suitable off-site location at ratios 
to ensure no net loss. See MM-BIO/OS1 through MM-BIO/OS14. 
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MM-BIO/OS18:  Project sponsors can and should ensure that when individual 
projects include unavoidable losses of riparian or aquatic habitat, adjacent or 
nearby riparian or aquatic habitat should be enhanced (e.g., through removal of 
non-native invasive wetland species and replacement with more ecologically 
valuable native species). 
  
MM-BIO/OS50:  For projects adjacent to natural watercourses, project sponsors 
can and should submit a vegetation management plan for review and approval by 
the Lead Agency that includes, as deemed appropriate, the following measures: 
 
 Identify and do not disturb a 20-foot buffer from the top of the natural 

watercourse. If the top of bank cannot be identified, leave a 50-foot buffer 
from the centerline of the watercourse or as wide a buffer as possible 
between the watercourse centerline and the proposed site development. 

 Identify and leave" islands" of vegetation in order to prevent erosion and 
landslides and protect nesting habitat. 

 Leave at least 6 inches of vegetation on the site. 
 Trim tree branches from the ground up (climbing up) and leave tree canopy 

intact. 
 Leave stumps and roots from cut down trees to prevent erosion. 
 Plant fire-appropriate, drought-tolerant, preferably native vegetation. 
 Err on the side of caution; if a plant, tree or area is sensitive, obtain a second 

opinion before cutting. 
 Provide erosion and sediment control protection if cutting vegetation on a 

steep slope. 
 Leave tall shrubbery at least 3-feet high. 
 Fence off sensitive plant habitats and creek areas to protect from animal 

grazing as appropriate and necessary. 
 Do not clear-cut vegetation. This can lead to erosion and severe water quality 

problems and destroy important habitat. 
 Do not remove vegetation within 20-feet of the top of bank. If the top of bank 

cannot be identified, do not cut within 50-feet of the centerline of the natural 
watercourse or as wide a buffer as possible between the natural watercourse 
centerline and the proposed site development. 

 Do not trim/prune branches that are larger than 4 inches in diameter. 
 Do not remove tree canopy. 
 Do not dump cut vegetation in a creek. 
 Do not cut tall shrubbery to less than 3-feet high. 
 Do not cut of short vegetation (grasses, ground-cover) to less than 6-inches 

high. 

 
These measures (and several others) are unnecessarily duplicative of the comprehensive 

wetlands/riparian/aquatic habitat regulatory scheme that is already in place at the federal level 
through the Clean Water Act section 404 permitting process overseen by U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and at the state level through the California Department of Fish and Game's section 
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1600 streambed alteration program.  This regulatory/jurisdictional scheme comprehensively 
addresses significant impacts to wetlands, riparian, and aquatic habitat and associated resources.  
The regulatory/jurisdictional scheme also requires its own NEPA and/or CEQA compliance.  
Therefore, such measures should be rejected, particularly when project-specific conditions and 
other factors are unknown.   
 

14. Other examples of Draft PEIR mitigation measures that are duplicative of existing 
statutory or regulatory frameworks with their own environmental requirements are provided 
below:   
 

MM-BIO/OS20:  If specific project area trees are designated as "Landmark 
Trees" or "Heritage Trees", then approval for removals can and should be 
obtained through the appropriate entity, and appropriate mitigation measures can 
and should be developed at that time, to ensure that the trees are replaced. 
Mitigation trees can and should be locally-collected native species. 
 
MM-BIO/OS21:  Retention of trees on-site can and should be prioritized 
consistent with local regulations.  Adequate protection can and should be 
provided during the construction period for any trees that are to remain standing, 
including the following, plus any recommendations of an arborist: 
 
a. Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction or other work on 

the site, every protected tree deemed to be potentially endangered by said 
site work, can and should be securely fenced off. Such fences can and 
should remain in place for duration of all such work. All trees to be 
removed can and should be clearly marked. A scheme can and should be 
established for the removal and disposal of logs, brush, earth and other 
debris that will avoid injury to any protected tree. 

 
b. Where proposed development or other site work could encroach upon the 

protected perimeter of any protected tree, special measures can and should 
be incorporated to allow the roots to breathe and obtain water and 
nutrients. Any excavation, cutting, filing, or compaction of the existing 
ground surface within the protected perimeter should be minimized. No 
change in existing ground level should occur from the base of any 
protected tree at any time. No burning or use of equipment with an open 
flame should occur near or within the protected perimeter of any protected 
tree. 

 
c. No storage or dumping of oil, gas, chemicals, or other substances that may 

be harmful to trees should occur from the base of any protected trees, or 
any other location on the site from which such substances might enter the 
protected perimeter. No heavy construction equipment or construction 
materials should be operated or stored within a distance from the base of 
any protected trees. Wires, ropes, or other devices should not be attached 
to any protected tree, except as needed for support of the tree. No sign, 
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other than a tag showing the botanical classification, should be attached to 
any protected tree. 

 
d. Periodically during construction, the leaves of protected trees can and 

should be thoroughly sprayed with water to prevent buildup of dust and 
other pollution that would inhibit leaf transpiration. 

 
e. If any damage to a protected tree should occur during or as a result of 

work on the site, the project sponsor can and should immediately notify 
the appropriate local agency of such damage. If, such tree cannot be 
preserved in a healthy state, the local agency can and should require 
replacement of any tree removed with another tree or trees on the same 
site deemed adequate by the local agency to compensate for the loss of the 
tree that is removed. 

 
f. All debris created as a result of any tree removal work can and should be 

removed by the project sponsor from the property within two weeks of 
debris creation, and such debris can and should be properly disposed of by 
the project sponsor in accordance with all applicable laws, ordinances, and 
regulations. 

 
 These measures also unnecessarily intrude into local agency (i.e., cities and counties) 
jurisdiction, which comprehensively regulates designated trees for avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation of significant impacts to such sensitive resources.  For example, Los Angeles County 
already has in place the "County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance," which is a 
comprehensive permit process regulating significant impacts to oak trees, which are recognized 
as significant historical, aesthetic, and ecological resources within Los Angeles County.  The Los 
Angeles County Ordinance applies to all unincorporated areas of the County.  Cities within Los 
Angeles County either have adopted the County ordinance or their own ordinance, which may be 
more stringent.  Additionally, the County of Ventura has implemented its "Tree Protection 
Ordinance," which applies to all unincorporated areas of Ventura County.  Likewise, the County 
of Orange enforces the County's "Tree Code," which requires a permit before almost all tree 
removal within the County.  The County of Riverside has adopted "Oak Tree Management 
Guidelines;" and San Bernardino County has adopted the Plant Protection Ordinance, which 
protects trees and calls for replacement when authorized to be removed pursuant to a tree 
removal permit.  
 

15. Other Draft PEIR mitigation measures exceed SCAG's jurisdiction and authority.  
Specifically, SCAG's jurisdiction and authority is limited by its structure.  More specifically, 
SCAG is a public agency and voluntary association of counties and cities established in 1965 by 
a "joint powers agreement" among its members, pursuant to California Government Code section 
6500, et seq.2  SCAG is  not an agency with land use, taxing, or regulatory powers,3 nor is it a 
special district.  As such, it is not "another layer of government."  (Id.)  

                                                           
2  Title I, Division 7, Chapter 5, of the Government Code authorizes two or more public agencies to 
enter into a joint powers agreement.    
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Instead, SCAG's purpose is to provide a forum for discussion, study, and development of 

recommendations on regional issues of mutual interest and concern to its member agencies 
regarding the orderly physical development of the southern California region.4  According to 
SCAG's overall work program (May 2010), SCAG's primary responsibilities include 
development of the RTP/SCS, the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP), the 
annual Overall Work Program, and transportation-related portions of local air quality 
management plans.5  According to SCAG, under the federal Clean Air Act, SCAG is responsible 
for determining whether the transportation plans and programs are in conformity with state air 
quality plans.6  SCAG's additional functions include intergovernmental review of regionally 
significant development projects,7 periodic preparation of a Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA), and serving as the area-wide wastewater treatment management planning agency under 
the federal Clean Water Act.   
 

Because SCAG's jurisdiction/authority is limited by its structure, purpose, and powers, 
SCAG cannot impose "can and should" mitigation measures on local land use 
jurisdictions/project sponsors.  Examples of measures that fall far beyond SCAG's jurisdiction 
and authority are provided below, and should either be rejected or revised substantially:  
 

MM-BIO/OS40:  Project sponsors can and should avoid siting new 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS transportation facilities within areas not presently exposed to impacts 
from transportation facilities. If avoidance is infeasible, the project should 
minimize vehicular accessibility to areas beyond the actual transportation surface. 
This can be accomplished through fencing and signage. Additionally, the area of 
native habitats to be lost to proximity to a transportation facility should be 
assessed and habitat at a quality of equal or superior value can and should be 
secured and protected in perpetuity. 

 
MM-BIO/OS47:  Project sponsors can and should ensure that transportation 
systems proposed in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS avoid or mitigate significant 
impacts to natural lands, community open space and important farmland, 
including cumulative impacts and open space impacts from the growth associated 
with transportation projects and improvements. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
3  See "Questions and Answers about the Southern California Association of Governments," 
prepared by SCAG, p. 1-2.   
4  See, SCAG's Joint Powers Agreement, file number 113. 
5  See, e.g., SCAG's Overall Work Program, Fiscal Year 2010-2011, May 2010, p. 1. 
6  SCAG's Overall Work Program, Fiscal Year 2010-2011, May 2010, p. 1. 
7  In this capacity, federal and state laws have required SCAG to review and comment on the 
consistency of regionally-significant projects with adopted regional plans.  If a regional project is 
determined to be inconsistent, SCAG may suggest adjustments so that the City or County can approve the 
project, but SCAG has no jurisdiction or authority to "reject" such projects.  
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MM-BIO/OS49:  Project sponsors can and should include into project design, to 
the maximum extent practicable, mitigation measures and recommended best 
practices aimed at minimizing or avoiding impacts to natural lands, including, but 
not limited to FHWA's Critter Crossings, Ventura County Mitigation Guidelines, 
CDFG's Wildlife Action Plan and any applicable conservation plans. 

 
MM-BIO/OS54:  Local jurisdictions or agencies can and should establish 
policies and programs to restore, protect, manage and preserve conservation areas, 
including forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, 
wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas, that remove and sequester 
carbon from the atmosphere. 
 
MM-BIO/OS55: Conservation Area Development:  Local jurisdictions or 
agencies can and should establish programs and funding mechanisms to create 
protected conservation areas, including:  
 
 Imposing mitigation fees for development on lands that would otherwise be 

conservation areas, and use the funds generated to protect other areas from 
development; 

 
 Proposing for voter approval a small tax increment (e.g., a quarter cent sales 

tax, perhaps for a finite time period that could be renewed) to fund the 
purchase of development rights in conservation areas, or purchase of the land 
outright. 

 
MM-BIO/OS56:  Conservation Area Preservation:  Local jurisdictions or 
agencies can and should establish policies to preserve existing conservation areas, 
and to discourage development in those areas. 

 
MM-BIO/OS59:  Local jurisdictions or agencies can and should evaluate existing 
landscaping and options to convert reflective and impervious surfaces to 
landscaping, and install or replace vegetation with drought-tolerant, low-
maintenance native species or edible landscaping that can also provide shade and 
reduce heat-island effects. 

 
16. Several of the biology-related Draft PEIR mitigation measures also prescribe 

specific mitigation ratios.  Such measures should be revised.  For example, MM-BIO/OS19 
should be revised, as follows:   
 

MM-BIO/OS19:  For projects near water resources project sponsors can and 
should implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) at construction sites to 
minimize erosion and sediment transport from the area. BMPs include 
encouraging growth of vegetation in disturbed areas, using straw bales or other 
silt-catching devices, and using settling basins to minimize soil transport. (See 
also Water Resources Mitigation Measures.)  Mitigation for occupied habitat 
impacted is likely to be compensatory off-site acquisition or protection of similar 
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habitats at a ratio of 3:1 (compensation acres to that impacted) or other similar 
ratio with the approval of the USFWS. 

 
Explanation:  The above measure should be revised to ensure that SCAG does not 

exceed its authority in an area (i.e., biology) that falls outside of its jurisdiction.  In short, the 
project sponsors, in consultation with the applicable resource agency (e.g., CDFG), have the 
discretion to arrive at mitigation ratios or not, based on project-specific considerations and other 
factors that are not known to SCAG at this time.  The same rationale applies with equal force to 
all of the Draft PEIR measures that prescribe mitigation ratios (e.g., MM-BIO/OS19, 22-23, 25-
28, 30, 32-34).   
 

17. The Draft PEIR, Section 3.8, Land Use & Agricultural Resources, contains 
numerous mitigation measures that exceed SCAG's jurisdiction and authority, particularly where, 
as here, SB 375 does not allow SCAG to regulate the use of land or affect the land use authority 
of cities and counties within its region.  The land use-related measures that fall into this category 
are: MM-LU15-20, 23-27, 33-34, 41-46, 58-64, and 80-81.  More specifically, the following 
measures are illustrative:  
 

MM-LU42:  Local jurisdictions or agencies can and should establish an urban 
growth boundary (UBG) with related ordinances or programs to limit suburban 
sprawl; local jurisdictions or agencies can and should restrict urban development 
beyond the UGB and streamline entitlement processes within the UGB for 
consistent projects. 

 
MM-LU43:  Urban development can and should occur only where urban public 
facilities and services exist or can be reasonably made available. 

 
MM-LU44:  The improvement and expansion of one urban public facility or 
service can and should not stimulate development that significantly precedes the 
local jurisdiction's ability to provide all other necessary urban public facilities and 
services at adequate levels. 

 
MM-LU45:  Local jurisdictions can and should redirect new growth into existing 
city/urban reserve areas 

 
MM-LU46:  Local jurisdictions can and should maintain a one dwelling unit per 
10-acre minimum lot size or lower density in areas outside designated urban 
service lines. 

 
 Each measure intrudes into the local land use authority and jurisdiction of SCAG's 
member agencies, project sponsors, and other agencies; and such measures fall well beyond 
SCAG's limited jurisdiction and authority.  The law (i.e., SB 375) makes clear that the RTP/SCS 
is not to directly regulate the use of land or affect the land use authority of cities and counties 
within a given region.  (Gov. Code, §65080(b)(2)(K).)  Additionally, the law does not require 
that a local general plan, specific plan, or zoning be "consistent" with the RTP/SCS.  (Ibid.)  
SCAG also has recognized and respected the authority of agencies to regulate land use through 
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their broad police powers as authorized by California law.  SCAG has recognized that nothing in 
the RTP/SCS supercedes its member agencies' exercise of their land use authority.  By rejecting 
all such measures, SCAG will have clarified its original intent, and the PEIR will be consistent 
with applicable law (i.e., SB 375).   
 

In addition, the above measures call for the creation of urban growth boundaries, 
city/urban reserve areas, and designated urban service lines.  However, all such concepts are 
ordinarily part of a local jurisdiction's growth control measures that are accompanied by local 
voter approval before enactment; as such, such measures are not appropriate for inclusion in a 
program EIR.   

 
Please confirm SCAG's limited jurisdiction and authority, and ensure that the Final PEIR 

expressly acknowledges that limited jurisdiction and authority and only employs a mitigation 
construct that is consistent with it.  Also, please confirm SCAG's recognition of the legal 
limitations set forth in SB 375.   
 

18. The Draft PEIR also contains proposed mitigation measures that fall far outside 
SCAG's limited jurisdiction and authority in other environmental categories aside from 
biology/open space and land use/agricultural resources.  While the list is not exhaustive, each of 
the following greenhouse gas, noise, population/housing, public services, traffic, and water 
mitigation measures either should be rejected by the SCAG Regional Council, or revised 
substantially: MM-GHG3, 8, 11; MM-NO12, 16; MM-POP1; MM-PS3, 14, 25, 37, 39, 41, 67-
68, 71, 95, and 121; and MM-TR17, 23, 28, 35, 83, 85, and 96; and MM-W59-60 and 65. 
 

19. Still other Draft PEIR proposed mitigation measures would cause one or more 
significant effects; however, those effects are not discussed in the PEIR. This omission is 
particularly troublesome.  CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1)(D) requires that if SCAG is 
to adopt such measures and if the measures would cause one or more significant effects, then the 
PEIR must disclose and discuss such effects.  Below are just two examples of such measures:   
 

MM-LU50: Local jurisdictions can and should reduce required road width 
standards whenever feasible to calm traffic and encourage alternative modes of 
transportation. 
 
MM-LU85:  Local jurisdictions can and should reduce heat gain from pavement 
and other hardscaping, including: 
 
 Reinstate the use of parkway strips to allow shading of streets by trees; 
 Include shade trees on south- and west-facing sides of structures; 
 Include low-water landscaping in place of hardscaping around transportation 

infrastructure and in parking areas; 
 Install cool roofs, green roofs, and use cool paving for pathways, parking, and 

other roadway surfaces; 
 Establish standards that provide for pervious pavement options: 
 Remove obstacles to xeriscaping, edible landscaping and low-water 

landscaping. 
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These measures call for reduced street rights-of-way and road pavement widths, which 
may compromise the "levels of service" traffic standards applicable to street segments, which 
oftentimes are used as significance criteria in evaluating a project's traffic impacts.  For example, 
in downtown areas, reduced street widths may be recommended to enhance pedestrian 
accessibility, but, in doing so, the road segment can no longer operate at the required "level of 
service," without creating significant traffic impacts (e.g., congestion, delay).  The Draft PEIR 
did not disclose these potentially significant impacts prior to public circulation.  Because such 
measures are beyond SCAG's limited jurisdiction and authority, and because the Draft PEIR did 
not disclose impacts associated with such mitigation measures, the SCAG Regional Council 
should reject such measures on infeasibility grounds.   
 
 20. Also, other Draft PEIR proposed mitigation measures state that local jurisdictions, 
project sponsors, or other agencies will "ensure" that certain environmental outcomes are 
achieved, or "shall minimize impacts" to various environmental conditions.  In fact, the Draft 
PEIR contains about 100 measures directing that such agencies "ensure" or minimize various 
environmental minimization measures (see, for example, MM-AV11-12; MM-AQ3-13; MM-
BIO-9, 11, 13-14, 17-18, 20, 29-31, 35, 47; MM-CUL12-13; MM-GEO1-9; MM-HM5, 7-8, 14; 
MM-LU15, 23, 58, 63, 67, 70, 75, 79; MM-NO10-11; MM-PS1-3, 12-13, 36, 55, 70, 77; MM-
TR21, 33, 41, 56-57, 81; and MM-W5, 9, 15-16, 18, 26, 29, 31, 36, 46, 47, 60, 62, and 65).  The 
problem, however, is that SCAG lacks the jurisdiction and legal authority to be able to "ensure"  
impacts are mitigated or minimized.  SCAG can offer assistance; it can be a forum for 
cooperative decision-making by its member agencies; and it can encourage mitigation/ 
minimization; but, SCAG lacks the jurisdiction or legal authority to direct or mandate the 
outcome of many of the mitigation proposed in the Draft PEIR.   
 
 21. Although the above comments relative to mitigation measures are critical of the 
proposed mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR, it does not mean that SCAG is completely 
constrained from adopting appropriate and feasible mitigation measures.  For example, an 
appropriate mitigation relative to the water quality impacts identified in the Draft PEIR may be 
as follows:   
 

"The implementing agency should conduct or require project-specific hydrology 
studies for projects proposed to be constructed within floodplains to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable federal, state, and local agency flood-control 
regulations. These studies should identify project design features or mitigation 
measures that reduce impacts to either floodplains or flood flows to a less than 
significant level. For the purposes of this mitigation, less than significant means 
consistent with federal, state, and local regulations and laws related to 
development in the floodplain." 

 
 This measure was taken from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
Draft PEIR for the SACOG 2035 proposed Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) for the SACOG region, which is found at http://www. 
sacog.org/2035/2011/11/draft-environmental-impact-review-released/ and incorporated by this 
reference.  Unlike SCAG's Draft PEIR proposed mitigation measures, the measure taken from 
the SACOG Program EIR appropriately defers to the implementing agency with jurisdiction; it 
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contains performance standards based on compliance with applicable federal, state, and local 
agency flood-control regulations; and it recommends project design features or mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to floodplains or flood flows to less-than-significant levels.  It does 
so without SACOG exceeding its jurisdiction or mandating outcomes without the legal authority 
to do so.  These SACOG mitigation measures should be considered in lieu of all of the proposed 
"can and should" mitigation measures contained in SCAG's Draft PEIR.   
 

22. In both the Executive Summary and Section 4.0, Alternatives, the Draft PEIR 
summarizes and evaluates three alternatives to the proposed project.  These comments focus on 
"Alternative 3," also called the "Envision 2 Alternative."  In summary, according to the Draft 
PEIR, the Envision 2 Alternative "includes far more aggressive densities than the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS, especially around High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs), increases mobility, reduces 
emissions, and limits the development of single-family housing that would be built in the region. 
The Envision 2 transportation network is similar to the Plan network with minor changes to 
goods movement and transit projects. The growth network associated with Envision 2 maximizes 
urban centers, TODs [transit-oriented development] and HQTAs; it also includes a more 
progressive jobs/housing distribution optimized for TOD and infill."  (Draft PEIR, p. ES-3.)   
 
 First, the Draft PEIR made a preliminary determination that this alternative was 
"feasible" for evaluation purposes.  However, the SCAG Regional Council retains the 
discretionary authority to reject the alternative as infeasible based on legal and policy 
considerations, and because it does not meet the proposed project's objectives.  We ask that the 
SCAG Regional Council adopt such findings.   
 
 Second, the Draft PEIR states that the Envision 2 Alternative includes "far more 
aggressive densities" than the proposed project.  Please clarify whether the alternative includes 
"far more aggressive densities" than those found in SCAG's member agencies' adopted general 
plans.  We ask for this clarification because it appears that the alternative, in fact, proposes "far 
more aggressive" densities and intensities than found in the local general plans or cities and 
counties within the region.  If so, then the alternative conflicts with those adopted general plans, 
which is a permissible factor in rejecting the alternative.   
 
 Third, because SCAG does not have any legal jurisdiction to govern the land use 
decisions of its member cities and counties (see Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(K)), SCAG lacks 
the legal authority to require the elected decisionmakers of cities and counties to adopt or 
amend their respective land use policies, including their general plans and zoning ordinances, 
which would be required to implement the alternative's forecasted land use patterns.  
Accordingly, SCAG lacks the jurisdiction and legal authority to implement the alternative's 
"aggressive" development pattern.  This ground also is a permissible basis for the SCAG 
Regional Council to reject the Envision 2 Alternative.   
 
 Fourth, the Envision 2 Alternative increases densities and intensities in developed or 
previously-developed urbanized areas within the region.  The increased densities/intensities are 
"especially around" high quality transit areas, urban centers, transportation corridors, and 
transit-oriented developments.  More specifically, the alternative, if adopted, would increase 
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population adjacent to transportation/transit facilities when compared to the proposed project.  
Please confirm.   
 
 Finally, the Envision 2 Alternative proposes to eliminate single-family development.  We 
encourage the SCAG Regional Council to reject this alternative because the elimination of 
single-family development is both beyond SCAG's legal jurisdiction and not desirable from a 
policy perspective as it would eliminate an important part of the mix of housing to be provided 
by the adopted general plans within the region.   

 
23. The Draft PEIR fails to adequately address the environmental impacts attributable 

to the densification and intensification of land use development.  For example, Section 4.0, 
Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR does not accurately or fully capture the environmental impacts of 
the Envision 2 Alternative.   

 
While not described in the Draft PEIR, increased density and intensity often can tax 

existing public services infrastructure and trigger the need to upsize water mains, sewer lines, 
etc. -- such activities can result in significant environmental impacts.  Also, as compared to the 
proposed project, the Envision 2 Alternative would appear to result in higher cancer risks for 4 
of the 8 corridor segments modeled in the Draft PEIR, not "2 of the 8 corridor segments 
modeled.  (See Draft PEIR, p. 4-31 and compare to Table 4-16, which suggests that the cancer 
risk based on residential exposure to vehicle operation under Envision 2 is greater for I-8 in 
Imperial; SR-91 in Riverside; U.S. 101 in Ventura; and I-15 in San Bernardino).)  Similarly, 
please confirm whether Envision 2's residential densities in closer proximity to 
transportation/transit facilities give rise to greater air quality impacts, including cancer risks and 
other health concerns, when compared to the proposed project.       

 
In summary, the Draft PEIR needs to be revised to reflect the impacts of densification 

and intensification.     
 

*   *   *   * 



Carol Teutsch, M.D. 
  

Los Angeles, CA  
February 13, 2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 
Attention: Margaret Lin 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, Ca 90017 
 
Sent via email lin@scag.ca.gov 
 
Dear Ms. Lin, 
 
Thank you for the comprehensive SCAG RTP currently in draft format.  I have viewed your video and 
attended one of your public meetings.  Many of the comments offered in the public forum reflected 
interest in the active transportation elements and delayed funding for implementing these concepts 
which I am sure you took note of and which reflect my own priorities.  Having individual mobility on 
freeways as a key objective is not sustainable and we should shift away from that as a priority. 
 
I am a physician deeply interested in the environment and in the impact of our environment (built and 
natural) on our health.  TRANSPORTATION IS HEALTH.  I am delighted with the Health in All Policies 
document put in place for the state by our former governor, but feel its careful recommendations are 
not being given adequate prioritization in your thinking. www.sgc.ca.gov/workgroups/hiap.html  
 
 I am new to southern California, having moved here from the east coast.  The area is captivating and we 
need to protect it—not pave over more of it and not continue to building polluting solutions.  
 
I would like to see to health risk and health impact assessments as part of your standard operating plan 
development.  The externalities of health and environmental impact must be known because they affect 
long costs and benefits, which is your responsibility in these long term plans.  
 
A very nice and recent example of integrating public health objectives in transportation planning can be 
seen in an independent research report from the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org) 
(http://www.vtpi.org/health.pdf  accessed March 27, 2011). 
 
I know that cargo movement is an essential part of your plan.  Investing now in better options that are 
zero emission is key to the region’s long term success.  We could implement the “greenest” port in the 
world, helping our region, our citizens’ health and demonstrating leadership for the world. There is 
concern about whether trucking is an appropriate choice for cargo transport and inappropriately 
subsidized by not accounting fully for externalities. The new GAO Report GAO-11-134 showed that “ on 
average, additional freight service provided by trucks generated significantly more costs that are not 
passed on to consumers of that service than the same amount of freight service provided by either rail 
or water.” This report puts an additional burden on SCAG to consider alternatives such as rail and 
appropriately include consideration of all externalities.   
(Full report at http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11134.pdf 



d11134high.pdf

 
 
The tunnel proposal is of special concern to me since I live in Northeast LA. We will be bringing a 
corridor of damaging health effects up this way instead of solving the problem in the south 710 region. 
We see increasing proof of adverse health effects of ultrafine particles and no means to remove them in 
tunnel exhausting.  We also need to see a robust model of costs of running tunnel ventilation which is 
very expensive.  I have many additional references on tunnels and how they concentrate pollutants if 
you need them.  The large ventilation shafts in residential areas are visually and from a health 
perspective undesirable.   We also attract trucks to our roads which are not held to the same pollution 
standards---from Mexico and in construction.  I would like you to directly address these issues  in your 
RTP.  
 
We are all concerned about jobs.  The link provided is by a highly respected transportation expert and 
deals with questions of jobs http://www.uctc.net/access/38/access38 transportation growth.shtml. 
 
You have a difficult job, but it is clear that you can never build your way out of the terminal congestion 
we have on our freeways. There is no uncongested freeway in the area.  The models that are often used 
do not consider adequately induced demands and changing patterns and many secondary variables.  We 
need to provide alternatives and shift incentives to reduce demand on the freeways for individual and 
truck mobility so our current freeways can function efficiently most of the time. We need to coordinate 
smart land use with transportation. There are a lot of creative thinkers and voices. 
Let’s work together to come up with the best solutions! 
 
Carol Teutsch, M.D. 
 



28480 Avenue Stanford, Suite 210 • Santa Clarita, CA 91355 

www.CentennialCA.com 

CEN EN N IAL FOUNDERS LLC 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 121

h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

February 14, 2012 

Re: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft 2012 RTP/SCS and associated PEIR. 
We want to recognize the tremendous efforts put forth by you and your staff to create this 
incredibly complex document while keeping the public informed and welcoming stakeholder 
input every step of the way. 

The application for the proposed sustainable new town of Centennial, located at the intersection 
of 1-5 and SR-138 in North Los Angeles County, was deemed complete by the County of Los 
Angeles in 2008. The proposed $9.5 billion direct investment in this region over 20 years will 
provide 23,000 homes, approximately 27,500 construction jobs and over 30,000 permanent jobs 
for Los Angeles County. By providing a pedestrian-oriented, sustainable community design with 
a balance of jobs and housing and the necessary density to support public and community 
services for the entire region, Centennial will complement the infill, TOO developments being 
proposed in the urban cores, achieving long-term emissions reductions as mandated by SB 
375. 

After careful review of the PEIR, we respectfully request that you consider the attached list of 
technical corrections to various exhibits contained in the RTP/SCS and PEl R. Please note that 
these exhibit corrections have already been conveyed to Jacob Lieb, Manager of 
Environmental Planning, in person. Should you have any questions or require further 
clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Centennial Founders LLC 

Carlene Matchniff 
Vice President Entitlements 

cc: Robert A. Stine, CEO and Kathleen J. Perkinson, Senior VP- Tejon Ranch Company 
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CEf'\JTENNlAL FOUNDERS LLC 

SCAG RTP/SCS and PEIR corrections- TAZs 20280.100, and 20281.100, County of Los 
Angeles 

1) RTP/SCS Exhibit 4.13, Land Use Pattern Map SCAG Region 2035, correct Growth 
Pattern shading to reflect Centennial 

2) RTP/SCS Exhibit 4.15 Land Use Pattern Los Angeles County 2035, correct Growth 
Pattern shading to reflect Centennial 

3) PEIR Exhibit 2.18, Project Description, Land Use Pattern in L.A. County, correct Growth 
Pattern shading to reflect Centennial 

4) PEIR Exhibit 3.3-5, Special Status Natural Cornrnunities in the SCAG Region, correct 
Terr. Cornm. (specific) vegetation category for Centennial to grassland community and 
should not go into Kern County as not in RTP/SCS 

5) PEIR Exhibit 3.8-1, Regional Distribution of Important Farmlands and Grazing Lands; 
need to clarify the difference in similar colors on the legend. Centennial is Grazing Land 
and should be reflected as such. Recommend the map distinguish the colors on the 
legend for Grazing Lands and Non-irrigated Farmlands as they are difficult to distinguish 
as currently presented 

6) PEIR Exhibit 3.8-9, Household Density by Census Tract, correct to correspond to the 
household TAZs for the area and change exhibit to the 901-1 ,500 category 

7) PEIR Exhibit 3.8-10 Employment Density by Census Tract, correct to correspond to the 
employment TAZs for the area and change exhibit to the 1 ,001-1,500 category 



Sponsors: 
 
California State 
University, Fullerton 
 
County of Orange 
 
Municipal Water  
District of 
Orange County 
 
Orange County 
Council of 
Governments 
 
Orange County 
Sanitation District 
 
Orange County 
Transportation 
Authority 
 
Orange County 
Water District 
 
Southern California 
Association of 
Governments 
 
Transportation 
Corridor Agencies 
 
 
Contributing Partner: 
 
Orange County  
Local Agency 
Formation 
Commission 
 

 
 

 

2600 Nutwood Avenue, Suite 750, Fullerton, CA 92831-5404 (657) 278-3009 Fax (657) 278-5091 www.fullerton.edu/cdr/ 

 

 
February 14, 2012 
 
Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov/ lieb@scag.ca.gov 
 
SUBJECT:  COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 2012 RTP PROGRAM  
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 
Dear Mr. Lieb: 
 
The Center for Demographic Research has reviewed the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
PEIR.  We recognize and appreciate the work SCAG staff has done to produce these reports and 
work with local agencies during the development process. We thank you for the opportunity and 
ask for your consideration and response to the following comments.  
 
The CDR would like to express support of comments and recommendations on the Draft 2012 
RTP PEIR by the Orange County Council of Governments, the Orange County Transportation 
Authority, the Transportation Corridor Agencies, and other Orange County agencies.  These 
comments include:  

1) Incorporate the Orange County Projections-2010 Modified Growth Projections, as 
adopted by the OCCOG Board of Directors, into all RTP/SCS/PEIR documents, 
appendices, tables, maps, narrative, modeling runs, PEIR Alternatives (including 
Alternate C/3/Envision 2 referencing the Orange County growth forecasts) 
consistent with the subregional delegation MOU between OCCOG, OCTA and 
SCAG. 

2) SCAG's adoption of the growth forecast numbers should be at the county 
level, consistent with past RTPs, and not at a smaller level of geography such as 
city, census tract, or traffic analysis level. 

3) Change language in all mitigation measures identifying entities other than SCAG to 
read “can and should consider where applicable and feasible.”   To clarify the intent 
that the mitigation measures are a menu of options for which feasibility has not been 
established for any given project, the “can and should” language should be changed 
in all mitigation measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read “should 
consider where applicable and feasible.”  

4) Remove language within mitigation measures that establishes policies not included 
in the RTP/SCS or modifies the measure to specify a policy or endorses specific 
technology which would limit agency authority. 

5) In the draft PEIR, please replace text in all mitigation measures that identify policy 
for either SCAG or other entities with language that reflects either adopted SCAG 
policies or are policies that are included in the RTP and SCS. Mitigation measures 
should not be used to establish new policy for the region.   

6) Remove mitigation measures for SCAG which it does not have purview for under 
the law or directed to do by the Regional Council through policy direction. 

7) Remove all references within mitigation measures that SCAG will “ensure” or “shall 
minimize impacts” that result from a mitigation measures. 
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8) Reword measures to indicate that a new or increased fee, new tax, or other increase is only an option as a 
way to implement the mitigation.   

9) Remove references that indicate a compliance with guidance documents from mitigation measures. 
10) Please remove all mitigation measures listed in the OCCOG letter’s Attachment 1 which are duplicative 

of existing regulations administered by or under the jurisdiction of other agencies. 
11) For each impact, please add the following language: “Local jurisdictions, agencies, and project sponsors 

should comply, as applicable, with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations.”   
12) Remove mitigation measures that are very prescriptive, such reducing street widths to WWII widths or 

specifying preferred technology.  
13) Other comments on the PEIR document in Table 1. 

 
Table 1 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

1 Clarification Executive 
Summary, 
Introduction 
Chapters 

Add language to Executive Summary and Introduction: 
 
“Mitigation measures do not supersede regulations under the 
jurisdiction of other regulatory agencies.” 

2 Clarification ES-2 ES contains matrix of mitigation measures which reference 
project sponsors, local agency, and project implementation 
agency without definitions. Add definitions into ES at end of 
ES.1: 
 
In general, the terms “local agency,” “project sponsor” and 
“project implementing agency” are used throughout this PEIR 
to identify agencies, organizations, companies and individuals 
that will act as lead agencies or project applicants for different 
types of individual projects. Individual projects that are 
anticipated to occur pursuant to the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
consist of planning projects (general plans, specific plans, 
climate action plans, etc.), development projects (including 
Transit Priority Projects (TPPs) and other similar projects), and 
transportation projects. 
 
In general, “local agency” is used to refer to a public agency 
that would propose a planning project or a public infrastructure 
project and/or an agency that would be lead agency for 
individual projects. “Project sponsor” is typically used to refer 
to an applicant (that could be public or private, an organization 
or an individual) that proposes a project. “Project implementing 
agency” is used to refer to an agency responsible for 
implementing a project. In this document, project-
implementing agencies are those that are responsible for 
carrying out (reviewing, approving, constructing) 
transportation projects. 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

3 Clarification ES-3, 1-4, 
Chapter 4 

Alternatives’ Naming: No Project Alternative, Modified 2008 
RTP Alternative, Envision 2 Alternative; Alternatives 1, 2, 3 
 
Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the SCS 
Background Documentation appendix on pages 71-74 and 80-
83.  
 
Please be consistent with naming protocol for alternatives 
between all documents. 

4 Fix numbering ES-31 Duplicate naming of GHG11 and GHG12 
5 Please define ES-42 LU63- What are the smart growth principles? 
6 Please define ES-42 LU64- What are the benchmarks for smart growth? 
7 Fix numbering ES-51 PS17 & PS18 are missing 
8 Fix numbering ES-53 Duplicate naming of PS36 & PS37 
9 Please define ES-67 TR 34- what are the identified transportation benchmarks? 
10 Please define ES-83, 3.13-42 

MM-W43 
Define climate change hydrology 

11 Please define ES-40, 3.8-21 
MM-LU42 

Define urban growth boundary 

12 Please define ES-57, 3.11-49 
MM-PS68 & 
ES-74, 3.12-43 
MM-TR96 

Define parking cash out program/ cashouts 

13 Clarification 1-5,  
paragraph 1 
 
 
 
 
 
Other chapters 
as applies 

“Mitigation Measures proposed in this PEIR are available as 
tools for implementing agencies and local lead agencies to use 
as they deem applicable. The implementing agencies and local 
lead agencies are responsible for ensuring adherence to the 
mitigation measures as 2012-2035 RTP/SCS projects are 
considered for approval over time.” 
 
Please make similar text amendments to other sections, 
including the Executive Summary, of the PEIR that reference 
how the mitigation measures are to be used by lead agencies.  

14 Clarification 1-5 Besides IGR, what other monitoring efforts is SCAG in charge 
of? (that would require lead agencies to provide SCAG with 
documentation of compliance with mitigation measures) 

15 Clarification 1-6,  
paragraph 3 

Language correction: “The latter former finding…” 

16 Clarification 1-7 Change language on page 1-7 found in 2 places under 
MITIGATION MEASURES, subheadings Transportation 
Project Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development 
Project Mitigation:  
 
“This Draft PEIR has made a preliminary determination that 
the proposed mitigation measures are feasible and effective. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that these agencies will 
actually implement them where, in the agencies’ independent 
discretion, the measures are deemed applicable in light specific 
circumstances at the project level.” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

17 Clarification 2-3 Amend the land use strategies under the section Purpose and 
Need for Action to reflect the strategies included in the SCS 
chapter of the RTP.   

18 Update growth 
forecast 
numbers 

2-3, Table 2-1 
 
 
 
Other chapters 
as applies 

In December 2011, Orange County provided SCAG with the 
revised growth forecast dataset, OCP-2010 Modified, per the 
OC SCS MOU (official OCCOG Board action 1/26/2012).  
 
Please incorporate OCP-2010 Modified into all reports, tables, 
exhibits, alternatives, maps, and modeling runs for final RTP 
PEIR. 

19 Clarification 2-5 Sustainability section should be separated.  
 
Language correction:  
Sustainability. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is subject to specific 
requirements for environmental performance. 
 
New paragraph: 
“Beyond simply meeting these requirements, a …”  

20 Clarification 2-5, Table 2-2 “Align the plan investments and policies with while 
improving…”  

21 Please define 2-14 Define “scrip” 
22 Clarification 2-21 AB 32 is global warming solutions act. SB 375 was determined 

to be stand-alone legislation. RTP document is not forum to 
address global climate change and references distract from RTP 
goal and purpose. “Global warming” and “global climate 
change” are not interchangeable phrases. References should be 
removed or, where appropriate, language should be changed to 
“global warming”. Delete sentence in “Goods Movement 
Environmental Strategy”: 
Goods movement is also a major source of GHG emissions that 
contribute to global climate change. 

23 Clarification 2-25, 
paragraph 3 

“The SCS demonstrates the region’s ability to attain meet and 
exceed the GHG emission reduction targets…” 

24 Clarification 2-26, 
paragraph 1 

“The RTP/SCS was built primarily from local General Plans 
and input from local governments, the subregional 
COGs, from the County Transportation Commission, and from 
using the Local Sustainability Planning Tool.” 

25 Clarification 2-27, 
paragraph 3 

“Additionally, SCAG the region moves towards improving the 
current distribution of households by income category in the 
region through…” 

26 Clarification 2-27, 
paragraph 4 

Not in SCAG’s authority, nor funding available. Delete 
sentence:  
SCAG will work with local jurisdictions and community 
stakeholders to seek resources and provide assistance to 
address any possible gentrification effects of new development 
on existing communities and vulnerable populations. 
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PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

27 Clarification 2-27, 
paragraph 5 

“The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use development pattern 
accommodates over 50 percent of new housing and 
employment growth in HQTAs, while keeping jurisdictional 
totals consistent with local input.”   
 
Please confirm that there are no changes to the local land use 
inputs provided by Orange County. 

28 Clarification 2-28, 
paragraph 1 

“Cities such as The City of Pasadena provide provides a 
relevant reference for the City Center community type.” 

29 Clarification 2-29 “For purposes of SCAG’s SCS, a Development Type reflects 
an estimated average density of 22 residential units per acre. 
However, it is important to note that the designation is a 
potential ultimate average for the TAZ—and is not an absolute 
project-specific requirement that must be met in order to 
determine consistency with the SCS. In other words, the SCS 
was not developed with the intent that each project to be 
located within any given TAZ must exactly equal the density 
and relative use designations that are indicated by the SCS 
Development Type in order for the project to be found 
consistent with the SCS’s use designation, density, building 
intensity and applicable policies. Instead, any given project, 
having satisfied all of the statutory requirements of either a 
residential/mixed-use project or TPP, may be deemed by the 
lead agency to be consistent with the SCS so long as the project 
does not prevent achieving the estimated average use 
designations, densities and building intensities indicated by the 
Development Type within the TAZ, assuming that the TAZ 
will be built-out under reasonable local planning and zoning 
assumptions.”   
 
Does the above PEIR language create a requirement for 
average TAZ density levels in 2035 and a requirement that 
each local project not preclude those density levels?  
 
Additionally, please clarify whether in HQTAs, these densities 
could be exceeded as well as implications of an area that is 
already fully developed not redeveloping such that it ever 
achieves the identified densities. 

30 Clarification 2-32,  
Table 2-20 

Change title to “Demographic and Economic Categories” 

31 Please define 2-35,  
Paragraph 1 

Define “progressive jobs/housing distribution optimized for 
TOD and infill”  

32 Please define 3.8-5 
paragraph 3 

Define “open space” 

33 Clarification 3.8-5 
paragraph 4 

“As shown in Map 3.8-6, urban centers in the SCAG region is 
are in the form of clusters,…” 

34 Clarification 3.11-6 
paragraph 4 

“In addition, some climate change studies suggest …” 
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REFERENCE 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

35 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

4-39 Envision 2 alternative contains growth projections that would 
place housing in flight paths, locate housing on sites for which 
housing is not allowed due to environmental contamination, 
would significantly impact existing industrial operations 
necessary to maintain quality jobs in the region, and does not 
include development projects that are legally allowed due to 
having existing entitlement for development.  Because this 
alternative does not consider the existing health and safety of 
future residents nor the existing legal approvals of development 
in the region, it is not possible to determine if the alternative is 
actually superior to other alternatives.  It is simply another 
alternative for consideration. 
 
Please remove references to the Envision 2 (or any other name 
of this alternative) as being environmentally superior.   
 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ENVISION 2 
ALTERNATIVE 

36 Revise 
language to 
clarify  

4-40 “Of the three alternatives, the Envision 2 Alternative would be 
considered by State CEQA guidelines as the environmentally 
superior alternative because it does not allow further use of 
land for single-family development…” 

 
Thank you again for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Deborah S. Diep 
CDR Director 
 
 
CC:  CDR Management Oversight Committee 
  CDR Technical Advisory Committee 
 Hasan Ikhrata, SCAG 
 Scott Martin, CDR 
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City of Anaheim 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7 

RE: DRAFT 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN, 
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY, AND DRAFT 
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and its associated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). City staff recognizes the 
monumental efforts undertaken by SCAG to prepare these extremely important 
regional documents. 

The City of Anaheim is a recognized leader in the region for establishing creative 
and innovative new, infill and refill development strategies that support many of 
SCAG's objectives, particularly as they relate to transportation infrastructure, urban 
growth, and sustainability. The City has also taken a proactive role in reducing 
regulations and promoting incentive based approaches to encourage business and 
development growth, preserve existing neighborhoods and help foster a freedom 
friendly regulatory environment. Our comments below are based on the extensive 
experience the City has in proactively supporting infill and refill development and 
reflect the City policies of reducing regulations and promoting incentive based 
approaches instead of increasing regulation. It is important that the k TP /SCS and 
PEIR documents do not contain provisions that restrict the City's flexibility to 
develop the policies, strategies and programs that will work best for our community 
while meeting regional goals. 

Staff has also reviewed and concurs with comments from the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) and the Orange County Council of Governments 
(OCCOG). Some ofthese OCTA and OCCOG comments are restated and 
highlighted in the comments below. 

Comments on the RTP and SCS 

Expanded High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes System - Staff concurs with the 
OCTA comments identifying a need for additional information on the HOT Lane 
network included in the RTP. An expansion of toll facilities in the region that is not 

200 South Anaheim Boulevard 
P.O . Box 3222 
Anaheim , California 92803 

TEL (714) 765-5139 
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consistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) prepared by the OCTA has been 
included in the RTP.  Specifically, the RTP/SCS identifies a program to allow extra capacity in 
High Occupancy Vehicle lanes (HOV lanes or carpool lanes) to be sold to single-occupant 
drivers, thus converting these facilities into High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes.  This change is 
shown along the SR-91 from the Orange/Los Angeles County border and connecting with the 
existing SR-91 toll facilities.  Several miles of this facility are within or are partially within the 
City of Anaheim and are bounded by residential neighborhoods.  Because the facility is not 
currently funded through the OCTA LRTP and does not have the capacity to support a toll 
system, more information is necessary to evaluate the project’s feasibility.    

 
Request:   

1. Please include text in the RTP stating that any expansion of the HOT lanes is tentative 
and would require additional study to determine right-of-way impacts, community issues, 
and overall feasibility. 

 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) Project – Staff concurs with the OCTA 
comments supporting a phased delivery approach, which includes early investment in the 
existing LOSSAN and Metrolink infrastructure, and indicating it is more prudent to begin 
implementation at the “bookends” of the system.  City staff also submitted a letter to the CHSRA 
regarding the Draft 2012 Business Plan (see Attachment 1), indicating that implementing this 
“bookend” approach in the most urbanized regions of the State at the onset of the project is 
needed to enhance the passenger experience, reduce travel times, improve safety and provide 
critical connections to the existing passenger rail systems in these regions.  It would also 
maximize the investment of State and Federal funds so that these critical improvements will be 
implemented. 
 
Sustainable Communities Strategy – Under SB 375 and only within the SCAG region, 
subregional councils of government were allowed to prepare subregional SCSs that SCAG is 
then required to incorporate into the regional SCS.  In Orange County, OCCOG and OCTA 
developed a countywide SCS (OC SCS) to be included as the County’s contribution to the 
SCAG regional SCS.   SCAG notes in the RTP/SCS that it has incorporated the OC SCS in its 
entirety into the regional SCS as an appendix to the document, but it is unclear what the standing 
of the OC SCS is.  The OC SCS contains a set of strategies agreed upon by local governments, 
agencies and other stakeholders within Orange County and should represent the SCS that is 
applicable to the Orange County region. 
 
Request: 

2. Please revise the text in the last paragraph on page 106 to state:  “These subregional 
SCS documents are incorporated into the regional SCS and represent the SCS for each of 
these subregions.” 

 
References to the RTP inducing growth – Several sections of the RTP/SCS state that it has the 
ability to affect the distribution of growth as well as induce growth (see page 80 under 
Population and Housing as an example).  This is inconsistent with the “bottoms-up” approach 
SCAG undertook in the development of the documents wherein SCAG staff stated that they 
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would accept and use growth forecast data provided by local jurisdictions.  The RTP/SCS is 
intended to incorporate the planned land use pattern that is expected to accommodate the 
projected future growth of this region as well as the planned transportation system that supports 
that growth.  Therefore, growth is not induced, it is planned for.   The document inaccurately 
implies a lack of coordination between land use and transportation entities.  
 
Request: 

3. Please amend text within the RTP/SCS, including the language on page 80, to remove the 
reference to the RTP and SCS inducing growth and replace it with language that 
acknowledges that the document reflects a land use pattern that accommodates the 
forecast growth for the region. 

 
Comments on the Draft PEIR 
 
Intent of the PEIR to Serve as a Menu of Options – The draft PEIR includes mitigation and 
direction to the region that appears to overstep the requirements of SB 375 related to land use 
planning and applies a prescriptive set of mitigation measures to local agencies, project sponsors 
and other entities.  A key principle of SB 375 is that it is not intended to supersede local 
agencies' authority to regulate land uses.  Specifically, Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) 
states that “. . . .Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy shall be interpreted as superseding 
the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within the region. . . .”  However, the 
language used in the PEIR appears to impose obligations on local agencies within the SCAG 
region, which is inconsistent with this law.   It also appears to be inconsistent with SCAG staff’s 
explanation that the PEIR and its mitigation measures are intended to provide a “toolbox” or 
menu of potential options for local agencies to use at their discretion.   
 
Specifically, the draft PEIR on page 1-7 asserts that mitigation measures have been determined 
to be feasible and states that entities “can and should” implement the measures.  These 
statements, in addition to the use of “can and should” in mitigation measures addressed at local 
agencies and project sponsors, imply that local agencies are obligated to implement and address 
the measures regardless of whether they deem the measures are feasible and applicable to a 
particular project.  It is recognized that the “can and should” language is derived from CEQA; 
however, given the express limitation of SB 375 upon local agencies’ land use authority, the 
language is inappropriate.  Further, SCAG did not complete the Climate and Economic 
Development Project (CEDP) that was intended to analyze and provide documentation related to 
the feasibility and effectiveness certain strategies would have on the region.  Because of the lack 
of information supporting the determinations of feasibility, it is inappropriate for the PEIR to 
make such an assertion. 
 
Requests: 

4. In order for the mitigation measures to truly be considered a toolbox of options for 
consideration by various entities in the SCAG region as intended, it is offered that all 
mitigation measures in the PEIR intended for entities other than SCAG be moved into an 
appendix to the PEIR and be renamed as sustainability strategies.  These strategies could 
then be identified for consideration by lead agencies as mitigation for future projects 
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should a lead agency choose to do so and deem them applicable and feasible.  The PEIR 
should only retain mitigation measures applicable to SCAG.  The PEIR should not make 
any determination of the feasibility of the measures applicable to other entities, as this 
will be made by a lead agency.  The Executive Summary, Introduction, and Project 
Description must also be updated to reflect the nature of the new appendix of 
sustainability strategies.   

 
Regardless of SCAG’s acceptance of Request #4 above, the following comments are also 
provided: 
 

5. Due to the size of the SCAG region, it is not feasible for all potential projects undertaken 
within the SCAG region to be required to report to SCAG when mitigation measures in 
this PEIR are considered.  Nor does it seem feasible for SCAG to accurately track the 
information in a meaningful way.  Please clarify the obligations local agencies may have 
regarding SCAG’s monitoring efforts.  Specifically, clarify on Page 1-5 what the 
responsibilities of lead agencies are in regards to reporting to SCAG either use of or 
compliance with mitigation measures contained in the document.   

6. Please provide the feasibility analysis on the mitigation measures included in the PEIR 
and incorporate as an appendix to the document. 

7. Please amend the language in the first paragraph on page 1-5 to state:  “Mitigation 
Measures proposed in this PEIR are available as tools for implementing agencies and 
local lead agencies to use, as they deem applicable. can be incorporated as policies in 
the Final 2012-2035 RTP/SCS to help ensure that feasible mitigation measures are 
implemented at the project level.” 

8. Please include language in the Executive Summary and in the certifying resolution for 
the PEIR explaining that the PEIR is intended to represent a menu of options available 
for consideration by local agencies and other entities at their discretion. 

9. Please amend the language on page 1-7 under Mitigation Measures subheadings 
Transportation Project Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development Project 
Mitigation to read:  “The Draft PEIR includes a menu of possible mitigation measures 
that local jurisdictions, project sponsors, and other entities may implement as applicable 
and feasible.  It is reasonable to assume that lead agencies, in their independent 
discretion, will implement measures which they determine to be applicable and feasible.” 

10. Please amend language in all mitigation measures identifying entities other than SCAG 
to state “can and should consider where applicable and feasible.” 

 
Policy Statements in the PEIR – The PEIR should not establish policy that has not been vetted in 
open and public forums.  Most directly, page 2-3 of the Project Description, under the section 
Purpose and Need for Action, includes a bulleted list of policies that are not consistent with those 
included in the RTP/SCS.  Additionally, many mitigation measures throughout the PEIR include 
an action and then, to give the action a direction, a policy statement follows that is inconsistent 
with or extends the policies in the RTP and SCS.  For example, MM-TR 35 states:  “Local 
jurisdictions can and should adopt a comprehensive parking policy that discourages private 
vehicle use and encourages the use of alternative transportation.”  While the policy to 
“encourage the use of alternative transportation” is directly linked to the policies of both the RTP 
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and specifically, the SCS chapter, the policy statement to “discourage private vehicle use” is not 
and would establish additional policy. 
 
Requests: 

11. Please amend the bulleted list on page 2-3 to accurately reflect the actual policies and 
strategies included in the RTP and SCS as opposed to identifying new ones. 

12. Please delete or amend all mitigation measures that include policy statements that would 
establish policy not contained in the RTP/SCS.  If policy statements are amended as 
opposed to being deleted, please ensure that the policy statements are consistent with 
stated policies in the RTP/SCS.  For example, in MM-TR35, please amend the text to 
state:  “Local jurisdictions can and should, where applicable and feasible, adopt a 
comprehensive parking policy that discourages private vehicle use and encourages the 
use of alternative transportation.”  Attachment 2 identifies mitigation measures to delete 
or amend per this request.  This list may not be exhaustive. 

 
CEQA Streamlining – One of the key components of SB 375 was the inclusion of incentives that 
provided CEQA streamlining for projects consistent with the objectives of the bill as well as 
consistent with the SCS.  As identified on pages 1-10 through 1-12, for projects to qualify for 
these incentives, mitigation measures from the applicable environmental document must be 
incorporated into the project.  It is not clear, however, which measures would need to be 
incorporated into a project for it to qualify, particularly in light of the intent of SCAG for the 
measures to be a toolbox. 
 
Request: 

13. Please clarify how the “menu of mitigation measures” from this PEIR is expected to be 
used by a lead agency or a project to qualify for the use of the CEQA streamlining 
provisions of SB 375. 

 
SCAG Authority – Several mitigation measures, listed in Attachment 3, identify actions that 
SCAG shall undertake to mitigate impacts of the plan.  Many appropriately direct SCAG to 
provide a discussion forum or serve as a central data repository for a broad range of topics that 
affect the region as a whole.  However, many others inappropriately direct SCAG to establish 
practices, standards, or policy in areas unrelated to SCAG purview within the RTP.  SCAG’s 
authority is established by state and federal requirements regarding the RTP and its preparation.   
In recent years, its authority has been expanded by new state requirements contained in SB 375 
that direct SCAG to consider the interaction between land uses and the transportation system in 
order to identify strategies that help meet state goals of reducing the cost of transportation 
infrastructure and reducing emissions of greenhouse gases from automobiles and light duty 
trucks that specifically result from the configuration of land uses.  SCAG even stated in a Special 
Meeting of the Community, Economic and Human Development Committee on January 8, 2009, 
that SB 375 does not address green buildings, energy efficiency, municipal operation, waste 
management, water or technology of vehicles. The measures often appear to be directed at policy 
implementation that is under these other topics and is unrelated to the plan itself, such as 
implementing AB 32.  Such measures will essentially require SCAG to establish policy in areas 
for which it has no authority.   
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Additionally, it is not clear how SCAG would fund the work efforts because they are not directly 
related to its mission and, therefore, do not have established funding.  For example, MM-PS 118 
states: “SCAG shall continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to 
provide direction on specific approaches and models and to specify levels of performance for 
regionally significant projects to be consistent with regional plans.”  Green building practices 
and energy efficiency measures are already addressed by various state and federal agencies, as 
well as by other local and regional organizations, and are not related to regional transportation 
planning or requirements under SB 375.  Further, SCAG does not have the authority to specify 
levels of performance for land use or buildings.   
 
SCAG’s development of such policies could have significant effect on the region and its growth 
and development if they become adopted due to changes in CEQA and other state laws that 
require consideration of adopted regional plans.  Policies that could have such an impact should 
not be established without sufficient means to develop and maintain them reflective of new laws, 
regulations, and data.  Without authority and a permanent funding source to maintain such 
offsets of policies, it would not be efficient or effective for SCAG to develop them.   
 
Requests: 

14. Please limit mitigation measures that are applicable to SCAG to those areas for which 
SCAG has purview. 

15. Please clarify how the actions and programs required by the measures SCAG is tasked 
with would be funded to ensure that they are feasible for SCAG to undertake. 

16. Please remove the mitigation measures listed in Attachment 3 that are applicable to 
SCAG and for which it does not have purview for under the law.  Please note that this list 
may not be exhaustive. 

 
SCAG’s Ability to Accomplish Mitigation Measures – SCAG has limited authority in many of 
the areas included in measures it will be required to undertake.  As such, it will not be able to 
ensure impacts are mitigated and that the outcomes identified do actually occur.  SCAG can 
assist, offer information, educate, and provide discussion forums for topics outside its area of 
jurisdiction; however, it is not possible to “ensure” that outcomes are achieved for projects and 
development that are outside of its authority.   
 
Request: 

17. In order for mitigation measures to be achievable by SCAG, it is recommended that all 
references within mitigation measures indicating that SCAG will “ensure” or “shall 
minimize impacts” be removed or amended.  The following is an example of the 
recommended changes:MM-CUL17:  “Impacts to cultural resources shall be minimized 
through cooperation, information sharing, and SCAG’s shall, through cooperation, 
information sharing and ongoing regional planning efforts such as web-based planning 
tools for local government including CA lots, and direct technical assistance efforts such 
as Compass Blueprint’s Toolbox Tuesday series, provide information and assistance to 
local agencies to help them avoid impacts to cultural resources. Resource agencies, such 
as the Office of Historic Preservation, shall be consulted during this process.” 
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Measures Suggesting New Fees or Taxes – Several mitigation measures indicate that local 
jurisdictions or other entities should implement new fees or propose taxes to pay for a variety of 
programs or for acquisition of land for preservation, provision of transit and more.  Increases to 
fees or taxes are issues that could require voter approval may not be approved.  It is more 
appropriate to include such actions as options to implement measures and that such options 
would be at the discretion and consideration of the lead agency. 
 
Request: 

18. Please indicate in measures that any new or increased fee, new tax, or other increase is 
only an option as a way to implement the mitigation.  Additionally, no assertion that 
these options are feasible should be made in the PEIR. 

 
Measures Duplicative of Existing Law – Many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of 
existing regulation or processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements).  Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, it is intended that measures be identified that will mitigate impacts 
of the project.  Existing regulations are already assumed to be abided by in the evaluation of the 
impact and the significance of the impact after all existing regulation is applied.  Therefore, 
mitigation measures should address those actions that need to be undertaken in addition to 
existing regulation in order to mitigate the impact.  
 
Further, it is possible for regulations to change over time.  Because of this, restatement of the 
regulation in the mitigation measures could result in future conflict between the stated mitigation 
and the regulation. Attachment 4 presents a list of many of the mitigation measures that reflect 
existing regulations.   
 
Request: 

19. Please remove all mitigation measures which are duplicative of existing regulations 
administered by or under the jurisdiction of other agencies.  Attachment 4 includes a list 
of such measures; however, the list may not be exhaustive. 

 
Prescriptive and Specific Mitigation in Measures – Many mitigation measures identify specific 
technologies or prescriptive actions to be undertaken, such as specifying use of Light Emitting 
Diode (LED) technology for streetlights or specifying setback standards.  Because the PEIR 
covers a large region for a several year period, specifying such technology or a specific 
regulation could create future conflict if more energy efficient technology becomes available or 
if better strategies are identified.  It would be more appropriate for the PEIR to use broader 
definitions in what should be included in the implementation of mitigation and provide lead 
agencies with more latitude in determining what is appropriate for each project. 
 
Requests: 

20. Please delete or amend all mitigation measures that include specific technology or 
specify prescriptive actions that are under the purview of local agencies.  For example, in 
MM-TR 23, it is recommended that the measure be amended to state:  “Local  
jurisdictions  can and should, where applicable and feasible,  coordinate  controlled  
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intersections  so that traffic  passes  more  efficiently  through congested  areas.  Where  
traffic  signals  or  streetlights  are  installed,  local jurisdictions should, as applicable 
and feasible, require  the  use  of  a feasible, energy efficient Light  Emitting  Diode  
(LED) technology.” 

21. Please delete mitigation measures or text within measures that is prescriptive, such as 
identifying the reduction of street widths to WWII widths or specifying building setbacks.   

 
Growth Forecast and Mapping 
(Comments in this section are applicable to both the RTP/SCS and the PEIR.) 
 
The City of Anaheim actively participates and works with SCAG, OCCOG, OCTA, and the 
Center for Demographic Research (CDR) at Cal State Fullerton to ensure that GIS and socio-
economic growth forecast data intended for use in regional planning, including the RTP/SCS 
accurately reflects the City’s land use pattern and expected growth.   

 
Accuracy in all of these data sets is essential because these data are used throughout the region 
for a variety of transportation, growth, and air quality modeling that, in turn, is used to determine 
compliance with State and Federal regulation.  With the passage of SB 375, these data carry the 
increased responsibility of demonstrating compliance the State goals to reduce greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions as well as directly linking the growth projections to State mandates relative to 
the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA).  Because of the importance of these data, it is 
necessary for SCAG to utilize the most current and accurate data in the RTP/SCS and PEIR.   
 
Requests: 

22. Please update all documents, tables, maps, narratives, modeling runs, and PEIR 
Alternatives (including the alternate referenced in the documents, including the PEIR, as  
C, 3, and Envision 2) that reference the Orange County growth forecasts with the Orange 
County Projections-2010 Modified Growth Projections, as adopted by the OCCOG 
Board of Directors and consistent with the subregional delegation Memorandum of 
Understanding between OCCOG, OCTA and SCAG. 

23. Please ensure that all maps included in the adopted RTP/SCS and PEIR accurately 
reflect the City of Anaheim’s data, as submitted to SCAG between 2008 and 2011, for 
2008 existing land use, zoning, general plan land uses, and the growth forecast. 

 
There is also a need to ensure that these data remain flexible.  Because the RTP/SCS is adopted 
and in standing for 4 years, it is important to ensure that flexibility is built into the land use and 
growth forecast data so that it can accommodate the large number of land use changes that will 
occur in the SCAG region in each cycle.  It is particularly important for those cities making land 
use changes consistent with the goals and policies of the RTP/SCS that are not consistent with 
the growth forecast at a small scale.  To ensure this flexibility, the growth forecast should not be 
adopted at a small geographic scale such as at a city level or census tract.   
 
Request: 

24. To ensure flexibility and reduce potential conflicts with local control in land use matters, 
it is requested that SCAG adopt the growth forecast data set at the county level and not at 
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a smaller geography such as a subregion, city, census tract, traffic analysis zone or other 
smaller geography. 

We would again like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on these documents. Please 
forward any subsequent public notices and/or environmental documents regarding the projects 
discussed in the RTP/SCS and/or the PEIR to Tracy Sato, AICP, Senior Planner at the address 
listed at the bottom of the first page of this letter. If you have any questions regarding these 
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (714) 765-5010. 

Sincerely, 

Sheri Vander Dussen, AICP 
Planning Director 

svd:ts:sr 

Attachments 

cc: Doug Williford, Southern CaJifornia Association of Governments 
Margaret Lin, Southern California Association of Governments 
Jacob Lieb, Southern California Association of Governments 
David Simpson, Orange County Council of Government 
Lacy Kelley, Association of California Cities- Orange County 
Natalie Meeks, City of Anaheim Public Works Department 
Steve Sciortino, City of Anaheim Public Utilities Department 

. Marty DeSollar, City of Anaheim External Affairs 
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200 S. Anaheim Blvd., Suite 276 
Anaheim, California 92805 

TEL (714)765-5176 
FAX (714) 765-5225 

www.anaheim.net 

City of Anaheim 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

January 12, 2012 

Chairman Thomas J. Umberg 
Board of Directors 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Subject: California High-Speed Rail- Draft 2012 Business Plan 

Dear Chairman: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2012 Business 
Plan for the California High-Speed Rail Project. 

Attached to this letter are our comments on the Plan. Of particular interest is the 
proposed phased delivery approach for constructing the project, including the 
implementation of a blended approach allowing for existing rail service providers 
such as Amtrak, Metrolink, and Caltrain to provide much needed connectivity to the 
backbone of the high-speed rail system by sharing facilities and tracks. 
Implementing this approach in the most urbanized regions of the State (the Northern 
and Southern California "bookends" of the project) at the onset of the project, 
instead of the later phasing indicated in the Plan, is needed to enhance the passenger 
experience, reduce travel times, improve safety and provide critical connections to 
the existing passenger rail systems in these regions. It would also maximize the 
investment of State and Federal funds and ensure these critical improvements will 
be implemented. We therefore request your consideration of revising the project 
schedule to start this work at the onset of the project. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Should you have any 
questions, please contact me at 714-765-4530 or NMeeks@anaheim.net. 

Sincerely, 

atalie Meeks 
Public Works Director 

C: Bob Wingenroth, Interim City Manager 
Jamie Lai, Transit Division Manager 
Linda Johnson, Principal Planner 
Project File 

H:\Engineering\ADMIN\LETTERS\ TRANSIT\ 
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Page 2-2 
Exhibit 2-1 

Page 2-19 

Page 3-5 

Page 8-10 

Page 10-19 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

California High Speed Rail 
Comments on the Draft 2012 Business Plan 

Exhibit 2-1. Full high-speed rail systems with connections - There will be Intercity Bus 
services at the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC). Please add the 
Intercity Bus s bol to Anaheim on the exhibit. 
Blended operations to Los Angeles and Anaheim - Please modify the second to the last 
sentence in this paragraph as follows (bold shows new word): "Anaheim has will alse fta.ve 
connections to Amtrak's Surfliners and the Metrolink commuter rail service." 
San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim (Phase 1)- Please change the end of the ftrst sentence 
as follows: "and the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC). m 
A:ft&Beim.'' 
The Plan discusses potential local agency contributions including cost-sharing, contribution of 
right-of-way and cooperative funding arrangements or revenues from innovative use of right
of-way/system facilities/equipment. Have discussions with the local agencies been conducted 
to ascertain the level of interest in these t es of ro ams? 
Please revise this section as follows (words requested to be removed shown in strikeeat, 
additional words in bold): 

"Anaheim- The Anaheim Station (ARTIC iBte~medal statiea)is fllaflfted as flB:rt efthe 2Q fllBS 
millieB SEfea£e feet PlatiBlHB Trirmgle FeBe7releflmeBt f'Fej eet, wfiieh is planned as an 
expansion of the Anaheim Regional lntermodal Transportation Center (ARTIC) located 
between Angel Stadium and Honda Center within the 820-acre Platinum Triangle. This 
area, located north of the confluence of Interstate 5 and State Route 57, is planned for 
development of nearly 19,000 residential units; 5 million square feet of commercial 
development; and, 14.5 million square feet of office development. Currently, 15 projects 
are at or past the design stage totaling more than 8,000 residential units, 600,000 square feet of 
commercial space and 130 hotel rooms. The 17-acre portion of the Platinum Triangle in the 
ARTIC ~Mixed Use District is expected to be office-oriented with some retail and 
residential space, specifically allowing for 520 residential units, 2.2 million square feet of 
office space, and 360,000 square feet of retail. O·;erall, the PlatinlHB Triaagle has memeBtum 
and is e*f)eeted te eeatiaee regafdless efHSR aeeess. One major attribute that the Anaheim 
Station and HSR ridership will benefit from is the concentration of recreational and 
convention destinations within close proximity to the station, including Disneyland Park, 
Disney's California Adventure and the Anaheim Convention Center in The Anaheim 
Resort and ,'\ftgelesthe Angel Stadium, Honda Center and the City National Grove of 
Anaheim in the Platinum Triangle. The City of Anaheim is also working cooperatively 
with the Orange County Transportation Authority as part of the Go Local Program on a 
proposed fixed-guideway project which would connect ARTIC with destinations in the 
Platinum Triangle and The Anaheim Resort." 

Please consider revising the project schedule to implement the blended approach at the project 
''bookends" at the onset. This will ensure that available funding is maximized to complete 
critical connections in the most urbanized areas of the State at the earliest point. 
It is unclear whether the Project costs include the cost of improvements at ARTIC to 
accommodate high-speed rail services. It is also unclear whether the costs of all mitigation 
measures needed to implement the project are incorporated since the environmental document 
is still underway. 

Do the project costs reflect increases in electricity costs that could occur with implementation 
ofAB32? 



Attachment 2 
 

Policy Statements to Delete or Amend in Mitigation Measures 
 

Please amend the following mitigation measures (Reference Request #12, City of Anaheim 
Comments).  This list may not be exhaustive. 
 

 MM-BIO/OS 56 
 MM-GEO 3 
 MM-GEO 4 
 MM-GHG 3 
 MM-GHG 11 
 MM-GHG 12 
 MM-LU2 26 
 MM-LU 41 
 MM-LU 42 
 MM-LU 47 
 MM-LU 48 
 MM-LU 51 
 MM-LU 53 
 MM-LU 56 
 MM-LU 57 
 MM-LU 60 
 MM-LU 61 
 MM-LU 65 
 MM-LU 69 

 MM-LU 71 
 MM-LU 74 
 MM-LU 75 
 MM-LU 77 
 MM-LU 80 
 MM-LU 81 
 MM-POP 1 
 MM-PS 25 
 MM-PS 41 
 MM-PS 65 
 MM-TR 21 
 MM-TR 35 
 MM-TR 42 
 MM-TR 53 
 MM-TR 65 
 MM-TR 93 
 MM-TR 96 
 MM-W 65 



Attachment 3 
 

Mitigation Measures Outside of SCAG Authority 
 
Please amend the following mitigation measures (Reference Request #16, City of Anaheim 
Comments). This list may not be exhaustive. 

 

 MM-BIO/OS 44  MM-LU 56  MM-PS 25 
 MM-BIO/OS 45  MM-LU 57  MM-PS 37 
 MM-BIO/OS 46  MM-LU 60  MM-PS 39 
 MM-BIO/OS 48  MM-LU 61  MM-PS 67 
 MM-GHG 3  MM-LU 64  MM-PS 68 
 MM-GHG 8  MM-LU 65  MM-PS 71 
 MM-GHG 11  MM-LU 69  MM-PS 95 
 MM-LU 9  MM-LU 71  MM-PS 118 
 MM-LU 21  MM-LU 74  MM-PS 121 
 MM-LU 22  MM-LU 75  MM-TR 17 
 MM-LU 24  MM-LU 77  MM-TR 23 
 MM-LU 26  MM-LU 80  MM-TR 28 
 MM-LU 32  MM-LU 81  MM-TR 35 
 MM-LU 34  MM-LU 82  MM-TR 83 
 MM-LU 41  MM-LU 83  MM-TR 85 
 MM-LU 42  MM-NO 12  MM-TR 96 
 MM-LU 47  MM-NO 16  MM-W 34 
 MM-LU 48  MM-POP 1  MM-W 59 
 MM-LU 51  MM-PS 3  MM-W 60 
 MM-LU 53  MM-PS 14  MM-W 65 



Attachment 4 
 

Mitigation Measures Duplicative of Existing Regulation 

Please delete the following measures (Reference Request #19, City of Anaheim Comments). 
This list may not be exhaustive. 
 
Air Quality Regulation, some through the Air Districts 
 

 MM-AQ1  MM-AQ9 
 MM-AQ2  MM-AQ10 
 MM-AQ3  MM-AQ11 
 MM-AQ4  MM-AQ12 
 MM-AQ5  MM-AQ13 
 MM-AQ6  MM-AQ14 
 MM-AQ7  MM-AQ17 
 MM-AQ8  MM-AQ18 
  

Regulation Related to Habitat and Endangered Species 
Typically regulated by the California Department of Fish and Game and/or the federal Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

 
 MM-BIO/OS1  MM-BIO/OS22 
 MM-BIO/OS3  MM-BIO/OS23 
 MM-BIO/OS4  MM-BIO/OS24 
 MM-BIO/OS8  MM-BIO/OS25 
 MM-BIO/OS10  MM-BIO/OS26 
 MM-BIO/OS11  MM-BIO/OS27 
 MM-BIO/OS17  MM-BIO/OS28 
 MM-BIO/OS18  MM-BIO/OS14 
 MM-BIO/OS21  MM-BIO/OS7 
  

Regulated by Water Quality Review Boards (NPDES) 
 
 MM-AQ16  MM-W1 
 MM-BIO/OS19  MM-W13 
 MM-GEO5  MM-W58 
  

Regulated by Federal National Flood Insurance Program 
 
 MM-HM8  
  

Local Agencies 
 

 

 MM-AV11  



Attachment 4 (continued) 
 
Regulated by Federal and State Laws and from Resource Agency Programs 
 
 MM-AV3  MM-HM3  MM-PS1  MM-TR29  MM-W38 
 MM-AV6  MM-HM4  MM-PS2  MM-TR33  MM-W39 
 MM-AV12  MM-HM5  MM-PS4  MM-TR49  MM-W43 
 MM-BIO/OS20  MM-HM6  MM-PS8  MM-TR55  MM-W46 
 MM-BIO/OS29  MM-HM7  MM-PS10  MM-TR75  MM-W47 
 MM-BIO/OS30  MM-HM9  MM-PS12  MM-TR89  MM-W48 
 MM-BIO/OS31  MM-HM10  MM-PS13  MM-W6  MM-W49 
 MM-BIO/OS32  MM-HM11  MM-PS14  MM-W8  MM-W50 
 MM-BIO/OS33  MM-HM12  MM-PS16  MM-W9  MM-W51 
 MM-BIO/OS34  MM-HM13  MM-PS35  MM-W10  MM-W52 
 MM-BIO/OS35  MM-HM14  MM-PS36  MM-W11  MM-W54 
 MM-BIO/OS50  MM-HM15  MM-PS37  MM-W12  MM-W55 
 MM-BIO/OS51  MM-HM16  MM-PS42  MM-W15  MM-W56 
 MM-CUL1  MM-LU10  MM-PS43  MM-W16  MM-W61 
 MM-CUL2  MM-LU11  MM-PS48  MM-W17  MM-W62 
 MM-CUL3  MM-LU17  MM-PS55  MM-W18  MM-W64 
 MM-CUL4  MM-LU14  MM-PS56  MM-W19  MM-W66 
 MM-CUL5  MM-LU19  MM-PS57  MM-W20  MM-W68 
 MM-CUL6  MM-LU20  MM-PS59  MM-W21  
 MM-CUL7  MM-LU28  MM-PS61  MM-W22  
 MM-CUL8  MM-LU30  MM-PS67  MM-W23  
 MM-CUL9  MM-LU38  MM-PS69  MM-W24  
 MM-CUL10  MM-LU43  MM-PS71  MM-W25  
 MM-CUL11  MM-LU44  MM-PS73  MM-W26  
 MM-CUL12  MM-LU48  MM-PS77  MM-W27  
 MM-CUL13  MM-LU58  MM-PS89  MM-W28  
 MM-CUL15  MM-NO1  MM-PS92  MM-W29  
 MM-CUL16  MM-NO4  MM-PS97  MM-W30  
 MM-GEO1  MM-NO8  MM-PS107  MM-W31  
 MM-GEO2  MM-NO9  MM-PS113  MM-W32  
 MM-GEO3  MM-NO18  MM-PS119  MM-W36  
 MM-GEO4  MM-POP2  MM-PS122  MM-W37  
 MM-GEO6  MM-POP4    
 



City ofBrea 

February 9, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, l21

h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

I am writing in regard to the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the draft 2012-
2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The City 
ofBrea has a fundamental interest in the anticipated future growth of our region and any 
associated impacts upon our jurisdiction. And, we value the dialog we have historically enjoyed 
with SCAG and its long-term vision and commitment to integrate land use with the existing and 
planned transportation system for the region. The proposed RTP/SCS is of critical importance to 
Brea and the entire region and we congratulate SCAG staff on its preparation which is truly a 
monumental achievement! 

Certainly there are many environmental challenges associated with the transportation and land 
use decisions that lie ahead for Southern California and we appreciate this opportunity to 
comment on the PEIR. The City's comments are provided as follows: 

1. The draft PEIR identifies 10 significant impacts that the plan is unable to fully mitigate 
even with the proposed 550 mitigation measures. This means any approval of the plan 
requires an override by the Regional Council. Does SCAG see this as an area where we 
could be legally challenged and does it weaken the adequacy of the document and the 
ability to provide CEQA streamlining for future compliant projects? 

2. Can you explain SCAG's thoughts on how the enforcement/implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures of the Program EIR will be carried out? 

3. We request that the adoption of the final growth forecast numbers by the Regional 
Council and/or Joint Policy Committee be at the county level consistent with past RTPs 
and that these numbers be reflected in the 2012 RTP/SCS. The use of smaller geographic 
levels, such as at the sub-regional, city, census tract, T AZ, parcel, or grid cell could limit 
flexibility and a jurisdiction's local control over land use decisions. The final growth 
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Mayor Mayor Pro Tem 
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forecast numbers are a dataset which includes the 2010 Census population and housing 
data, along with the 2010 EDD Benchmark data, consistent with SCAG's updated growth 
forecast dataset. The dataset was provided to SCAG staff in December 2011 by CDR and 
its use would provide consistency with the MOU on sub-regional delegation between 
OCTA, OCCOG, and SCAG. All documents, tables, maps, narratives, modeling runs, 
PEIR alternatives (including Alternate C/3/Envision 2), and datasets should be updated 
with the OCP-2010 Modified numbers. 

4. Please ensure that the discussion of the policies represented by the RTP/SCS in the draft 
PEIR is consistent with the policies actually in the RTP/SCS. For example, the land use 
strategies identified on page 2-3 of the Project Description, under the section Purpose and 
Need for Action to reflect the strategies included in the SCS chapter of the RTP. In 
particular, the bullet list on the page is stated to represent the land use strategies of the 
plan; however, the strategies listed are not specifically identified in the regional SCS. 
Including different language in the PEIR implies additional policy. 

5. Page 2.27 states, "The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use development pattern accommodates 
over 50 percent of new housing and employment growth in HQTAs, while keeping 
jurisdictional totals consistent with local input." Please confirm that there are no changes 
to Brea's local land use inputs and our growth totals as provided to SCAG through OCP 
2010. 

6. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3.6-13, 15, and 16 (Table 3.6-3)- There appear to be 
inconsistencies between these three pages on the total emission increase from baseline 
and existing conditions to 2035 levels. Impact 3.6-1 states the future GHG for the region 
to be 141 million metric tons (MMT) with the existing at 130, where page 15 (last 
paragraph) notes baseline (2005) at 142 MMT and existing (2011) at 144 MMT, and 
Table 3.6-3 shows baseline at 132 MMT, existing at 130 MMT, and the plan at 141 for 
2035. Please clarify. 

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3.6-14, Paragraph 1- The PEIR discloses that annual 
construction emissions due to new development were assumed for future residential 
projects to contain 100 living units and 250,000 square feet for new non-residential 
projects in the modeling of future GHG levels. Can we assume that projects under these 
levels are not captured in the future estimate of GHG rates for the region? If so, will 
local agencies be challenged to tier off the PEIR for projects that fall under this threshold 
when seeking to use CEQA streamlining provisions as established by SB-375? 

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3.6-19- The PEIR discloses in impact 3.6-3 on page 19 the 
ARB targets to reduce emission from light duty trucks and autos to 8% in 2020 and 13% 
in 2035. The discussion reports that these targets are met or exceeded but fails to 
disclose exactly how the per capita reduction is achieved through what model. We 
believe it was through SCAG's Regional Travel Demand Model and work completed by 
consultants. This impact is not fully discussed in this section of the Program EIR nor is 
the reader directed to another section of the PEIR or a separate appendix that explains 



how the reduction is achieved. An additional discussion of the technical results and how 
they were calculated for this impact seems warranted and would assist the reader. 

9. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3.6-24- Mitigation Measures GH12 through GH17. While 
these are noble goals, local agencies have limited to no funding (especially with the 
recent loss ofRDA resources) or the technical experts in place to provide for these 
programs to promote GHG reductions in our community. These measures appear 
infeasible for our jurisdiction due to current budgetary challenges. 

10. Land Use & Agriculture page 3.8-5- The "Existing Setting" narrative has limited 
discussion on the existing land use density and land use trends for Orange County. 
Specifically, the Orange County SCS notes on page 11 and in Table C on page 14 that 
Orange County is "no longer a suburb" and that according to the 2010 US Census "is the 
most densely populated county in the SCAG region and has the highest residential 
density per square mile." We feel that this level of detail should be included within the 
Existing Setting narrative for the sub-region to ensure adequate disclosure to the public 
and decision-makers. 

11. Land Use & Agriculture 3.8-9last paragraph, 51
h sentence- We suggest that this sentence 

should read: Oil drilling and refining activities also takes place in Orange County in 
Brea, Fullerton, Huntington Beach, La Habra, Newport Beach, and Placentia. 

12. Land Use & Agriculture 3.8-17 MM-LU8- Brea asks for further clarification on this 
Mitigation Measure. Specifically, we seek further understanding at what threshold level 
SCAG will be reviewing and providing comment on local projects with regard to 
consistency with the RTP/SCS and other regional planning efforts. 

13. Land Use & Agriculture 3.8-17 MM-LU10- We suggest the following re-wording of this 
Mitigation Measure in bold to read as: "Local jurisdictions can and should provide the 
opportunity for new housing consistent with the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) to accommodate their share of the forecasted regional growth." The ultimate 
implementation of this measure will now be difficult for local agencies with the loss of 
housing set-aside funds from Redevelopment Agencies. 

14. Land Use & Agriculture 3.8-18 MM-LU15- This measure specifically seeks to reduce 
the level of significant impacts on the disturbance and/or loss of forestlands, prime 
farmlands and/or grazing lands, we offer the following wording to further clarify the 
purpose of this measure which we believe is not intended for all open space lands: 
"Project sponsors can and should ensure that at least one acre of unprotected open space 
is permanently conserved for each acre of lost forestlands, prime farmlands, and/or 
grazing lands open space developed as a result of transportation project/improvements." 

15. Land Use & Agriculture 3.9-20 MM-LU39- The reference to Compass Blueprint first in 
this measure appears out of order. The 2012 RTP/SCS is the lead policy document not 
Compass Blueprint. We suggest modifying this measure to read: "Local jurisdictions 
can and should consider shared regional priorities, as outlined in the 2012 RTPISCS, 
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Compass Blueprint, and other ongoing regional planning efforts, in determining their 
own development goals and drafting local plans." 

16. Land Use & Agriculture 3.9-21, MM-LU42 and 46- These two mitigation measures 
prescribe solutions of Urban Growth Boundaries and residential density outside of such 
Boundaries. Such solutions have value and we'd propose that local jurisdictions should 
retain flexibility in how they approach any such mitigation decisions and how to achieve 
its goal rather than to have a single solution dictated by SCAG. 

17. Land Use & Agriculture 3.9-22, MM-LU60- This mitigation measure prescribes a 
solution of adopting a form-based code. Such a solution has value and we'd propose that 
local jurisdictions should retain flexibility in how they approach any such mitigation 
decisions and how to achieve its goal rather than to have a single solution dictated by 
SCAG. 

18. Land Use & Agriculture 3.9-23 MM-LU75- We ask for clarification on this measure. 
SCAG and local jurisdictions shall minimize public expenditure for infrastructure and 
facilities to support urban type land uses in areas where public health and safety could not 
be guaranteed. We are not sure what this measure intends to achieve and how local 
agencies should implement it. 

19. Land Use & Agriculture 3.9-23 MM-LU80 through LU83- While these are noble 
incentives, local agencies have limited to no funding (especially with the recent loss of 
RDA resources) to subsidize the reduction of these fees to promote these outcomes. We 
argue that these measures appear infeasible for our jurisdiction due to current budgetary 
challenges. 

20. Transportation, Traffic, and Security 3.12-35- MM-TR30: ... enhancing safety and 
cleanliness on vehicles and in and around stations, providing shuttle service to public 
transit, offering public transit incentives . .. are not currently feasible for the City ofBrea 
as funding resources to achieve the goal of this measure are not currently available or 
anticipated in the foreseeable future. 

21. Transportation, Traffic, and Security 3.12-36- MM-TR34: It is unclear as to what is 
specifically being required by local jurisdictions in this measure to "meet an identified 
transportation-related benchmark." 

22. Transportation, Traffic, and Security 3.12-36 and 37- MM-TR37, MM-TR47, and MM
TR55: Brea comments that these measures are currently not feasible due to budgetary 
constraints and the elimination of our Redevelopment Agency. 

23. Transportation, Traffic, and Security 3.12-38- MM-TR60: This measure requires the 
assessment at the local level of new multimodal impact fees for new developments to fund 
public transportation infrastructure. Please clarify that the impact fees envisioned 
would be adopted at a regional level and not by the local agency and that this measure 
simply seeks fee collection coordination at the local level. It is our assumption this is the 



case as any impact fee program and necessary legal nexus tests for regional transportation 
solutions would be impractical (if not impossible) to implement by a local jurisdiction. 

24. Transportation, Traffic, and Security 3.12-43- MM-TR97: The measure is narrowly 
written for the requirement of local jurisdictions to mitigate business-related travel, 
especially air travel, through annual purchase of verified carbon offsets. Such a goal has 
value and we'd propose that local jurisdictions should retain flexibility in how they 
approach any such mitigation decisions rather than to have a single solution dictated by 
SCAG. 

25. Transportation, Traffic, and Security 3.12-43- MM-TR98: Transit Access to Municipal 
Facilities. This measure states that local agency facilities should be located on major 
transit corridors unless found incompatible. Does this mean existing municipal facilities 
need to move? We think this measure is intended to be for new agency facilities and this 
should be so noted in the final language of the mitigation measure. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the 2012-RTP/SCS. Please provide us a 
copy of the Response to Comments once it becomes available for public review. If you have 
questions regarding Brea's response, please feel free to reach me or Senior Planner, Adrienne 
Gladson at 714/990-7674. 

David M. Crabtree, AICP 
Community Development Deputy Director/City Planner 

cc: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
Tim O'Donnell, City Manager 
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Eric Nicoll, Community Development Director 
Charles View, Public Works Director 
Adrienne Gladson, Senior Planner 
Dave Simpson, Executive Director, Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
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CITY of CHINO 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 121h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

PATRICK J. GLOVER 
City Manager 

RE: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), SCH# 2011051018 for the 2012-
2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Dear Mr. Lieb, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR), SCH# 2011051018, for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 

Consistent with concerns raised by SANBAG, the City of Chino requests clarification on the 
legal meaning of the phrase "local jurisdictions can and should ... ," which was used in many 
of the mitigation measures. It may be the case, as demonstrated in our land use comments 
below, that local jurisdictions "cannot" comply with some mitigation measures as they are 
currently written, because they lack the legal authority. Therefore, the word "can" should be 
removed from the mitigation measures. 

Land Use 

Mitigation Measure LU48, page 3.8-21, says "Local jurisdictions can and should increase 
densities in urban core areas to support public transit." While the City's General Plan 
identifies certain areas in the City where future growth would be appropriate, the authority to 
approve density increases rests with our voters. The voters of the City adopted an 
amendment to the General Plan known as "Measure M" on November 8, 1988, codified as 
Chapter 20.15 of the Chino Municipal Code, which prohibits the City Council from increasing 
the density of any land designated for a residential use within the City as of November 8, 
1988. Mitigation Measure LU48 assumes that we as a local jurisdiction can increase 
densities, when in fact the City does not have that authority apart from voter authorization. 

Transportation, Traffic & Security 

The City of Chino is in support of the Goods Movement Truck Route proposal. However, the 
City has concerns with the freeway's proposed cross section and its affect on current and 
future projects. 

13220 Central Avenue, Chino, California 91710 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 667, Chino, California 91708-0667 
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Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Page 2 
February 14, 2012 

The following is a list of five affected projects within the City of Chino contained in the 
"Project List" Supplemental Report: 

1. RTP ID No. 4M07017-201133 SR 60 at Euclid Avenue- Widen W/B exit ramp from 
2-3 lanes. 

2. RTP ID No. 4M07008 SR-60 Ramona Avenue IC to SB 1-15 Connector - Widen 
auxiliary lanes in each direction, widen connector from SB-15 to WB-60 and EB-60 to 
NB/SB-15, widen ramps from one lane to two lanes. 

3. RTP ID No. 4M04050 SR 60 at Central Avenue - Add auxiliary lanes and widen 
ramps, construct entrance loop ramp. 

4. RTP ID No. 4PL07019 SR 60 at Mountain Avenue- Reconstruct interchange SR-60 
at Mountain Avenue. 

5. RTP No. 4120202 SR-60 at Ramona Avenue- Reconstruct Interchange SR-60 at 
Ramona Avenue. 

Close coordination between the State, County, City, and other affected jurisdictions should 
be required for any project proposal to ensure compatibility of design, including any 
interchange or regional arterial highway project along a proposed freeway route that is 
included in the SANBAG Development Mitigation Nexus Study. The Development Mitigation 
Nexus Study identifies fair-share contributions from new developments for regional 
transportation improvements in the San Bernardino Valley and Victor Valley. Please add a 
mitigation measure to the PEIR specifically requiring coordination with affected jurisdictions 
for projects falling within the SAN BAG Development Mitigation Nexus Study area. 

Water Resources 

Mitigation Measure W39, page 3.13-42, should be revised to read as follows: 

Local water agencies can and should continue to evaluate future water 
demands and establish the necessary supply and infrastructure to meet that 
demand, as documented in their Urban Water Management Plans and 
Facilities Master Plans. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft PEIR for the 
RTP/SCS. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (909) 464-
8310. 

S~, 

MikeK~CP 
Senior Planner 

Cc: Jose Alire, Assistant City Manager 
Brent Arnold, Interim Director of Community Development 
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City of Diamond Bar 
21810 Copley Drive • Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178 

February 14, 2012 

Ms. Margaret Lin 

(909) 839-7000 • Fax (909) 861-3117 

www.DiamondBarCA.gov 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Re: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2012-2035 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Plan 
(SCH# 2011051018) 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

The City of Diamond Bar recognizes the importance of the Southern 
California Association of Governments ("SCAG") Draft 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan ("2012 RTP") and Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report ("PEIR"). The City is supportive of strategies that improve 
the regional transportation system within the SCAG region. 

While the overall goal to reduce both the congestion impacts and 
environmental impacts is admirable, we continue to have significant 
concerns regarding the component of the 2012 RTP to designate only the 
Pomona (SR 60) Freeway as an East-West Freight Corridor ("Corridor") 
and the continued focus on the placement of 4 lanes of truck traffic within 

·the San Jose Creek Wash ("SJC") which is located immediately adjacent 
to homes and business of many cities, including Diamond Bar. We have 
provided numerous comments to SCAG over the many months of 
discussion regarding the 2012 RTP public discussion outlining our 
concerns. Copies of our three most recent letters (dated September 29, 
2011, October 28, 2011 and November 14, 2011) are attached describing 
our concerns in more detail. In addition, numerous cities along the SR-60 
corridor have protested the proposal with their adoption of resolutions in 
opposition to the plan. 

We believe it is pre-mature to identify the State Route 60 and the San 
Jose Creek Wash alignments as a viable East-West Freight Corridor 
Project in the 2012 RTP. We have the following specific concerns: 

• No studies have been conducted regarding the localized air, noise, 
vibration, or visual impacts of an elevated facility along the Corridor. 
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Such studies may conclude that the impacts are significant, 
resulting in objections from surrounding communities and the need 
for costly mitigation (including ROW acquisition). 

• While the SR-60 and the SJC are identified as "preferred" 
alignments, further studies may find it more practical/beneficial to 
select another alignment. There are pros/cons to each alignment, 
but selecting a final alignment will need to consider the results of 
the detailed studies for SR-60 and SJC, which have not yet been 
performed. Many of the possible routes were rejected in the 
planning process due to excessive ROW impacts. Further studies 
may find that the ROW impacts along SR-60 and the SJC (due to 
air, noise, vibration and/or visual) are as great or greater than other 
corridors. 

• The desired electric technology does not have any large-scale 
application to verify that it is feasible for this vision. Even if it did 
exist, it is not clear what would motivate truck owners/operators to 
convert? SCAG's East-West Freight Corridor planning documents 
acknowledge that most of the truck traffic in this corridor is not 
going to/from the ports, so it is hard to believe that all of the 
independent truck owners would elect to convert. Furthermore, 
does the RTP specifically allow use of the truck-only freight 
corridor, from day one and thereafter, by only new technology, zero 
emission, "clean" trucks? 

Given the above facts regarding the significant unknowns and that further 
studies are needed, it is our assertion that SCAG has under-stated the 
environmental impacts of the RTP by: 

1. Inappropriately including the East-West Freight Corridor in the 
financially-constrained plan. Given the huge uncertainties in its 
actual cost, it is not reasonable to assume the Corridor can be 
afforded within the constrained monies. The RTP guidelines 
were changed several years ago to prevent agencies from including 
projects that could not reasonably be afforded in the planning 
horizon. The "constrained" plan should only include projects that, in 
aggregate, can be demonstrated as affordable within the available 
revenues. The costs of the Corridor cannot be estimated with any 
credibility, given the lack of technical studies and corresponding 
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lack of knowledge regarding right-of-way or mitigation costs. How 
the proposed Corridor connects to the SR 57/60 interchange is also 
undefined, which has potentially enormous cost. Much of the 
segment east of SR-57, ·within the SR-60 corridor, is severely 
constrained. It is not clear how the truck lane would be 
accommodated in this stretch; therefore, no reasonable estimate of 
cost can be derived. The following citations support the above 
claim and are from the 2010 RTP Guidelines, California 
Transportation Commission: 

• Page 98- "Fiscal constraint is the demonstration of sufficient 
funding (Federal, State, local and private) to operate and 
maintain transportation facilities and services and to 
implement planned and programmed transportation system 
improvements." 

• Page 100 -"If FHWA and FTA find an RTP or FTIP to be 
fiscally constrained and the planned/programmed projects 
are included based on outdated or invalid cost estimates, 
then FHWAIFTA will not make funding or environmental 
approval actions for the listed project(s) ....... " 

• Page 101 - " ..... costs of future transportation projects must 
use "year of expenditure dollars" rather than "constant 
dollars" in cost and revenue estimates to better reflect the 
time-based value of money." 

2. The PEIR air quality analysis assumes that all trucks using the 
proposed east/west facility will be zero-emissions. This is too 
speculative, given the discussion above, to take as fact in 
evaluating the air quality impacts of the RTP. Consequently, 
the emissions are understated in the PEIR. The California 
Attorney General's office and other parties have filed suit 
challenging the legitimacy of the draft SANDAG RTP for the same 
reasons - namely, overly optimistic assumptions regarding the air 
quality analysis. 

Attempts to focus truck lanes on the SR-60 and the San Jose Creek are 
not new. This type of proposal has been previously pursued. The City of 
Diamond Bar and other cities and communities along the proposed 
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Corridor are concerned about being put in another adversarial position. 
Based on past actions our constituents have been strongly opposed to 
proposals that require the SR-60 and the SJC "shoulder the burden" of 
east-west truck movements and have been willing to "go the distance" in 
our efforts against such proposal. 

We respectfully request the 2012 RTP and PEIR to consider all possible 
routes to serve the ever-increasing demands of the east-west goods 
movement between 1-710 and 1-15. It is unreasonable to designate the 
SR-60 and the San Jose Creek as the singular east-west route. 

Thank you in advance for your attention to our concerns. Should you have 
any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. David G. Liu, 
Director of Public Works/City Engineer at (909) 839-7041. 

f Ja es DeStefano 
City Manager 

c: City Council 
David G. Liu, Director of Public Works/City Engineer 

Attachments: Letters dated September 29, 2011, October 28, 2011, November 14, 2011 
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September 29, 2011 

RE: ·Opposition To SCAG's Proposed East West Freight/Truck Lane Corridor 

Dear SCAG Regional Council Members: 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is tasked with many conflicting 
mandates, often requiring very extensive and painstaking processes that often put member 
agencies and individual regional transportation proposals at odds. The City of Diamond Bar 
applauds the efforts of SCAG to meet its clean air mandates, but unfortunately we cannot sit 
idle while the Proposed East West Freight/Truck Lane Corridor is steamrolled into the 2012 
Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), with implications for not only Diamond Bar 
residents, but the millions of Southern California residents living along the proposed corridor. 

The City of Diamond Bar has previously mentioned several concerns with regard to the 
SCAG proposed East-West Freight Corridor, which will run adjacent to the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) from 1-710 to 1-605, transitioning to a 50 foot elevated four lane structure 
along San Jose Creek to the SR-57/60 Interchange, and merging into the SR-60 with a 
terminus at 1-15. The proposal is missing detailed engineering for the specific location of the 
proposed corridor and connectors, and will certainly impact the available right of way for 
previously approved Metro and SCAG/SGVCOG sponsored transportation projects that 
include the 57/60 Confluence Project, missing connectors between SR-60 and SR-57, SR-57 
HOV lanes, 1-605/SR-60 Mixed Flow and HOV direct connectors, and the Gold Line light rail 
extension from East Los Angeles to South El Monte near 1-605. These are high priority 
projects that will be realized in the coming decades and are essential to all residents and 
businesses in Southern California that utilize public infrastructure on a daily basis. 

I sincerely hope that the SCAG Transportation Committee and Regional Council exclude the 
proposal from the 2012 Draft Regional Transportation Plan. To interfere with even one 
approved project for a proposed freight corridor that will cost unforeseen billions of dollars at 
a time of economic uncertainty and without comprehensive review from agencies such as 
LA County Public Works and the Army Corps of Engineers is irresponsible. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. I have also attached copies of Resolutions in 
opposition to the proposal adopted by the directly impacted Cities of Diamond Bar, South El 
Monte and Walnut. If you have any questions, please contact City Manager James 
DeStefano at (909) 839-7010 or email at jdestefano@diamondbarca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
CC: Cities of Azusa, Brea, Chino, Chino Hills, Claremont, Commerce, Covina, Duarte, El Monte, La Puente, 

Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Ontario, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
South El Monte, Walnut, West Covina, Whittier 
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September 29, 2011 

RE: Oppositiol) To SCAG's Proposed East West Freight/Truck Lane Corridor 

Dear SCAG Transportation Committee Members: 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is tasked with many conflicting 
mandates, often requiring very extensive and painstaking processes that often put member 
agencies and individual regional transportation proposals at odds. The City of Diamond Bar 
applauds the efforts of SCAG to meet its clean air mandates, but unfortunately we cannot sit 
idle while the Proposed East West Freight/Truck Lane Corridor is steamrolled into the 2012 
Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), with implications for not only Diamond Bar 
residents, but the millions of Southern California residents living along the proposed corridor. 

The City of Diamond Bar has previously mentioned several concerns with regard to the 
SCAG proposed East-West Freight Corridor, which will run adjacent to the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) from 1-710 to 1-605, transitioning to a 50 foot elevated four lane structure 
along San Jose Creel< to the SR-57/60 Interchange, and merging into the SR-60 with a 
terminus at 1-15. The proposal is missing detailed engineering for the specific location of the 
proposed corridor and connectors, and will certainly impact the available right of way for 
previously approved Metro and SCAG/SGVCOG sponsored transportation projects that 
include the 57/60 Confluence Project, missing connectors between SR-60 and SR-57, SR-57 
HOV lanes, 1-605/SR-60 Mixed Flow and HOV direct connectors, and the Gold Line light rail 
extension from East Los Angeles to South El Monte near 1-605. These are high priority 
projects that will be realized in the coming decades and are essential to all residents and 
businesses in Southern California that utilize public infrastructure on a daily basis. 

I sincerely hope that the SCAG Transportation Committee and Regional Council exclude the 
proposal from the 2012 Draft Regional Transportation Plan. To interfere with even one 
approved project for a proposed freight corridor that will cost unforeseen billions of dollars at 
a time of economic uncertainty and without comprehensive review from agencies such as 
LA County Public Works and the Army Corps of Engineers is irresponsible. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. I have also attached copies of Resolutions in 
opposition to the proposal adopted by the directly impacted Cities of Diamond Bar, South El 
Monte and Walnut. If you have any questions, please contact City Manager James 
DeStefano at (909) 839-7010 or email at jdestefano@diamondbarca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Sri;.~ 
CC: Cities of Azusa, Brea, Chino, Chino Hills, Claremont, Commerce, Covina, Duarte, El Monte, La Puente, 

Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Pari<, Ontario, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
South El Monte, Walnut, West Covina, Whittier 
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October 28, 2011 

RE: Opposition To SCAG's Proposed East West Freight/True!< Lane Corridor 

Dear SCAG Regional Council Members: 

On behalf of the City of Diamond Bar and the cities along the SR-60 Adjacent Freight 
Corridor, I urge the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG} Regional 
Council to amend the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to include all East
West corridors from 1-710 to 1-15 as a comprehensive Zero Emission Freight Corridor 
Networl<. 

The proposed SR-60 Adjacent Freight Corridor would be an enormous undertaking, 
spanning from 1-710 near the Hobart Rail Lines to the SR-60/1-15 Interchange. Although 
a portion of the corridor would be on the SR-60 freeway east. of the SR-57/60 
Interchange to 1-15, the largest section would be on a 50 foot four lane elevated highway 
along the San Jose Creel< and UPRR that bisects residential communities within a dozen 
cities and unincorporated areas. Additionally, the proposed corridor could potentially 
conflict with vital transportation projects that include the SR-57/60 Confluence Project, 
missing connectors between SR-60 and SR-57, SR-57 HOV lanes, 1-605/SR-60 Mixed 
Flow and HOV direct connectors, and the Gold Line light rail extension from East Los 
Angeles to South El Monte near 1-605. 

Many cities along the proposed corridor have expressed concerns with the RTP process 
and have been unable to meet with SCAG prior to the release of the Draft RTP. As 
officials representing the public good for the entire region, it is imperative that the RTP 
process remain open and transparent By incorporating the expanded East-West Freight 
Corridor Networl< into the Draft RTP, many of the concerns expressed by corridor cities 
could be ameliorated. 

Lastly, with comment from Los Angeles County Public Works and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers still pending, it would be ill advised for the Regional Council to move forward 
with releasing the Draft RTP if these agencies that own and operate a significant portion 
of the corridor were to object to the proposal. Amending the Draft RTP to incorporate all 
East-West freight corridors into an expanded Freight Corridor Network could prevent 
future confusion or EIR challenge if the proposal were to be found infeasible. 

Thanl< you in advance for your consideration. If you have any questions, please contact 
City Manager James DeStefano at (909) 839-7010 or email at 
jdestefano@diamondbarca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~;;-
CC: Cities of Azusa, Brea, Chino, Chino Hills, Claremont, Commerce, Covina, Duarte, El Monte, La Puente, 

Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Ontario, Pica Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
South El Monte, Walnut, West Covina, Whittier 
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October 28, 2011 

RE: Opposition To SCAG's Proposed East West Freight/Truck Lane Corridor 

Dear SCAG Transportation Committee Members: 

On behalf of the City of Diamond Bar and the cities along the SR-60 Adjacent Freight 
Corridor, I urge the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional 
Council to amend the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to include all East
West corridors from 1-710 to 1-15 as a comprehensive Zero Emission Freight Corridor 
Network. 

The proposed SR-60 Adjacent Freight Corridor would be an enormous undertaking, 
spanning from 1-710 near the Hobart Rail Lines to the SR-60/1-15 Interchange. Although 
a portion of the corridor would be on the SR-60 freeway east of the SR-57/60 
Interchange to 1-15, the largest section would be on a 50 foot four lane elevated highway 
along the San Jose Creek and UPRR that bisects residential communities within a dozen 
cities and unincorporated areas. Additionally, the proposed corridor could potentially 
conflict with vital transportation projects that include the SR-57/60 Confluence Project, 
missing connectors between SR-60 and SR-57, SR-57 HOV lanes, 1-605/SR-60 Mixed 
Flow and HOV direct connectors, and the Gold Line light rail extension from East Los 
Angeles to South El Monte near 1-605. 

Many cities along the proposed corridor have expressed concerns with the RTP process 
and have been unable to meet with SCAG prior to the release of the Draft RTP. As 
officials representing the public good for the entire region, it is imperative that the RTP 
process remain open and transparent. By incorporating the expanded East-West Freight 
Corridor Network into the Draft RTP, many of the concerns expressed by corridor cities 
could be ameliorated. 

Lastly, with comment from Los Angeles County Public Worl<s and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers still pending, it would be ill advised for the Regional Council to move forward 
with releasing the Draft RTP if these agencies that own and operate a significant portion 
of the corridor were to object to the proposal. Amending the Draft RTP to incorporate all 
East-West freight corridors into an expanded Freight Corridor Network could prevent 
future confusion or EIR challenge if the proposal were to be found infeasible. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. If you have any questions, please contact 
City Manager James DeStefano at (909) 839-7010 or email at 
jdestefano@diamondbarca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~;; 
CC: Cities of Azusa, Brea, Chino, Chino Hills, Claremont, Commerce, Covina, Duarte, El Monte, La Puente, 

Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Park, Ontario, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
South El Monte, Walnut, West Covina, Whittier 
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November 14, 2011 

RE: Opposition To SCAG's Proposed East West Freight/Truck Lane Corridor 

Dear SGVCOG Governing Board: 

The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments {SGVCOG) has long partnered with 
regional planning entities such as the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) to spearhead regional transportation projects. The City of Diamond Bar, like many 
cities that are part of the SGVCOG, have benefitted from this partnership. 

However, on behalf of the City of Diamond Bar and many cities in the region, I want to bring 
to your attention several concerns regarding the SCAG Draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP). Specifically, the RTP includes a proposed East-West Freight Corridor that 
would span from 1-710 to 1-15. While a portion of the corridor would be on the SR-60 
freeway east of the SR-57/60 Interchange to 1-15, the largest section would be on a 50-foot 
four lane elevated highway adjacent to the freeway along the San Jose Creek and UPRR 
that bisects residential communities within a dozen cities and unincorporated areas. 

SCAG's presentation at the November 17 SGVCOG meeting will likely state the proposed 
East-West Freight Corridor will not impact SGVCOG priority transportation projects that 
include the SR-57/60 Interchange, missing connectors between SR-60 and SR-57, SR 57 
HOV lanes, 1-605/SR-60 Mixed Flow and HOV direct connectors, and the Gold Line light rail 
extension from East Los Angeles to South El Monte near 1-605. However, without the actual 
engineering and environmental analysis it is difficult to visualize how all the projects can 
work in such confined and limited rights of way. · 

The City of Diamond Bar has proposed to SCAG that a comprehensive Freight. Corridor 
Network consisting of all corridors from.l-710 to 1-15 should be considered. The City's 
proposal is consistent with the SGVCOG's official current position. I ask that before you take 
any action on the SCAG Draft 2012 RTP, that the Governing Board and all Committees and 
T AC's take adequate time to review the SCAG materials and postpone action until a later 
date when SGVCOG can thoroughly discuss the impacts to SGVCOG transportation 
priorities. 

Lastly, the City of Diamond Bar, along with the cities of Chino Hills, Commerce, Montebello, 
Pica Rivera, South El Monte, Walnut, and West Covina have ad(Jpted resolutions in 
opposition to the SCAG SR-60/San Jose Creek proposal. When also considering the 
attached written response from Los Angeles County Public Works regarding the San Jose 
Creek East-West Freight Corridor Feasibility Study, adequate analysis is necessary before 
taking action on the proposal. 

I sincerely request that you take adequate time to review the SCAG information before 
making a departure from the SGVCOG's current position and supporting a regional proposal 
that would have a disproportionate impact on SGVCOG cities. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. If you have any questions, please contact City 
Manager James DeStefano at {909) 839-7010 or email at jdestefano@diamondbarca.gov. 

r 
eve Tye, Mayor Y 
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November 14, 2011 

RE: Opposition To SCAG's Proposed East West Freight/Truck Lane Corridor 

Dear SGVCOG Transportation Committee: 

The San ·Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG) has long partnered with 
regional planning entities such as the Southern California Association cif GoVernments 
(SCAG} to spearhead regional transportation projects. The City of Diamond Bar, like many 
cities that are part of the SGVCOG, have benefitted from this partnership. 

However, on behalf of the City of Diamond Bar and many cities in the region, I want to bring 
to your attention several concerns regarding the SCAG Draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP). Specifically, the RTP includes a proposed East-West Freight Corridor that 
would span from 1-710 to·l-15. While a portion of the corridor would be on the SR-60 
freeway east of the SR-57/60 Interchange to 1-15, the largest section would be on a 50-foot 
four lane elevated highway adjacent to the freeway along the San Jose Creek and UPRR 
that bisects residential communities within a dozen cities and unincorporated areas. 

SCAG's presentation at the November 17 SGVCOG meeting will likely state the proposed 
East-West Freight Corridor will not impact SGVCOG priority transportation projects that 
include the SR-57/60 Interchange, missing connectors between SR-60 and SR-57, SR 57 
HOV lanes, 1·605/SR-60 Mixed Flow and HOV direct connectors, and the Gold Line light rail 
extension from East Los Angeles to South El Monte near 1-605. However, without the actual 
engineering and environmental analysis it is difficult to visualize how all the projects can 
work in such confined and limited rights of way. 

The City of Diamond Bar has proposed to SCAG that a comprehensive Freight Corridor 
Network consisting of all corridors from. 1-710 to 1-15 should be considered. The City's 
proposal is consistent with the SGVCOG's official current position. I ask that before you take 
any action on the SCAG Draft 2012 RTP, that the Governing Board and all Committees and 
T AC's take adequate time to review the SCAG materials and postpone action until a later 
date when SGVCOG can thoroughly discuss the impacts to SGVCOG transportation 
priorities. 

Lastly, the City of Diamond Bar, along with the cities of Chino Hills, Commerce, Montebello, 
Pico Rivera, South El Monte, Walnut, and West Covina have adopted resolutions in 
opposition to the SCAG SR-60/San Jose Creek proposal. When also considering the 
attached written response from Los Angeles County Public Works regarding the San Jose 
Creek East-West Freight Corridor Feasibility Study, adequate analysis is necessary before 
taking action on the proposal. 

I sincerely request that you take adequate time to review the. SCAG information before 
making a departure from the SGVCOG's current position and supporting a regional proposal 
that would have a disproportionate impact on SGVCOG cities. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. If you have any questions, please contact City 
Manager James DeStefano at (909) 839-7010 or email atjdestefano@diamondbarca.gov. 

r 
eve Tye, Mayor Y 
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Februmy 14,2012 

Jacob Lieb 
Sou them Califomia Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12'h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Transmilled via Email to lieb@SCAG.ca.ca.gov 

Re: Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

l11e City of Glendale respectfully submits the following comments on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and Program Environmental Impact 
Report (PEIR). 

1. Under the Transit and Rail policies the RTP encourages local transit operators to expand and 
provide cmmections to planned rail and regional transit services as well as the major 
employment centers. While the City of Glendale supports such a policy, the plan fails to 
recognize the additional funding that will be necessmy to fund such services by local agencies. 
Local transit operators cuiTently provide key com1ection to the existing conmmter rail, light 
rail, and BRT services using local transit funds. Any further expansion of these services 
although important in improving mobility, will create a hardship on local agencies. 

2. Under Los Angeles Metro's 2009 Long Range Plan, the following projects were included as 
"Strategic Unfunded Projects" : 

a. Extension of the Orange line and Red Line to Bob Hope Aiq1mt. 
b. East-West Cmmector between Nmth Hollywood Red Line/Orange Line and the Pasadena 

Gold Line via Burbank and Glendale to provide a "missing link" between San Femando 
Valley and San Gabriel valley. 

c. Burbank- Glendale Light rail to Union Station or expansion/enhancement of the 
Metrolink service. 

The above key transit projects should also be considered for implementation by using the "reasonably
available" revenues similar to RTP Financially Constrained Plan. 

3. The Califomia High Speed Rail (CHSR) in the RTP is included as cuiTcntly being planned. 
However, the RTP fails to again address the impact of such a system on the local transit system 
such as the Beeline Service and the lack of funding for service connections to the High Speed 
Rail stations. Considering the tremendous capital and operating cost of the CHSR, we 
reconm1end implementation of altematives such as increasing interregional connectivity of the 
existing systems (conunuter rail, light rail and bus rapid transit) to improve mobility in the sub
regions at a lower cost and more immediate before the CHSR is constructed. 

4. The RTP only allocates a little more than I% of the funding to Active Transportation. We 
believe that that SCAG should consider increasing the funding for Active Transportation to 
between 5%-8% of the total funding in the RTP. 

0 
WE RECKlE 



5. The 2012 RTP Financial Plan assumes that the "core revenues" and the "reasonably- available 
revenues" will fund the RTP's Financially Constrained Plan. The following are key issues that 
need to be addressed in the Financial Plan: 

a. As stated above, there are no provisions for funding local transit services as a result of 
planned expansion of rail and commuter services. 

b. The "reasonably-available revenues" category in the amount of 226 billion dollars is in 
our opinion optimistic as to the possible adjustment to state and federal gas taxes, 
revenues from TOLL roads, and freight fees. There are no details about the 
controversial "vehicle mile user fees" that regional and local agencies have to enact to 
raise funding. 

c. Highway projects are front loaded as they are easiest to finance in comparison to transit 
projects by bonowing against future toll revenues. Highway project increase in Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) consequently raises compliance issues with SB375 to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. It is our recommendation that transit (bus and rail), bicycle 
and pedestrian projects take priority over highway projects as they can improve 
mobility and reduce emissions as well. 

d. It is recommended that the RTP/SCS Financial Plan include a full benefit/cost ration 
analysis and a Perfom1ance Criteria for major highway and rail projects contained in 
the "Constrained Financial" Plan. 

Overall, we are concemed that the RTP's assumption regarding the "reasonably- available revenues" is 
optimistic and the PEIR should consider alternatives in the draft plan that identifies only projects that can 
be funded as part of the "core revenues" to make the plan more realistic with Qriority given to transit 
projects. 

Lastly, as cited on p. 3.12-25 of the DEIR, "Locally-developed county transportation plans have 
identified projects to close these (highway network) gaps and complete the system , and they are included 
in the Plan .These projects include ... the SR710 Gap Closure in Los Angeles County ... ". The position of 
the City of Glendale remains consistent with Resolution No. 09-111 approved by the Glendale City 
Council on July 28, 2009, which addresses both the tunnel "gap closure" alternative as well as the general 
subject of "gap closure" altematives for the SR-71 0 freeway between the 1-10 and SR-134/1-21 0 
freeways. On behalf of City Council and the citizens of Glendale, I wish to reiterate our opposition to any 
"gap closure" altemative that has or could be developed. In addition, I wish to express our opposition to 
the continued effmt and expenditure of tax-payer monies in exploring, studying, and developing 'illY 
means to facilitate this "gap closure". It is Glendale's belief and desire that efforts instead be directed to 
the development of altematives that more effectively and more thoroughly address the eoncems of 
mobility, congestion, and the movement of goods in the SR-71 0 eonidor, particularly from our ports. 
Such alternatives should expand mass transit systems, improve existing infrastructure, and limit the long
distance movement of cargo/freight from the ports to rail. The City of Glendale has opposed this project 
and recommends the development of a multi-modal solution in lieu of further consideration of this 
project. 

The City of Glendale looks forward to working with SCAG to address issues listed above. We appreciate 
the opportunity to conm1ent on the RTP/SCS and the PEIR. 

0 

City Manager 



CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA 
Office of the Mayor 

613 East Broadway, Suite 200 

Glendale, California 91206-4391 

Tel. 818 548-4844 Fax 818 547-6740 

www.ci.glendale.ca.us 

February 3, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
SCAG 
818 West ih Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

SUBJECT: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, Southern California Association of Governments, 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, December 2011 I 
State Clearinghouse #2011051018 

On behalf of the City of Glendale, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document and 
convey the position of the city. Your thoughtful consideration of our comments will be greatly appreciated. 

As cited on p. 3.12-25 of the subject document, "Locally-developed county transportation plans have identified 
projects to close these (highway network) gaps and complete the system, and they are included in the Plan. These 
projects include ... the SR-710 Gap Closure in Los Angeles County ... " The City of Glendale's comments are confined 
to the subject Plan's inclusion of said SR-710 "gap closure" project. 

The position of the City of Glendale remains consistent with Resolution No. 09-111 approved by the Glendale City 
Council on July 28, 2009, which addresses both the tunnel "gap closure" alternative as well as the general subject 
of "gap closure" alternatives for the SR-710 freeway between the 1-10 and SR-134/1-210 freeways. On behalf of my 
colleagues and the citizens of Glendale, I wish to reiterate our opposition to 9..!J.Y "gap closure" alternative that has 
or could be developed. In addition, I wish to express our opposition to the continued effort and expenditure of 
tax-payer monies in exploring, studying, and developing 9..!J.Y means to facilitate this "gap closure." It is Glendale's 
belief and desire that efforts instead be directed to the development of aiternatives that more effectively and 
more thoroughly address the concerns of mobility, congestion, and the movement of goods in the SR-710 corridor, 
particularly from our ports. Such alternatives should expand mass transit systems, improve existing infrastructure, 
and limit the long-distance movement of cargo/freight from the ports to rail. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on the subject document. 

Laura Friedman 
Mayor 
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February 13, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 

SEAN JOYCE, City Manager www.ci.irvine.ca.us 

City of Irvine, One Civic Center Plaza, PO Box 19575, Irvine, California 92623-9575 (949) 724-6249 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435 

RE: Comments on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and Program Environmental 
Impact Report 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

The City of Irvine appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on the 
Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) and Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). The City of Irvine 
commends the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) staff for the 
tremendous amount of work and effort in preparing these documents. The following 
general comments and recommendations are offered by the City of Irvine on the Draft 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS, associated appendices, and the Draft PEIR. In support of this 
letter, please find attached more specific detailed comments from the City of Irvine 
related to the PEIR (Attachment 1) and technical comments from Orange County 
Council of Governments (OCCOG) (Attachment 2). The City of Irvine requests that this 
letter and all of its attachments be included in the public record as our collective 
comments on the Draft RTP/SCS, PEIR, associated documents, and online inventory of 
maps. 

• The City of Irvine concurs with the Orange County Council of Governments 
(OCCOG) and Orange County Transportation Authority comments. 

The City of Irvine concurs with the comments SCAG will receive from the 
OCCOG and the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA). The City 
requests that SCAG respond to all of the comments detailed in the OCCOG and 
OCTA letters and to act upon any changes advocated by OCCOG, of which the 
City is a member agency. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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• SCAG's adoption of the growth forecast numbers should be at the county 
level, consistent with past RTPs, not at a smaller level of geography such 
as city, census tract, or traffic analysis zone level. 

The growth projections provided to SCAG represent the best available 
information from local jurisdictions, the business community, and landowners. 
However, as time passes, what is feasible for any given project can change. A 
county level of geography accommodates internal adjustments to changing 
conditions, without compromising the integrity of the overall growth projections. 
Approving the growth projections at any lower level of geography, such as the 
city level, would be challenged with continual revisions and shifts to the total 
number of housing, population, and employment within a city, among cities, and 
between cities and counties. Adoption of the data at a level lower than the 
county would also limit local jurisdictional control and create inflexibility in a 
regional planning document. 

• The Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy (OC SCS) should be 
fully integrated into the regional RTP/SCS. language should be 
incorporated into the document that indicates the OC SCS represents the 
SCS for the Orange County subregion. 

The RTP and appendices include numerous references to the OC SCS and 
SCAG's total use of the document in the regional RTP/SCS. Yet numerous other 
references suggest SCAG may have modified elements of the OC SCS data. 
SCAG shall include a statement and should document all maps, tables, charts, 
and other information that is necessary to confirm all of the OC SCS land use, 
socioeconomic, and transportation data was incorporated into the regional 
RTP/SCS without changes. This would be consistent with statements made by 
SCAG staff to the OCCOG Board of Directors and at the 2012 RTP Workshops 
that the OC SCS data has not been and will not be altered. Furthermore, there 
should be a statement indicating that the OC SCS represents the SCS for the 
Orange County subregion in total and that anything to the contrary in the regional 
2012 RTP/SCS shall have no standing for Orange County. 

• One City of Irvine project, which has both local and regional significance, 
does not appear to be included in the RTP/SCS. This project is identified in 
the long Range Transportation Plan (lRTP) for Orange County with the 
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) as lead agency. It is, 
therefore, requested that the following project be added to the RTP/SCS: 
Sand Canyon Grade Separation Project. 

• All documents, tables, maps, narrative, modeling runs, and PEIR 
Alternatives (including Alternative C/3/Envision 2 referencing the Orange 
County growth forecasts) should be updated with Orange County 
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County growth forecasts) should be updated with Orange County 
Projections 2010 Modified Growth Projections (OCP-201 0 Modified), as 
adopted by the OCCOG Board of Directors and consistent with the 
subregional delegation MOU between OCCOG, OCTA, and SCAG. 

Orange County Projections 2010 Modified (OCP-201 0 Modified) was approved 
by the OCCOG Board of Directors on January 26, 2012 and is a data 
amendment to the OC SCS. The dataset includes the 2010 Census population 
and housing data, along with the 2012 Employment Development Department 
Benchmark data, consistent with SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. 

• SCAG does not have the purview to implement or require mitigation for 
local jurisdictions, other agencies, and project sponsors. SCAG should 
remove all mitigation measures outside their purview and consider moving 
these "mitigation measures" to an appendix of the RTP/SCS that can be 
used by local jurisdictions, local agencies, and project sponsors as a menu 
of options or a toolbox of sustainability strategies. Please also see 
Attachment 1, City of Irvine Comments on Draft PEIR. 

SCAG staff has stated on numerous occasions at the OCCOG Board of Directors 
meeting and at the RTP 2012 Workshops that it was their intent to have the 
mitigation measures serve as a tool box or menu of options that could be used by 
local jurisdictions, local agencies, and project sponsors. However, inclusion of 
these strategies as mitigation measures in the PEIR negates the ability of the 
local jurisdictions, local agencies, and project sponsors to use the strategies in 
that manner. The PEIR should contain only those mitigation measures SCAG 
has the purview to implement and monitor. 

• SCAG should remove all mitigation measures that are duplicative of 
existing regulations administered by or under the jurisdiction of other 
agencies. For each impact, SCAG could add the language "Local 
jurisdictions, agencies, and project sponsors should comply, as applicable, 
with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations." Please also 
see Attachment 1, City of Irvine Comments on Draft PEIR. 

Many of the mitigation measures in the PEIR are duplicative of existing regulation 
or processes. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it is 
intended that measures be identified that will mitigate the impacts of the projects. 
Existing regulations are assumed to be abided by in the evaluation of the impact. 
Therefore, mitigation measures that simply restate existing regulation are not 
valid mitigation for purposes of CEQA. Further, it is possible for regulations to 
change over time. Because of this, restatement of the regulation in the mitigation 
measures could result in future conflict between stated mitigation and the 
regulation. 
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• The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR indicate SCAG has determined the 
strategies and mitigation measures to be feasible. Where SCAG deems a 
mitigation measure is feasible, SCAG shall provide documentation of this 
feasibility. Please also see Attachment 1, City of Irvine Comments on Draft 
PEIR. 

SCAG staff has not identified any analysis that supports the feasibility of the 
mitigation measures in the PEIR and the strategies in the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS 
that are to be undertaken by entities other than SCAG. 

The City of Irvine appreciates your consideration of all the comments provided in this 
letter and its attachments and looks forward to your responses. It is a shared goal to 
have a Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy adopted 
on April 4, 2012 that represents the best in regional planning developed collaboratively 
with local jurisdictions and stakeholders in a manner that is credible and defensible on 
all levels. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sin~ 

SeanJoyce r 
City Manager 

Attachments: 

1. City of Irvine Comments on Draft PEIR 
2. OCCOG Technical Comment List 

cc: City Council 
Sharon Landers, Assistant City Manager 
Eric Tolles, Director of Community Development 
Manuel Gomez, Director of Public Works 
Eric Tolles, Director of Community Development 
Barry Curtis, Manager of Planning Services 
Katie Berg-Curtis, Project Development Administrator 
Marika Modugno, Senior Planner 
Dave Simpson, OCCOG 
Jacob Lieb, SCAG 



Attachment 1: City of Irvine Comments on the PEIR 

I. INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 

This document provides comments, on behalf of the City of Irvine ("Irvine"), on the Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report ("PEIR") prepared by the Southern California 
Association of Governments ("SCAG") for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy ("2012-2035 RTP/SCS" and/or "Plan"). As explained 
below, the PEIR can and should be revised and clarified, so that it can (i) comply with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21000, et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 14, Ch. 3, § 15000, et seq.), and 
(ii) prove a useful tool in connection with the evaluation of future local and regional projects. 

1. Useability of PEIR in Connection With Later Environmental Analyses 

Irvine's most pressing concern with the PEIR is that the environmental document will create 
unnecessary confusion as to the content and requirements of future local level environmental 
analyses. The PEIR is replete with mitigation measures that SCAG claims "can and should" be · 
implemented by local agencies. And, even with the implementation of those measures assumed, 
the PEIR concludes that "significant and unavoidable" impacts will exist on almost every 
environmental dimension. 

That approach threatens to unnecessarily complicate future environmental analyses for local 
agencies, including Irvine. What if measures that are deemed "feasible" by SCAG at a program 
level prove infeasible at a project level? Even if those measures are implemented at a project 
level, will the local agency have to repeat SCAG's finding that impacts nevertheless remain 
significant and unavoidable? Even though SCAG's RTP/SCS may not be consistent with local 
jurisdictions' general plans and/or cumulative growth assumptions, will local agencies (at least 
for regionally significant projects have to annex the PEIR's forecast of near-universal 
"significant and unavoidable" impacts into the cumulative impact analyses of project-level EIRs? 
If so, will that require repeated local-agency statements of overriding considerations? 

To assist local agencies that will have to wrestle with these issues, we suggest that the PEIR 
acknowledge in the Executive Summary section that while it "includes mitigation measures 
designed to help avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts," those measures were 
selected without the ability to evaluate each project that could occur as a result of the Plan. 
Further, the PEIR should note that many impacts were noted as "significant and unavoidable" 
even though they could be mitigated to "less than significant at the project-level," once such a 
project-level analysis is done. Finally, and consistent with the foregoing, the PEIR should 
acknowledge (as it does in Chapter 3) that "[p]roject specific environmental documents may 
adjust [the mitigation measures listed] as necessary to respond to site-specific conditions." (See, 
e.g., Page 3.2-35, Page 3.3-45, Page 3.4-22, Page 3.12-30.) 

2. Mitigation Measures 
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The PEIR's approach to mitigation suffers from a series of recurring flaws. First, the PEIR relies 
upon dozens of mitigation measures that the PEIR claims "can and should be implemented" by 
local jurisdictions or project sponsors. Unfortunately, for most of those mitigation measures, 
there is little if any data concerning the actual feasibility of implementation. Thus, the notion 
that measures either "can" or "should" be implemented is not supported by evidence in the 
record. That lack of information is important because CEQA only allows the imposition of 
"feasible" mitigation; if a measure is infeasible, then CEQA requires either (i) an identification 
of an alternative measure that is feasible, or (ii) the acknowledgment that the "post-mitigation" 
environmental impact will be more significant than if the (infeasible) mitigation were 
implemented. 

Second, in most chapters, there is no clear means of gauging the effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation measures. Most of the environmental analyses of anticipated "with project, without 
mitigation" conditions are so general that one cannot tell the severity of an identified impact with 
any certainty. Absent that information, it is difficult to discern whether and to what extent a 
mitigation measure would, if feasible and implemented, reduce the forecasted impacts. 
Consistent with this observation, most section of the PEIR do not include any clear explanation 
of how and to what extent identified mitigation measures reduce impacts that would occur but 
for the imposition of mitigation. 

Third, in almost every case, the mitigation measures do not provide specific, articulable 
standards by which their efficacy may be determined. That approach results in measures that 
have uncertain application, and even more uncertain effectiveness. As one court put it, "[i]f, as 
so many courts have said, the EIR is the heart of CEQA, then to continue the anatomical 
metaphor, mitigation is the teeth of the EIR." (Envtl. Council of Sacramento v. City of 
Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 1039.) To have legally sufficient "teeth," mitigation 
measures must have definitive performance standards. (Endangered Habitats League v. County 
of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 794; Gray v. County of Madera (2007) 167 Cal.App.4th 
1099, 1119, 1126.) 

Fourth, the PEIR appears to confuse "existing regulations" with mitigation measures. Many 
existing regulatory requirements are characterized as "mitigation" even though those 
requirements would have to be honored with or without the approval of the PEIR. Proceeding in 
that manner tends to overstate impacts in the "with project, without mitigation" scenarios. Put 
another way, assuming compliance with existing regulations in the "with project, without 
mitigation" scenarios provides a more accurate forecast of the project's baseline impacts. 

Fifth, the PEIR also appears to confuse "the project" with its mitigation measures. Indeed, many 
of the "mitigation measures" are framed as policy statements to be performed in the 
implementation of the project. As such, those actions should be re-framed and assumed as "part 
of the project" rather than mitigation for the project. 

Sixth, the PEIR's reliance on measures that "can and should" be implemented by local 
jurisdictions has an unclear application. It appears that even though SCAG cannot ensure 
implementation of such measures, it nevertheless assumes that those measures will be 
implemented in the environmental analysis. A superior approach, used by many jurisdictions, is 
to identify measures that "can and should" be implemented by other jurisdictions, then adopt a 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations for the corresponding impact; thereby recognizing that 
the certifying agency (SCAG) has no power to compel implementation of the identified 
mitigation. While the PEIR ultimately finds almost every studied impact to be "significant and 
unavoidable" those determinations are made assuming that those measures that "can and should" 
be implemented will in fact be implemented. 

All of the foregoing issues contribute to an overriding concern for Irvine: Once the PEIR is 
certified, it will be difficult (if not impossible) to either rely on the analysis in the PEIR or to 
prepare a tiered environmental document from the PEIR. The detail and structure of the 
environmental analysis is too general; the relationship between mitigation measures, existing 
regulations, and project components is too unclear; and the standards by which mitigation 
efficacy is to be judged are too vague to meaningfully build upon the first level, programmatic, 
discussion in the PEIR. 

More detail on our concerns with the mitigation measures in the PEIR is provided in Attachment 
A. 

II. CHAPTER-SPECIFIC PEIR COMMENTS 

1. Section 1.0 Introduction 

Item 1: At Page 1-1, second full paragraph of the Summary Section, the PEIR states that 
"Individual transportation projects are preliminarily identified in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS; 
however, this PEIR analyzes potential environmental impacts from a regional perspective and is 
programmatic in nature. As such, it does not specifically analyze these individual projects," 
choosing instead to defer that analysis to a later time, stating: "Project-specific analysis will be 
undertaken by the appropriate implementing agency prior to individual projects being considered 
for adoption." Thus, the PEIR recognizes that individual transportation projects will require 
project-specific analysis. That recognition conflicts, however, with Page 1-7, at Transportation 
Project Mitigation, where the PEIR states, (emphasis added), "This Draft PEIR has made a 
preliminary determination that the proposed mitigation measures are feasible and effective. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that these agencies will actually implement them." Please 
modify the PEIR to clarify that statements concerning the feasibility and effectiveness of 
mitigation are based on programmatic assumptions, not project-specific determinations, and that 
the ultimate determination of project level feasibility lies with local agencies. 

2. Section 3.1 Aesthetics 

Item 1: The mitigation measures listed in the Aesthetics and Views Impact section do not 
provide specific articulable standards by which their efficacy may be judged. Measures MM
AV1 through MM-A V12 provide guidelines and platitudes, but no measure of effectiveness. As 
an example, MM-A V8 states in general: "Project sponsors can and should design projects to 
minimize contrasts in scale and massing between the project and surrounding natural forms of 
development." This measure is posed as "mitigation" for the following impact: "Potential to 
create significant contrasts with the overall visual character of the existing landscape setting or 
add urban visual elements to an existing natural, rural, and open space area." As is apparent, the 
"mitigation measure" is functionally just a restatement of the "impact"; it has no "bite" in reality. 
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While the Plan is a programmatic one, and aims to address impacts at the program level, such 
that Mitigation Measures were not as detailed as if at the project level, the measures must still 
have a standard by which to determine efficacy so as to distinguish them from a mere suggestion 
(or restatement ofthe "impact" that they seek to mitigate). 

Additionally, each of the impacts to Aesthetics listed in Section 3.1, assume performance of the 
mitigation, and even in such performance, concludes the impact is "significant and unavoidable." 
Unlike subsequent sections, this Section, in listing out its Mitigation Measures at Page 3.1-15, 
does not note that such Mitigation Measures can be modified or adjusted as necessary to respond 
to project-specific conditions. This conflicts with the PEIR's stated recognition of the need for 
project-specific analysis, and that "significant and unavoidable" conclusions as to Impact 
mitigation was determined due to the programmatic nature of the PEIR, and can change at the 
project-specific level. Please explain the differential treatment of impacts in this section. 

3. Section 3.2 Air Quality 

Item 1: In analyzing Impact 3.2-1, the PEIR states: "Mobile source emissions of ROG, NOx, 
CO, PM 10, PM 2.5, and SOx would stay approximately the same or decrease (often 
substantially) when compared to existing conditions. This is considered to be a beneficial 
impact. Re-entrained roadway dust would increase proportionate to VMT. This would be a 
significant impact." The PEIR further states that roadway construction activity would contribute 
to regional dust levels, and "re-entrained roadway dust" would be expected to increase under the 
Plan as compared to existing conditions. The PEIR also states that "[t]hese construction 
emissions, although unavoidable, would be partially controlled by air districts fugitive dust 
rules." The applicable "fugitive dust rules" are not clearly identified and explained in the PEIR. 
Please clarify and provide examples of such "fugitive dust rules," and explain how those rules 
would effectively deal with increased regional dust. 

Item 2: At page 3.2-30, the PEIR states there is the "[p]otential to increase population within 
500 feet of transportation facilities that could expose residents (schools and other sensitive 
receptors) to elevated (as compared to average) cancer and other health risks." The PEIR then 
recommends mitigation measure MM-AQ 19 to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
MM-AQ19 requires compliance with the California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land 
Use Handbook (June 2005) to achieve an acceptable interior air quality level for sensitive 
receptors. MM-AQ 19 further suggests that project sponsors "can and should" incorporate 
"appropriate measures" into project building design. 

This mitigation measure elevates the voluntary guidance from the California Air Resources 
Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook to mandatory compliance on the part of project 
sponsors. Please explain and justify that approach. Furthermore, please explain how such 
compliance would achieve "acceptable interior air quality level for sensitive receptors." 

Item 3: At page 3.2-32, the PEIR states "[m]itigation measures to reduce air quality impacts 
would be established in project-specific environmental documents," and that such impacts should 
be addressed at the project level analysis. Following that, the PEIR states that the overall impact 
ofthe 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan would create substantial emissions and that "Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-AQ1 through MM-AQ18 would reduce criteria pollutant impacts; 
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however, impacts would remain significant." There is potentially a conflict between conducting 
project-specific environmental analysis and further having to implement MM-AQ1 through MM
AQ 18 to reduce criteria pollutant impacts. This can likely be clarified by noting that the 
mitigation measures are subject to project-specific feasibility and effectiveness determinations by 
the project sponsor or agency with jurisdiction over the project, and that such project sponsor or 
agency has the authority to implement such measures as appropriate given project-specific 
analysis that is undertaken. 

Item 4: At page 3.2-39 the PEIR states that "[t]ables 3.2-4 and 3.2-5 show the residential and 
workplace cancer risk, respectively." This should be changed to Tables 3.2-7 and 3.2-8." 

Further, in the same paragraph, the PEIR states "[i]t is estimated that the Plan would result in 
293,633 annual health incidences leading to $4,952,996,222 spent on healthcare. This is a 24 
percent reduction when compared to the No Project Alternative." Please explain where the 
number of annual health incidences is derived and the associated costs as the tables do not 
indicate these numerical values, both in the amount spent in healthcare costs and the percentage 
decrease. 

4. Section 3.3 Biological Resources & Open Space 

Item 1: At page 3.3-45 the PEIR states that Mitigation Measures BIO/OS46 through BIO/OS49 
and BIO/OS54 "would reduce open space/rangelands impacts." Please discuss how the concept 
of"induced growth" under MM-BIO/OS47 does not conflict with Measure M2. 

Item 2: At page 3.3-45, "Cumulative Impacts 3.3-10" is noted as the "[p]otential to contribute 
to a cumulatively considerable loss of habitat and biological resources." The PEIR further states 
that implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO/OS 1 through BIO/OS59 would reduce 
cumulative impacts; however, impacts would remain significant." As to MM-BI0/055, the 
mitigation measure states that local agencies "can and should" establish programs and funding 
mechanisms to create protected conservation areas. This Mitigation Measure should include a 
standard to determine how effective imposition of additional taxes and fees in creating programs 
and funding to create conservation plans would reduce the negative impact or loss of habitat and 
biological resources. 

5. Section 3.4 Cultural Resources 

Item 1: Beginning at Page 3.4-22, MM-CUL1 and MM-CUL2 indicate that "the appropriate 
Information Center" should be contacted to determine whether a project-area has been previously 
surveyed and whether historic resources are identified, and if indicated as such, then a "qualified 
architectural historian" should be obtained by the project sponsors to "conduct historic 
architectural surveys as recommended by the Information Center." And that further, the 
"Information Center," in the event that no· survey has been conducted, "will make a 
recommendation on whether a survey is warranted based on the sensitivity of the project area for 
historical resources within 1,000 feet of the project." Additionally, MM-CUL 7, also references 
an "Information Center" that should be consulted to conduct proper surveys. Please clarify 
which "Information Center" MM-CUL1, MM-CUL2, and MM-CUL7 is referring to. For 
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example, MM-CUL6 notes it is the "Information Center of the California Archaeological 
Inventory" to be consulted to conduct the appropriate surveys. 
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6. Section 3.5 Geology, Soils & Mineral Resources 

Item 1: At Page 3.5-23 the PEIR states that a "greater amount of transportation projects in the· 
Plan would increase the amount of transportation infrastructure that would be subject to risk as a 
result of surface rupture, ground-shaking liquefaction, and landsliding and other risks associated 
with seismic events." Additionally, the "No Project Alternative would result in the construction 
of approximately 68,040 new lane miles compared with over 74,297 new lane miles in the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS," thereby drawing the conclusion that "Impacts related to geologic and seismic 
resources would be similar to the Plan under the No Project Alternative because the population 
would be the same and the entire region is subject to seismic risk." 

This conclusion seems questionable if under the Plan, a greater number of transportation projects 
would be built, resulting in the 74,297 new lane miles, that would be subject to risk associated 
with seismic events. The conclusion appears to be drawn because the total population will be the 
same under both the No Project and the Plan, and that the region as a whole would be subject to 
seismic risk-however, the increase in transportation infrastructure and projects itself is at risk 
due to seismic events, and the increase of such infrastructure in comparison to a No Project 
scenario, would seem to conclude that there be a greater impact under the Plan than under the No 
Project alternative. Because there would be the same population increase and the region would 
be subject to seismic risk, does not preclude greater impacts under the Plan due to increases in 
transportation infrastructure. 

7. Section 3. 6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Item 1: At page 3.6-6 the paragraph on Assembly Bill 811 appears to be incomplete. 

Item 2: Page 3.6-15, last paragraph on the page explains that Table 3.6-3 shows Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions by County. Second sentence states "Baseline (2005) emissions are estimated to 
be 142 million metric tons (MMT) of C02e compared to an estimated 144 MMT of C02e under 
existing (2011) conditions." According to Table 3.6-3, the total estimate for Baseline (2005) 
C02e emissions in MMT is 132, and the estimate for Existing (2011) C02e emissions in MMT is 
13 0. Please explain the calculation reflected on Page 3. 6-15 as opposed to the table numbers on 
Page 3.6-16. 

8. Section 3. 7 Hazardous Materials 

Item 1: At pages 3. 7-9 through 3. 7-11, Impact 3. 7-1 is discussed, which is the "Potential to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials." Within the discussion of Impact 3. 7-1, on Page 3. 7-1 0, first 
full paragraph, the PEIR states (emphasis added) "In general, it is anticipated that the increase in 
transport of hazardous materials would result in a less-than-significant hazard to the public 
and/or the environment, because handling and transport of hazardous materials and wastes are 
subject to numerous laws, regulations, and health and safety standards set forth by federal, State, 
and local authorities that regulate the proper handling of such materials and their containers." 
Further on Page 3.7-10, the PEIR notes that the "2012-2035 RTP/SCS directs growth adjacent to 
transit and transportation facilities, and with this increased growth, there would be greater 
potential for exposure of sensitive receptors as well as other uses to risks associated with 
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hazardous material transport" and that such a greater potential impact "would be analyzed on a 
case-by-case basis." Finally, on Page 3.7-11, the section concludes that "[a]lthough individual 
projects would be required to comply with all existing regulations, due to the volume of projects 
(transportation and development) contained within the RTP/SCS, it is possible that significant 
impacts could occur. Therefore, without Mitigation Measures MM-HM1 through MM-HM3, 
impacts could be significant." 

Based on the above, the PEIR notes "in general" the increase in transport of hazardous materials 
is anticipated to result in a less-than-significant hazard, but that projects would have to be 
analyzed on a case-by-case basis, such that it is "possible" significant impacts could occur, and 
that without MM-HM1 through MM-HM3, impact could be significant. There does not appear 
to be a conclusion, however, that Impact 3.7-1 would be "significant and unavoidable," even 
with the undertaking of the mitigation measures. This is somewhat conflicting, given the general 
notion that it is anticipated the increase in transport of hazardous materials would result in less
than-significant hazard to the public and/or environment. This is further in conflict with the 
Executive Summary table, in which Impact 3.7-1 is listed on Page ES-33 as being "significant 
and unavoidable" after mitigation despite the statement at Page 3. 7-11, that impacts "could" be 
significant, rather than "impacts would remain significant." 

Item 2: Page 3.7-13, MM-HMl and MM-HM2 both state that "SCAG shall encourage" the 
United States Department of Transportation, the Office of Emergency Service, the California 
Department of Transportation, and the California Highway Patrol to continue to take certain 
actions, such as conducting driver safety or enforcing speed limits." These mitigation measures 
only seek to "encourage" other departments to continue carrying out regulations currently 
enforced, and provides no determination of how to determine if such measures serve to mitigate 
Impact 3.7-1 and Impact 3.7-4, for which it is listed, and its effectiveness as a mitigation 
measure. 

9. Section 3.8 Land Use & Agricultural Resources 

Item 1: Page 3.8-12 to 3.8-13, the PEIR recognizes that despite attempts to work with local 
jurisdictions, including, counties, subregions and local city planners, it is likely that the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS has relied on general plans that are not current and the implementation of 
RTP/SCS transportation projects and resulting growth will be inconsistent with general plans, 
and therefore the RTP/SCS includes the "policy to continue public outreach efforts and 
incorporate local input" to develop a more accurate forecast in future RTP/SCSs. 

The PEIR subsequently notes that SCAG "has no authority to adopt local land use plans or 
approve local land use projects that will implement the SCS" because "SB 375 specifically 
provides that nothing in the law supersedes the land use authority of cities and counties. In 
addition, cities and counties are not required to change their land use plans and policies, 
including general plans, to be consistent with an RTP/SCS. However, local jurisdictions are 
encourage by SCAG to consider the [methods discussed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 2]." In other 
words, SCAG encourages local jurisdictions to adopt and update general plans that are consistent 
with the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS in order to accomplish the goals of SB 375. To this end, 
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-LU1 through MM-LU10 would reduce impacts 
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related to potential conflicts with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of any agency 
with jurisdiction over the project; however, impacts would remain significant. 

There appears to be an inconsistency with this recognition on Pages 3.8-12 to 3.8-13 that SCAG 
can only encourage local jurisdictions to adopt plans that would reduce the impact of 
inconsistent local land use plans and policies with the RTP/SCS, consistent with SB 375's 
protection of ultimate land use authority of cities and counties, with the actual Mitigation 
Measures listed, namely MM-LU3, MM-LU8, and MM-LUI 0. 

a. MM-LU3 states "SCAG shall work with its member cities and counties to ensure that 
transportation projects and growth are consistent with the RTP and general plans." This 
mitigation measure seems to require that the project sponsors in fact comply with the RTP, 
when such projects and growth falls within the protection of SB 375 and is a local land use 
control issue, within the local jurisdiction's purview. 

b. MM-LU8 states "SCAG shall use its Intergovernmental Review Process to provide review 
and comment on large development projects regarding their consistency with the RTP and 
other regional planning efforts." This proposed mitigation measure seems inconsistent with 
SB 375 and SCAG's role to encourage consistency. 

c. MM-LUIO states "Local jurisdictions can and should provide for new housing consistent 
with the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) to accommodate their share of the 
forecasted regional growth." This proposed mitigation measure is problematic because local 
jurisdictions are not required to provide housing, and thus such measure conflicts with local 
authority. This may be remedied by revising the language of MM-LU10 to reflect 
compliance with state law with regard to housing to accommodate forecasted regional 
growth. 

Item 2: At page 3.8-15, the PEIR states that "substantial disturbance and/or loss of forestlands, 
prime farmlands and/or grazing lands, throughout the six-county SCAG region" is mitigated by 
MM-LU15, which states "Project sponsors can and 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 transportation projects/improvements." This proposed mitigation, however, could 
constitute a "taking" of property and mitigates for "induced growth." Furthermore, MM-LU 16 
through MM-LU35, suggested to mitigate Impact 3.8-3, are insufficient in that they state local 
jurisdictions or project sponsors "can and should" take on various measures without noting how 
such measures will be evaluated for effectiveness in mitigating Impact 3.8-3. For example, MM
LU26, states "Project sponsors and local jurisdictions can and should promote infill development 
and redevelopment to encourage the efficient use of land and minimize the development of 
agricultural and open space lands" is again seemingly not a measure that can be meaningfully 
evaluated and/or quantified in determining efficacy. 

Item 3: At Pages 3.8-15 through 3.8-16, the PEIR discusses the "[p]otential to influence the 
pattern of urbanization in the region such that land use incompatibilities could occur," and MM
LU36 through MM-LU85 are recommended to reduce land use impacts and again are 
insufficient insofar as they claim that local jurisdictions "can and should" take on various 
measures without noting how such measures will be evaluated for effectiveness in mitigating 

680/-
0.0 a02/13/!2 -9-



Impact 3.8-3. For example, MM-LU44 states "The improvement and expansion of one urban 
public facility or service can and should not stimulate development that significantly precedes 
the local jurisdiction's ability to provide all other necessary urban public facilities and services at 
adequate levels." It is unclear how to determine when one urban public facility or service will 
cause a significant impact on a local jurisdiction's ability to provide all other necessary urban 
public facilities and services at "adequate levels," given that such "adequate levels" are not 
identified. 

Item 4: Page 3.8-21, MM-LU53 states "SCAG shall promote infill, mixed-use, and higher 
density development, and provide incentives to support the creation of affordable housing in 
mixed use zone." Please describe how SCAG will seek to provide such incentives to support the 
creation of affordable housing in mixed use zones. 

Item 5: Page 3.8-23, MM-LU69 states "Local jurisdictions can and should promote greater 
linkage between land uses and transit, as well as other modes of transportation." This Mitigation 
Measures is vague in that it does not provide what "greater linkage" measures would include, 
and how its effectiveness to minimize the impact of incompatible land uses would be 
determined. 

Item 6: Page 3.8-25, MM-LU84 states "Local jurisdictions can and should give preference for 
infrastructure improvements that support or enhance desired land uses and projects." It is 
unclear what are the "desired land uses and projects" in MM-LU84, and how local jurisdictions 
are to give preference to such infrastructure improvement such as how it should be determined 
that such improvements actually enhance a desired land use and project, to be implemented by a 
local jurisdiction, and what measures of effectiveness should be applied. 

Item 7: Page 3.8-25, MM-LU85 states "Local jurisdictions can and should reduce heat gain 
from pavement and other hardscaping, including ... Reduce street rights-of-way and pavement 
widths to pre-World War II widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for local streets, and 30 to 35 feet for 
collector streets, curb to curb), unless landscape medians or parkway strips are allowed in the 
center of roadways." Please explain how reducing streets to pre-World War II widths will not 
conflict with local fire department required street access. Further, please explain how to measure 
the effectiveness ofMM-LU85 in reducing Impact 3.8-4. 

10. Section 3.11 Public Services and Utilities 

Item 1: At page 3.11-6, the PEIR indicates that the Plan has the potential to increase exposure to 
wildfires and hazards due to new or expanded infrastructure. Additionally, at Page 3.11-9, in the 
PEIR's analysis of Direct Impacts, in comparing the Plan with the No Project Alternative, the 
PEIR notes that "under the No Project Alternative, it is anticipated that 83,990 households would 
be exposed to extreme wildfire threats; whereas under the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, the number 
would be reduced to 71,553. This would be a 14 percent decrease in households exposed to 
extreme wildfire threats, as measures to reduce wildfire threats are implemented with planned 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS projects." The PEIR notes what the expected number of households 
exposed to wildfire threats would be in 2035 under a No Project scenario, and notes the decrease 
by 14 percent in relation to the number of households exposed under the Plan, however the PEIR 
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does not note the current number of households exposed, to reflect a corresponding potential 
increase under the Plan. 

Item 2: At page 3.11-4 7, just above Table 3.11-11, the PEIR states that the Table reflects that 
"urban development and growth that would be accommodated by the transportation investments 
in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS would result in less overall use of energy resources in 2035 than in 
20 11." The total use of electricity and natural gas consumption as reflected in Table 3.11-11 is 
actually higher compared from 2035 under the Plan to the current 2011 energy consumption. 
What the Table reflects is a less overall use of energy resources in 2035 as between a No Project 
scenario and the Plan scenario. Thus, the statement that the "urban development and growth that 
would be accommodated by the transportation investments in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS would 
result in less overall use of energy resources in 2035 than in 2011" should be amended 
accordingly. 

Item 3: At page 3.11-49, MM-PS64 states "[s]tate and federal lawmakers and regulatory 
agencies can and should pursue the design of programs to either require or incentivize the 
expanded availability including the expansion of alternative fuel filling stations and use of 
alternative-fuel vehicles to reduce the impact of shifts in petroleum fuel supply and price." This 
mitigation is assigned to State and Federal agencies and lawmakers, who are outside of SCAG's 
purview. 

Item 4: At pages 3.11-51 through 3.11-52, MM-PS91 and MM-PS92 require local jurisdictions 
to take on mitigation measures that will likely directly increase the cost of housing, but do not 
include measures by which to determine the effectiveness of requiring energy audits in achieving 
mitigation of Impact 3 .11-11. 

Item 5: At page 3.11-53, mitigation measure MM-PS106 states "[l]ocal jurisdictions can and 
should provide, where feasible, creative financing for renewable energy projects, including 
subsidized or other low-interest loans, and the option to pay for system installation through long
term assessments on individual property tax bills." This mitigation measure is currently a 
voluntary program, and should be made clear that it will remain voluntary for local jurisdictions, 
to determine when such programs are "feasible" in accordance with the project-specific analysis 
that will be conducted at the project level. 

11. Section 3.12 Transportation, Traffic, and Security 

Item 1: MM-TR1 serves as an example of a mitigation measure that provides no articulable 
standard by which to determine its efficacy. MM-TR1 states, "SCAG shall establish a forum 
where policy-makers can be educated and can develop consensus on regional transportation 
safety and security policies." It is unclear how exactly such requirement shall be measured for 
effectiveness and how such measure will mitigate the impacts discussed in Section 3 .12. 

Item 2: At page 3.12-33, MM-TR26 and MM-TR27 both note that "SCAG shall encourage 
local agencies to fully implement these policies and projects." It appears that both mitigation 
measures are more of a suggestion that local agencies fully implement the measures included in 
the Plan, but has no measure of effectiveness if such measures are adopted or that such measures 
must be implemented. 
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Item 3: At page 3.12-36, MM-TR34 states "[l]ocal jurisdictions can and should meet an 
identified transportation-related benchmark." Please explain what would be an "identified 
transportation-related benchmark" and who would determine such benchmark, and the standards 
by which the effectiveness of meeting such a benchmark would achieve in mitigating Impact 
3.12-1. 

Item 4: At page 3.12-36, MM-TR37 states "[l]ocal jurisdictions and transit agencies can and 
should provide public transit incentives such as free or low-cost monthly transit passes to 
employees, or free ride areas to residents and customers." Please describe or explain how the 
subsidies are to be provided for by local jurisdictions and transit agencies in accordance with this 
proposed mitigation measure. 

Item 5: At page 3.12-37, MM-TR52 states"[l]ocal jurisdictions can and should reduce VMT
related emissions by encouraging the use of public transit through adoption of new development 
standards that would require improvements to the transit system and infrastructure, increase 
safety and accessibility, and provide other incentives." Please describe or explain how local 
jurisdictions are to determine these "new development standards" and how the effectiveness of 
such standards will be measured to determine effectiveness of such a mitigation measure. 

Item 6: At page 3.12-37, MM-TR56 deals with System Interconnectivity, stating that "Local 
jurisdictions can and should create an interconnected transportation system that allows a shift in 
travel from private passenger vehicles to alternative modes, including public transit, ride sharing, 
car sharing, bicycling and walking, by incorporating the following ... "which includes (i) "study 
the feasibility of providing free transit to areas with residential densities of 15 dwelling units per 
acre or more, including options such as removing service from less, dense underutilized areas to 
do so" and (ii) "use park-and-ride facilities to access transit stations only at ends of regional 
transitways or where adequate feeder bus service is not feasible." Please explain how this 
measure was determined, that free transit be provided to areas with residential densities of 15 
dwelling units per acre or more. 

Item 7: At page 3.12-38, MM-TR59 states that local jurisdictions "can and should prioritize 
transportation funding to support a shift from private passenger vehicles to transit and other 
modes of transportation" and sets forth two methods to do so, including "Give funding 
preference to improvements in public transit over other new infrastructure for private automobile 
traffic" and "before funding transportation improvements that increase roadway capacity and 
VMT, evaluate the feasibility and effectiveness of funding projects that support alternative 
modes of transportation and reduce VMT, including transit, and bicycle and pedestrian access." 
Please explain how this mitigation measure does not conflict with all local transportation 
measures already in place, including Measure M2 and MeasureR in Los Angeles County. 

Item 8: Page 3.12-40, MM-TR74: "Low- and No- Travel Employment Opportunities: Local 
jurisdictions can and should facilitate employment opportunities that minimize the need for 
private vehicle trips, including" the measure that local jurisdictions "encourage telecommuting 
options with new and existing employers, through project review and incentives, as appropriate." 
Please describe or explain how the telecommuting networks will be implemented and whether 
such incentives would mean the need for new taxpayer funded subsidies. 
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Item 9: At page 3.12-43, MM-TR97 states "Travel Mitigation: Local jurisdictions can and 
should mitigate business-related travel, especially air travel, through the annual purchase of 
verified carbon offsets." This measure requires that local jurisdictions purchase carbon offsets, 
without setting forth benchmarks or standards to determine the effectiveness of such a measure 
in reducing Impact 3.12-1 and 3.12-3. 

Item 15: At page 3.12-43, MM-TR98 states "Transit Access to Municipal Facilities: Local 
jurisdiction and agency facilities can and should be located on major transit corridors, unless 
their use is plainly incompatible with other uses located along major transit corridors." Please 
explain locating municipal facilities in a "major transit corridor" will effectively mitigate Impact 
3.12-1 and 3.12-3. 

Item 16: Page 3.12-30: Impact 3.14-6 should read Impact 3.12-6. 

12. Section 3.13 Water Resources 

Item 1: At page 3 .13-3 9, MM-WR26imposes more regulations than the current National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, regulated by the State 
Water Resources Control Board as delegated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and 
would require mitigation on project sites smaller than one acre in size. Please explain and justify 
that approach. 

13. Section 4. 0 Alternatives 

Item 1: While an EIR need not include an in depth discussion of the alternatives that were not 
considered feasible, according to CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6(c), it should briefly identify 
alternatives rejected as infeasible and explain why they were rejected. It does not appear that 
this PEIR does so. 

Item 2: Page 4-4 lists brief descriptions of the Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 projects. 
Alternative 2 only describes Modified 2008 RTP Alternative as an "update of the adopted 2008 
R TP to reflect the most recent growth estimates and transportation planning decisions and 
assumptions" and goes on to say that the alternatives "does not include urban form strategies 
included within the SCS, but includes all of the modifications and projects in the 2008 RTP 
through RTP Amendment 4. The growth scenario for the Modified 2008 RTP Alternative is a 
combination of local input and existing general plan and land use date provided by local 
jurisdictions." 

This does not include enough description of Alternative 2 to verify that the conclusions made as 
to the comparative effects of that Alternative for each of the Impacts discussed in turn from 
Pages 4-22 through 4-30. The analysis of each Impact under the Modified 2008 RTP Alternative 
as compared to the Plan explains the difference in Impact, but without explanation of how such a 
conclusion were formulated/achieved. 

For example, under Hazardous Materials at Page 4-27, it states "The Modified 2008 RTP 
Alternative would have similar impacts related to the accidental release of hazardous materials as 
compared to the Plan." The reasoning behind that conclusion should be provided, and would be 
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supported by a more thorough description of what the Modified 2008 RTP Alternative plan 
would entail. 

14. Section 5.0 Long Term Effects 

Item 1: Page 5-3, the PEIR states "Resources that would be permanently and continually 
consumed by the proposed project's implementation include water, electricity, natural gas, fossil 
fuels, and aggregate resources; however, the amount and rate of consumption of these resources 
would not result in significant environmental impacts related to the unnecessary, inefficient, or 
wasteful use of resources." To better understand how it was determined there would not be 
unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources, resulting in irreversible, significant 
environmental effects, the reasoning behind such a conclusion should be provided. 

III. Conclusion 

For all of the foregoing reasons, Irvine respectfully believes the PEIR should be revised to clarify 
the PEIR's approach to mitigation, reflecting that feasibility and effectiveness of the Mitigation 
Measures were determined at a programmatic level, and that project-specific analysis will amend 
or adopt such Measures as appropriate upon further analysis, allowing for measures to be 
bypassed by local jurisdictions when project level analyses find the measures either infeasible or 
unnecessary. Additionally, the Mitigation Measures should be amended to include articulable 
standards by which to determine their efficacy in mitigating their corresponding Impacts 
recognized by the PEIR. A consensus should be reached as to how to conduct future Cumulative 
Impacts determinations upon local jurisdictional undertaking of project-specific analysis, given 
the findings of "significant and unavoidable" impacts at a programmatic, but not project-specific 
level. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 
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Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-10-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 



LU42 

LU43 

LU44 

LU45 

LU46 

LU47 

LU48 

LU49 

LU50 

LU51 

LU52 

LU53 

LU54 

LU55 

LU56 

LU57 

LU58 

LU59 

LU60 

LU61 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X X X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 
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LU62 

LU63 

LU64 

LU65 

LU66 

LU67 

LU68 

LU69 

LU70 

LU71 

LU72 

LU73 

LU74 

LU75 

LU76 

LU77 

LU78 

LU79 

LU80 

LU81 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13112 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-12-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



LU82 

LU83 

LU84 

LU85 

NOl 

N02 

N03 

N04 

NOS 

N06 

N07 

NOS 

N09 

NOlO 

NOll 

N012 

N013 

N014 

N015 

680/048170-09 53 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

NOISE 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 
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N016 

N017 

N018 

POPl 

POP2 

POP3 

POP4 

POPS 

POP6 

PSI 

PS2 

PS3 

PS4 

PS5 

PS6 

PS7 

PS8 

PS9 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

X 

X 

X 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

X 

X 

X 

-14-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 



PSlO 

PSll 

PS12 

PS13 

PS14 

PSIS 

PS16 

PS17 

PS18 

PS19 

PS20 

PS21 

PS22 

PS23 

PS24 

PS25 

PS26 

PS27 

PS28 

PS29 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13112 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-15-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



PS30 

PS31 

PS32 

PS33 

PS34 

PS35 

PS36 

PS37 

PS38 

PS39 

PS40 

PS41 

PS42 

PS43 

PS44 

PS45 

PS46 

PS47 

PS48 

PS49 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-16-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



PS50 

PS51 

PS52 

PS53 

PS54 

PS55 

PS56 

PS57 

PS58 

PS59 

PS60 

PS61 

PS62 

PS63 

PS64 

PS65 

PS66 

PS67 

PS68 

PS69 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13!12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-17-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X x. 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 



PS70 

PS71 

PS72 

PS73 

PS74 

PS75 

PS76 

PS77 

PS78 

PS79 

PS80 

PS81 

PS82 

PS83 

PS84 

PS85 

PS86 

PS87 

PS88 

PS89 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13112 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-18-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



PS90 

PS91 

PS92 

PS93 

PS94 

PS95 

PS96 

PS97 

PS98 

PS99 

PSIOO 

PSIOI 

PS102 

PS103 

PS104 

PS105 

PS106 

PS107 

PS108 

PS109 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-19-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



PSIIO 

PSI II 

PS112 

PS113 

PS114 

PS115 

PS116 

PS117 

PS118 

PS119 

PS120 

PS121 

PS122 

PS123 

PS124 

TRI 

TR2 

TR3 

TR4 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02113/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

TRANSPORTATION 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-20-



TRS 

TR6 

TR7 

TR8 

TR9 

TRIO 

TRll 

TR12 

TR13 

TR14 

TR15 

TR16 

TR17 

TR18 

TR19 

TR20 

TR21 

TR22 

TR23 

TR24 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 
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TR25 

TR26 

TR27 

TR28 

TR29 

TR30 

TR31 

TR32 

TR33 

TR34 

TR35 

TR36 

TR37 

TR38 

TR39 

TR40 

TR41 

TR42 

TR43 

TR44 

680/048 I 70-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13112 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-22-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



TR45 

TR46 

TR47 

TR48 

TR49 

TR50 

TR51 

TR52 

TR53 

TR54 

TR55 

TR56 

TR57 

TR58 

TR59 

TR60 

TR61 

TR62 

TR63 

TR64 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02!13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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TR65 

TR66 

TR67 

TR68 

TR69 

TR70 

TR71 

TR72 

TR73 

TR74 

TR75 

TR76 

TR77 

TR78 

TR79 

TR80 

TR81 

TR82 

TR83 

TR84 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02!13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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TR85 

TR86 

TR87 

TR88 

TR89 

TR90 

TR91 

TR92 

TR93 

TR94 

TR95 

TR96 

TR97 

TR98 

WI 

W2 

W3 

W4 

W5 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13112 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

WATER 

X 

X 

X 

-25-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



W6 

W7 

W8 

W9 

WlO 

Wll 

W12 

W13 

W14 

W15 

W16 

W17 

W18 

W19 

W20 

W21 

W22 

W23 

W24 

W25 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13!12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 
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W26 

W27 

W28 

W29 

W30 

W31 

W32 

W33 

W34 

W35 

W36 

W37 

W38 

W39 

W40 

W41 

W42 

W43 

W44 

W45 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No Articulable Improper Improper Assumption of 
Standard/Deferred Integration of Integration Implementation 

Mitigation Regulatory of Project Even though 
Requirement Component Within the 

Control of 
Another Agency 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 
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W46 

W47 

W48 

W49 

W50 

W51 

W52 

W53 

W54 

W55 

W56 

W57 

W58 

W59 

W60 

W61 

W62 

W63 

W64 

W65 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/l2 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

-28-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



W66 

W67 

W68 

680/048170-0953 
3013863.1 a02/13/12 

Insufficient 
Analysis of 
Feasibility 

No Articulable Improper 
Standard/Deferred Integration of 

Mitigation Regulatory 
Requirement 

X 

X 

-29-

Improper Assumption of 
Integration Implementation 
of Project Even though 

Component Within the 
Control of 

Another Agency 

X 

X 



Attachment 2: OCCOG Technical Comments on the Draft 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS and PEIR 

1. GROWTH FORECASTS 

Issue: Growth Projections: The 2012 growth projections identify population, 
housing and employment data for the six-county SCAG region, from 2008 
(existing) to 2020 and 2035. These growth projections represent the best 
available information from local jurisdictions, the business community and 
landowners. However, as time passes, what is feasible for any given project can 
change. The triggers for change to adopted growth projections can range from 
factors such as market conditions, new information or data, infrastructure 
availability, changes in funding availability (such as the dissolution of 
redevelopment agencies statewide), and changes to jurisdictional boundaries 
resulting from future annexations and incorporations of previously-designated 
unincorporated territory. SCAG should continue to adopt the 2012 growth 
projections at a countywide level, consistent with past approvals of Regional 
Transportation plan growth forecasts. A county level of geography 
accommodates internal adjustments to changing conditions as described above, 
without compromising the integrity of the overall growth projections. However, 
approving the growth projections at any lower level of geography, such as at the 
city level, would be challenged with continual revisions and shifts to the total 
number of housing, population and employment within a city, among cities, and 
between cities and counties as a result of the factors described above. Adoption 
of the data at a level lower than the county would limit jurisdictional control and 
create inflexibility in a regional planning document. In addition, the level of 
geography in which RTP/SCS growth forecast is adopted should not be 
determined by other processes. For example, the RHNA allocations must be 
consistent with the RTP/SCS; state law does not require that they be identical. 
The RTP/SCS can be adopted at the county level and the RHNA process may 
proceed independently until it is completed after the appeals, trades, and 
transfers are completed. The RHNA allocations that were derived from the 
growth forecast can still be determined to be consistent with the RTP/SCS, even 
if changes are made to the city totals during the appeals, trades, and transfers 
process. 

Growth Projections Recommendation: SCAG's adoption of the growth 
forecast numbers should be at the county level, consistent with past RTPs, 
and not at a smaller level of geography such as city, census tract, or traffic 
analysis level. 

Issue: OCP-2010 Modified: On January 26, 2012, the update to the OCP-2010 
dataset known as "OCP-201 0 Modified" was officially approved by the OCCOG 
Board of Directors and is a data amendment to the OC SCS. The dataset 



includes the 2010 Census population and housing data, along with the 2010 EDD 
Benchmark data, consistent with SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. The 
dataset was provided to SCAG staff in December 2011 and this letter also serves 
as the formal notice of the update that should be incorporated into the 2012 
RTP/SCS, PEIR, and related documents. 

OCP-201 0 Modified Recommendation: All documents, tables, maps, 
narrative, modeling runs, PEIR Alternatives (including Alternate 
C/3/Envision 2 referencing the Orange County growth forecasts) should be 
updated with the Orange County Projections-201 0 Modified Growth 
Projections, as adopted by the OCCOG Board of Directors and consistent 
with the subregional delegation MOU between OCCOG, OCTA and SCAG. 

2. DRAFT RTP/SCS 

Issue: 2012 Draft RTP/SCS: The RTP/SCS identifies strategies to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light duty trucks. Because counties, 
jurisdictions and agencies have different needs and feasibility of implementation, 
we believe these strategies should be clearly identified as a menu of options that 
can be used to achieve the goal of reduced GHG emissions. However, the 
document can be construed to suggest that each of the strategies listed in the 
table on pages 150-153 are necessary to successfully implement the SCS, many 
of which are beyond SCAG's purview or control. It is requested that the language 
be clear that it is permissive. 

2012 Draft RTP/SCS Requests: 

1. Revise language on page 149: "The following tables list specific 
implementation strategies that local governments, SCAG, and 
other stakeholders may use or consider while preparing specific 
projects which that help can and should undertake in order to 
successfully implement the SCS." 

2. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the strategies in the 
Draft RTP/SCS Chapter 4. 

3. Please describe what municipal obligations are anticipated as a 
result of adopting these strategies as a list to be accomplished 
rather than a menu of options. 

Issue: OC SCS Strategies: There are strategies in the Orange County SCS 
that are not included in the regional SCS. Similarly, there are some strategies in 
the regional SCS that are not consistent with the strategies in the OC SCS. This 
creates confusion and clarification is needed. 



Under SB 375 and only within the SCAG region, subregional councils of 
government were allowed to prepare subregional SCS's that SCAG is then 
required to incorporate into the regional SCS. In Orange County, the Orange 
County Council of Governments (OCCOG) and the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) developed a countywide or subregional SCS 
(OC SCS) that was to be incorporated in whole into the SCAG SCS. Local 
agencies in Orange County developed the OC SCS and approved it in June 
2011. SCAG has incorporated the OC SCS in its entirety into the regional SCS 
as an appendix to the regional SCS, but it is unclear what the standing is of the 
OC SCS. The OC SCS contains a set of strategies that were agreed upon by 
local governments, agencies and other stakeholders within Orange County and 
was accepted by SCAG and should represent the SCS that is applicable to the 
Orange County region. 

OC SCS Strategies Recommendation: Please revise the text in the last 
paragraph on page 106 to state: "These subregional SCS documents are 
incorporated into the regional SCS and represent the SCS for each of these 
subregions." 

3. DRAFT PEIR 

Issue: Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent: It is unclear how SCAG intends 
to implement the Mitigation Monitoring Program with regard to the proposed 
mitigation measures, as may be implemented by local agencies. Section 1-5 of 
the PEIR specifically provides that "Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with 
documentation of compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG's 
monitoring efforts, including SCAG's Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process." 
It is infeasible for SCAG to require local jurisdictions to report when such 
mitigation measures are considered for any project. Noting that the SCAG region 
includes 6 counties, 14 subregional entities and 191 cities, this reporting 
requirement would surely fall short of expectations. Given this identified 
infeasibility, please clarify what obligations local agencies may have regarding 
SCAG's mitigation monitoring efforts. 

Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent Requests/Recommendations: 

1. Does SCAG intend to require all jurisdictions that avail 
themselves of the mitigation measures to report to SCAG when 
such measures are considered for any project? 

2. SCAG's approval of the PEIR needs to clearly state the intent and 
applicability of the mitigation measures and the PEIR reflective of 
our comments below and that mitigation measures do not 
supersede regulations under the jurisdiction of other regulatory 
agencies. 



3. Add language to Executive Summary and Introduction: 
"Mitigation measures do not supersede regulations under the 
jurisdiction of other regulatory agencies." 

4. Feasibility and Applicability 

On pages 1-5 and 1-7, the language should reflect that Lead agencies will 
determine the feasibility and applicability of measures and that the measures are 
intended to offer a menu of options available should a lead agency opt to utilize 
them. The PEIR makes the assertion on page 1-7 of the Project Description 
under Transportation Project Mitigation and Land Use Planning and 
Development Project Mitigation sections that the draft PEIR has made a 
preliminary determination that all of the mitigation measures in it are considered 
feasible. SCAG has not identified any analysis that supports the feasibility of the 
mitigation measures that are to be undertaken by entities other than SCAG and 
SCAG staff has stated on numerous occasions that the mitigation measures 
were intended to be a menu of options for consideration by lead agencies. 

Issue: Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375. 
Given the combination of the RTP and the SCS processes, as mandated by SB 
375, we recognize that SCAG must undertake the difficult task of balancing the 
goal of having a coordinated regional transportation system with land use 
strategies that encourage a more compact use of land. However, a key principle 
of SB 375 is that it is not intended to supersede local agencies' authority to 
regulate land uses. Specifically, Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) 
provides, in relevant part that" .... Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy 
shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use authority of cities 
and counties within the region ... " 

In light of the limitation expressed at Government Code sec. 65080(b)(2)(K), we 
find language in the PEIR, and specifically the mitigation measures therein, 
imposing affirmative obligations on local agencies within the SCAG region to be 
inappropriate and contrary to law. The proposed language as recommended 
below would remedy the legal conflict with Section 65080(b)(2)(K), yet achieve 
SCAG's recognition that project-specific environmental review is the appropriate 
level of review for projects that that have their own unique, site-specific 
circumstances. 

The revisions are further consistent with OCCOG's understanding that SCAG 
intended to provide the mitigation measures as a "toolbox" to local agencies for 
use within their discretion if and when appropriate for projects within their 
respective jurisdictions. Indeed, from materials presented by SCAG, including 
the January 26, 2012 workshop held at the City of Anaheim Council Chambers, 
SCAG explained that "This PEIR offers a "toolbox" of mitigation measures 
for future project-level environmental analyses .... It also includes suggested 
mitigation measures for local agencies to consider for implementation, if 



appropriate and feasible (phrased as "can and should"). This language is 
permissive and not mandatory upon local agencies." 

Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375 
Recommendations: 

1. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the feasibility of 
mitigation measures in the PEIR. 

2. Change language on page 1-7 found in 2 places under 
MITIGATION MEASURES, subheadings Transportation Project 
Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development Project 
Mitigation: "This Draft PEIR has made a preliminary determination 
that the proposed mitigation measures are feasible and effective. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that these agencies will 
actually implement them where, in the agencies' independent 
discretion, the measures are deemed applicable in light specific 
circumstances at the project level. 

3. Change language on page 1-5, first paragraph: "Mitigation 
Measures proposed in this PEIR are available as tools for 
implementing agencies and local lead agencies to use as they 
deem applicable. The implementing agencies and local lead 
agencies are responsible for ensuring adherence to the mitigation 
measures as 2012-2035 RTP/SCS projects are considered for 
approval over time." 

4. Please make similar text amendments to other sections, including 
the Executive Summary, of the PEIR that reference how the 
mitigation measures are to be used by lead agencies, including 
the Executive Summary. 

5. "Can and Should" 

As indicated in the PEIR on page 1-6, state law provides that it is appropriate to 
indicate in mitigation measures that they "can and should" be implemented where 
the authority to implement the measures rests with agencies other than SCAG. 
The language conveys to local agencies an affirmative obligation to address 
each mitigation measure, irrespective of whether such agencies deem the 
measures applicable to a particular project or duplicative of their own or other 
governmental agencies' regulatory measures. OCCOG recognizes that SCAG's 
use of the words "can and should" are derived from CEQA, at Public Resources 
Code sections 21081 and 2155.2(b)(5)(B)(ii) and CEQA Guidelines, including 
section 15091 (a)(2). Nevertheless, given the express limitation of SB 375 upon 
respective local agencies' land use authority, OCCOG deems any language 
seemingly imposing affirmative obligations contrary to SB 375 inappropriate. As 



such, the use of the language "can and should" for mitigation measures 
addressed to local agencies is inappropriate. 

"Can and Should" Recommendations: Change language in all mitigation 
measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read "can and should 
consider where applicable and feasible." To clarify the intent that the 
mitigation measures are a menu of options for which feasibility has not 
been established for any given project, the "can and should" language 
should be changed in all mitigation measures identifying entities other than 
SCAG to read "should consider where applicable and feasible." 

6. CEQA Streamlining: 

Pages 1-10 through 1-12 describe requirements for the CEQA streamlining 
offered under SB 375. In each section, it is indicated, consistent with SB 375, for 
projects to qualify for the CEQA streamlining, mitigation measures from the 
applicable environmental document must be incorporated into the project. 
Further, CEQA streamlining relative to the infill exemption under CEQA is also 
being developed pursuant to SB 226 passed last year. 

CEQA Streamlining Recommendations: Please clarify how the "menu of 
mitigation measures" is expected from this PEIR for project to qualify for 
CEQA streamlining under 58 375 and, if possible, the regulations being 
developed under 58 224. 

7. RTP/SCS Policies 

Please ensure that the discussion of the policies represented by the RTP/SCS in 
the draft PEIR is consistent with the policies actually in the RTP/SCS. In 
particular, the bullet list on the page 2-3 is stated to represent the land use 
strategies of the plan; however, the strategies listed are not specifically identified 
in the regional SCS. Including different language in the PEIR implies additional 
policy. 

RTP/SCS Policies Recommendation: Amend the land use strategies 
identified on page 2-3 of the Project Description, under the section Purpose 
and Need for Action to reflect the strategies included in the SCS chapter of 
the RTP. 

8. PEIR Mitigation Measures 

By far the most concerning portion of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS to OCCOG 
members is the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Specifically, 
the proposed mitigation measures included in the PEIR extend to and impact a 
broad spectrum of technical and policy areas. Many examples of these concerns 



are included on Attachments 1 and 2 of this letter. In sum, the concerns are that 
the mitigation measures: 

• Appear to go above and beyond the requirements of the Regional 
Transportation Plan and Senate Bill 375; 

• Are measures already required by State and Federal law or are regulated 
by other agencies such as the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, California Department of Housing and Community Development, 
Fish and Game, and the Regional Water Control Boards; 

• Appear to run counter to local control; and 

• Are financially infeasible for the agencies responsible for implementation. 

PEIR Mitigation Measures Recommendations. 

1. In order for the mitigation measures to truly be considered a 
toolbox of options for consideration by various entities in the 
SCAG region as intended, all mitigation measures in the PEIR 
intended for entities other than SCAG be moved into an appendix 
to the PEIR and renamed "Sustainability Strategies". These 
strategies could then be identified for consideration by lead 
agencies as mitigation for future projects should a lead agency 
choose to do so and deem them applicable and feasible. The 
PEIR would only retain mitigation measures applicable to 
SCAG. This action would also require that the Executive 
Summary, Introduction, and Project Description be updated to 
reflect the nature of the new appendix of Sustainability Strategies. 

2. Remove language within mitigation measures that establishes 
policies not included in the RTP/SCS or modifies the measure to 
specify a policy or endorses specific technology which would 
limit agency authority. 

3. In the draft PEIR, please replace text in all mitigation measures 
that identify policy for either SCAG or other entities with language 
that reflects either adopted SCAG policies or are policies that are 
included in the RTP and SCS. Mitigation measures should not be 
used to establish new policy for the region. 

For example: 
• MM-TR 17: "SCAG shall (for its employees) and local jurisdictions can and 

should institute where applicable and feasible teleconferencing, 
telecommute, and/or flexible work hour programs to reduce unnecessary 
employee transportation. 



• MM-TR 23: "Local jurisdictions should consider when applicable and 
feasible coordinated and controlled intersections so that traffic passes 
more efficiently through congested areas. Where traffic signals or 
streetlights are installed, require the use of a feasible, energy efficient 
Light Emitting Diode (LED) technology." 

• MM-TR 35: "Local jurisdictions should consider where applicable and 
feasible the adoption of a comprehensive parking policy that 
discourages private vehicle use and encourages the use of alternative 
transportation." 

9. SCAG Authority 

Several mitigation measures identify actions that SCAG shall undertake to 
mitigate impacts of the plan. Many appropriately direct SCAG to provide a 
discussion forum or serve as a central data repository for a broad range of topics 
that affect the region as a whole. However, many measures inappropriately 
direct SCAG to establish practices, standards, or policy in areas unrelated to 
what SCAG has purview over. Further, the measures often appear to be directed 
at policy implementation that is unrelated to the plan itself, such as implementing 
AB 32. Such measures will essentially require SCAG to establish policy in areas 
for which it has no authority. Additionally, it is not clear how SCAG would fund 
the work efforts because they are not directly related to its mission and, 
therefore, do not have funding. For example, MM-PS 118 states: "SCAG shall 
continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide 
direction on specific approaches and models and to specify levels of 
performance for regionally significant projects to be consistent with regional 
plans." Green building practices and energy efficiency measures are already 
addressed by various state and federal agencies, as well as by other local 
organizations. Further, SCAG does not have the authority to specify levels of 
performance for land use or buildings. 

SCAG Authority Recommendation: Remove the following mitigation 
measures for SCAG which it does not have purview for under the law or 
directed to do by the Regional Council through policy direction. List may 
not be exhaustive. 

MM-810/0S 44 MM-LU 42 MM-LU 77 MM-PS 68 
MM-810/0S 45 MM-LU 47 MM-LU 80 MM-PS 71 
MM-810/0S 46 MM-LU 48 MM-LU 81 MM-PS 95 
MM-810/0S 48 MM-LU 51 MM-LU 82 MM-PS 121 
MM-GHG 3 MM-LU 53 MM-LU 83 MM-TR 17 
MM-GHG 8 MM-LU 56 MM-NO 12 MM-TR 23 
MM-GHG 11 MM-LU 57 MM-NO 16 MM-TR 28 
MM-LU 9 MM-LU 60 MM-POP 1 MM-TR 35 



MM-LU 21 MM-LU 61 MM-PS 3 MM-TR 83 
MM-LU 22 MM-LU 64 MM-PS 14 MM-TR 85 
MM-LU 24 MM-LU 65 MM-PS 25 MM-TR 96 
MM-LU 26 MM-LU 69 MM-PS 37 MM-W 34 
MM-LU 32 MM-LU 71 MM-PS 39 MM-W 59 
MM-LU 34 MM-LU 74 MM-PS 41 MM-W60 
MM-LU 41 MM-LU 75 MM-PS 67 MM-W65 

10. SCAG Mitigation Measures 

It would be helpful to understand how SCAG will implement the mitigation 
measures that it is assigned to do. Many of the mitigation measures will expand 
SCAG's role into areas that are not currently under its purview and are under the 
jurisdiction of other entities. Many also constitute significant work efforts. 

SCAG Mitigation Measures Request: Please explain how the actions and 
programs required by the measures SCAG is assigned to do would be 
funded to ensure that they are truly feasible for SCAG to undertake. 

11. Ensuring Outcomes 

SCAG has limited authority in many of the areas included in the measures and 
will not be able to ensure impacts are mitigated and that the outcomes identified 
do actually occur. SCAG can assist, offer information, educate, and provide 
discussion forums for topics outside its area of jurisdiction; however, it is not 
possible to "ensure" that outcomes are achieved for things that are outside of its 
purview. 

Ensuring Outcomes Recommendation: Remove all references within 
mitigation measures that SCAG will "ensure" or "shall minimize impacts" 
that result from a mitigation measures. 

Example: 
MM-CUL 17: "Impacts to cultural resources shall be minimized 
through cooperation, information sharing, and SCAG.!s shall, through 
cooperation, information sharing and ongoing regional planning 
efforts such as web-based planning tools for local government 
including CA lots, and direct technical assistance efforts such as 
Compass Blueprint's Toolbox Tuesday series, provide information 
and assistance to local agencies to help them avoid impacts to 
cultural resources. Resource agencies, such as the Office of Historic 
Preservation, shall be consulted during this process." 



12. Fees and Taxes 

Several mitigation measures indicate that local jurisdictions or other entities 
should implement new fees or propose taxes to pay for a variety of programs or 
for acquisition of land for preservation. Increases to fees or taxes are issues that 
could require voter approval and, thus not be approved. They also represent 
prescriptive means to accomplish the mitigation. 

Fees and Taxes Recommendations: 

1. Reword measures to indicate that a new or increased fee, new 
tax, or other increase is only an option as a way to implement the 
mitigation. The following list may not be exhaustive. 

MM-810/0855 MM-PS15 MM-TR30 MM-TR88 
MM-LU29 MM-PS63 MM-TR37 MM-TR94 
MM-LU53 MM-PS75 MM-TR47 MM-TR96 
MM-LU54 MM-PS76 MM-TR52 MM-W6 
MM-LUSO MM-PS78 MM-TR60 MM-W32 
MM-LU81 MM-PS92 MM-TR69 MM-W52 
MM-LU82 MM-PS106 MM-TR74 MM-W58 
MM-LU83 MM-PS107 MM-TR75 
MM-POP4 MM-PS113 MM-TRSO 
MM-PS12 MM-TR28 MM-TR84 

2. Please clarify whether it was assumed that these additional fees 
were considered feasible and if the new fees that are suggested 
were considered in the financial plan or economic analysis of the 
RTP. 

13. Guidance Documents 

Guidance documents are there as information sources for consideration; 
however, they do not represent regulation or establish standards that are 
required to be achieved. For example, MM-AQ19 inappropriately indicates that 
project sponsors should comply with the CARB Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook (June 2005) which is only a guidance document. 

Guidance Documents Recommendation: Remove references that indicate a 
compliance with guidance documents from mitigation measures. 

14. Duplicative/Existing Regulations 

It is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of existing 
regulation or processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements). Under the California 



Environmental Quality Act, it is intended that measures be identified that will 
mitigate impacts of the project. Existing regulations are already assumed to be 
abided by in the evaluation of the impact and the significance of the impact is 
after all existing regulation is applied. Therefore, mitigation measures should 
address those actions that need to be undertaken in addition to existing 
regulation in order to mitigation the impact. Therefore, mitigation measures that 
simply restate existing regulation are not valid mitigation for purposes of CEQA. 
Further, it is possible for regulations to change over time. Because of this, 
restatement of the regulation in the mitigation measures could result in future 
conflict between the stated mitigation and the regulation. It has become common 
practice to state that existing regulation will be implemented. When this is done, 
it is common practice when compliance is used as a mitigation measure to simply 
state that the responsible entity will simply comply with the regulation. If 
mitigation measures that restate existing regulation are not removed, then it is 
requested that the wording of the measures be restated to simply read that 
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations will be undertaken. 
Language that could be used is: "Local jurisdictions, agencies, and project 
sponsors shall comply, as applicable, with existing federal, state law, and local 
laws and regulations." Similar language is included in some mitigation 
measures. It is offered that MM-PS 13 is a good example of the type of 
appropriate language and reads "Project sponsors can and should ensure that 
projects are consistent with federal, state, and local plans that preserve open 
space." 

It is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of existing 
regulation or processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements). Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, it is intended that measures be identified that will 
mitigate impacts of the project. Existing regulations are already assumed to be 
abided by in the evaluation of the impact and the significance of the impact is 
after all existing regulation is applied. Therefore, mitigation measures should 
address those actions that need to be undertaken in addition to existing 
regulation in order to mitigation the impact. Therefore, mitigation measures that 
simply restate existing regulation are not valid mitigation for purposes of 
CEQA. Further, it is possible for regulations to change over time. Because of 
this, restatement of the regulation in the mitigation measures could result in 
future conflict between the stated mitigation and the regulation. It has become 
common practice to state that existing regulation will be implemented. When this 
is done, it is common practice when compliance is used as a mitigation measure 
to simply state that the responsible entity will simply comply with the 
regulation. If mitigation measures that restate existing regulation are not 
removed, then it is requested that the wording of the measures be restated to 
simply read that compliance with all applicable laws and regulations will be 
undertaken. Language that could be used is: "Local jurisdictions, agencies, and 
project sponsors shall comply, as applicable, with existing federal, state law, and 
local laws and regulations." Similar language is included in some mitigation 
measures. It is offered that MM-PS 13 is a good example of the type of 



appropriate language and reads "Project sponsors can and should ensure that 
projects are consistent with federal, state, and local plans that preserve open 
space." The water section provides another example. The PEIR includes 68 
mitigation measures in the Water Resources section regarding water quality. At 
least 35 of these are related to stormwater runoff best management practices 
(BMPs) that are currently regulated through Municipal National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permits issued by Regional 
Water Quality Control Boards. In the SCAG region there are five water quality 
control boards each with its own Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit. The 
regulations and requirements contained in these permits vary from each 
other. By listing specific measures in the PEIR that are not included in a project's 
applicable Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit, the PEIR creates conflicting 
compliance requirements. To eliminate potential conflict with existing 
regulations, the mitigation measures regarding specific BMPs should be removed 
and replaced with a single requirement that each project must comply with its 
applicable Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit. 

Duplicative/Existing Regulations Recommendations: 

1. Please remove all mitigation measures listed in Attachment 1 
which are duplicative of existing regulations administered by or 
under the jurisdiction of other agencies. The list may not be 
exhaustive. 

2. For each impact, please add the following language: "Local 
jurisdictions, agencies, and project sponsors should comply, as 
applicable, with existing federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations." 

15. Draconian Mitigation Measures 

Many of the mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR are draconian and need to be 
removed. One prime example is MM-LU 85. It reads in part "Local jurisdictions 
can and should reduce heat gain from pavement and other hardscaping 
including: Reduce street rights-of-way and pavement widths to World War II 
widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for local streets and 30 to 35 feet for collector 
streets curb to curb) ... " Although reduced street widths may be appropriate in 
some cases and have been implemented in many jurisdictions, it is inappropriate 
and counterproductive to require reduced street widths as a mitigation measure 
in the PEIR. Reduced street widths, for example, generally do not provide space 
for on-street parking which may result in greater, additional paved areas provided 
in separate parking lots. A second example is MM-LU15: "Project sponsors can 
and 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 
transportation projects/improvements." Measures should support the SCAG 
Energy and Environment Committee which recommended that the programs 



build upon existing open space land acquisition and open space programs in the 
region, tailoring programs to each individual county in the region. These include, 
but are not limited to, OCTA's Measure M Mitigation Program, and TCA's open 
space mitigation program, which has protected 2,200 acres in perpetuity to date. 
Open space conservation should be pursued in a voluntary manner, working with 
willing private sector landowners and not overly prescriptive and specific. 

Draconian Mitigation Measures Recommendations: Remove mitigation 
measures that are very prescriptive, such reducing street widths to WWII 
widths or specifying preferred technology. 

Mitigation Measures Duplicative of Existing Regulation 
(Listed by type of regulation measures duplicates) 

Air CDFG Federal & state Federal law 
Quality/AQMD law 
MM-AQ1 MM-BI0/081 MM-HM3 MM-LU14 
MM-AQ2 MM-BI0/083 MM-HM4 MM-LU30 

MM-AQ3 MM-BI0/084 MM-HM5 

MM-AQ4 MM-BI0/088 MM-HM6 
MM-AQ5 MM-BI0/081 0 MM-HM7 NPDES 
MM-AQ6 MM-BI0/0811 MM-LU28 MM-AQ16 

MM-AQ7 MM-BI0/0817 MM-N018 MM-
BI0/0819 

MM-AQ8 MM-BI0/08 18 MM-P813 MM-GE05 

MM-AQ9 MM-BI0/0821 MM-W36 MM-W1 

MM-AQ10 MM-BI0/0822 MM-W37 MM-W13 

MM-AQ11 MM-BI0/0823 MM-W38 MM-W58 

MM-AQ12 MM-BI0/0824 

MM-AQ13 MM-BI0/0825 Flood control 

MM-AQ14 MM-BI0/0826 MM-HM8 

MM-AQ17 MM-BI0/0827 

MM-AQ18 MM-BI0/0828 Local 
AQencies 

MM-BI0/0814 MM-AV11 

MM-BI0/087 

State law 
MM-AV3 MM-HM10 MM-P84 MM-P8107 

MM-AV6 MM-HM11 MM-P88 MM-P8113 

MM-AV12 MM-HM12 MM-P810 MM-P8119 

MM-BI0/0820 MM-HM13 MM-P812 MM-P8122 

MM-CUL 1 MM-HM14 MM-P814 MM-TR29 

MM-CUL2 MM-HM15 MM-P816 MM-TR49 

Resource 
agencies 
MM-TR33 

MM-BI0/0829 

MM-BI0/0830 
MM-BI0/0831 

MM-BI0/0832 

MM-BI0/0833 
MM-BI0/0834 

MM-BI0/0835 
MM-BI0/0850 

MM-BI0/0851 

MM-W25 
MM-W26 
MM-W27 
MM-W28 

MM-W29 
MM-W30 



MM-CUL3 MM-HM16 MM-PS35 MM-TR55 MM-W31 

MM-CUL4 MM-LU10 MM-PS36 MM-TR75 MM-W32 

MM-CUL5 MM-LU11 MM-PS37 MM-TR89 MM-W39 

MM-CUL6 MM-LU17 MM-PS42 MM-W6 MM-W43 

MM-CUL7 MM-LU19 MM-PS43 MM-W8 MM-W46 
MM-CUL8 MM-LU20 MM-PS48 MM-W9 MM-W47 

MM-CUL9 MM-LU38 MM-PS55 MM-W10 MM-W48 

MM-CUL 10 MM-LU43 MM-PS56 MM-W11 MM-W49 

MM-CUL 11 MM-LU44 MM-PS57 MM-W12 MM-W50 

MM-CUL 12 MM-LU48 MM-PS59 MM-W15 MM-W51 

MM-CUL 13 MM-LU58 MM-PS61 MM-W16 MM-W52 

MM-CUL 15 MM-N01 MM-PS67 MM-W17 MM-W54 

MM-CUL 16 MM-N04 MM-PS69 MM-W18 MM-W55 

MM-GE01 MM-N08 MM-PS71 MM-W19 MM-W56 

MM-GE02 MM-N09 MM-PS73 MM-W20 MM-W61 

MM-GE03 MM-POP2 MM-PS77 MM-W21 MM-W62 

MM-GE04 MM-POP4 MM-PS89 MM-W22 MM-W64 

MM-GE06 MM-PS1 MM-PS92 MM-W23 MM-W66 

MM-HM9 MM-PS2 MM-PS97 MM-W24 MM-W68 



Additional Technical Clarifications on documents are also offered as follows: 

2012 RTP/SCS 
# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 General all All chapter headings should include the Chapter 

Comment number on each page for ease of reference. 
2 CIa rification 1, left column "The 2012 RTP/SCS includes a strong commitment 

to reduce emissions from transportation sources to 
comply with SB 375, BetH improve public health ... 
and meet the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. 
As 

3 Clarification 4, right "This region needs a long-term, sustainable funding 
column plan that ensures the region receives its fair share 

of funding, supports an efficient and effective 
transportation system that grows the economy, 
provides mobility choices, and improves our quality 
of life." 

4 Clarification page 7- Is additional $0. 15 gas tax the sum total of both 
Table 2 and state and federal taxes or $0.15 each? 
page 95-
Table 3.3 

5 Clarification 40, left "Strategic investments, put forth by the private 
column sector, that would remove barriers associated with 

telecommuting are expected ... " 
6 Correction page 42- 241 toll road completion year is 2030 

Table 2.2 

7 Please 50, left "scrip" 
define in the column 
text and add 
to a glossary 

8 Clarification 54, right "Express/HO T Lane Network 
column Despite our concerted effort to reduce traffic 

congestion through years of infrastructure 
investment, the region's system demands continue 
to exceed available capacity during__Qeak periods." 

9 Clarification 70, 78 Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 
SCAG seems to rely on CEQA to achieve the 
"maximum feasible" reductions in emissions from 
transportation. However, this is not consistent with 
the intent of SB 375's goal of achieving specific 
thresholds of 8% by 2020 and 13% by 2035 through 
a sustainable communities strategy plan. 



# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

1 0 Clarification 

11 Clarification 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

78, 
column 

80, 
column 

Please provide clarification to this section indicating 
if the air quality and greenhouse gas CEQA 
mitigation measures obligate regional agencies and 
project developers to undertake more strategies, 
programs and mandates beyond those included in 
the OC SCS. 

right "Greenhouse Gases 
On road emissions (from passenger vehicles and 
heavy duty trucks) constitute 93 percent of the 
transportation sector total. Emissions from 
passenger vehicles. which are the subject of SB 
375 and this RTP/SCS, constitute % of the 
transportation sector's greenhouse gas emissions 
total." 

left Statements are made, such as the following, "the 
RTP has the ability to affect the distribution of that 
growth" (in population in the region). These 
statements could be interpreted to be contrary to 
SCAG's obligation under the Memorandum of 
Understanding with OCCOG to respect the 
strategies and local land use policies in the OC 
SCS. 

Please clarify how it is in SCAG's ability to affect 
local change when the OC SCS is consistent with 
acceptance of local land use plans and planned 
population and employment distribution? 

Recommended text change: "Transportation 
projects including new and expanded infrastructure 
are necessary to improve travel time and can 
enhance quality of life for those traveling throughout 
the region. However, these projects also have the 
potential to induce attract more of the regional 
population growth in certain areas of the region. 
This means that although Although SCAG does not 
anticipate that the RTP would affect the total growth 
in population in the region, the RTP has the ability 
to affect the distribution of that growth." 

"In addition to induced population growth, 
transportation projects in the RTP also have the 
potential to divide established communities, 

82, rLght primarily through acquisition of rights-of-way." 



# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

12 Clarification 

13 Clarification 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
column 

Chapter 3 

page 95-
Table 3.3 

Text indicates that the RTP and projects in the 
RTP/SCS as "inducing" growth. It is noted that use 
of the term "induced growth" has a negative 
connotation and implies growth above and beyond 
what would occur naturally. However, it is stated in 
the RTP that the population, housing, and 
employment growth totals are fixed and only the 
distributions may change based on the plan. This 
means there will not be "new" growth and that the 
RTP and SCS may simply influence and shift the 
growth anticipated for the region. This moving of 
growth is the result of changes in distribution that 
are due to changes in land use or densities. 
Because of this, it is requested that references to 
"induced growth" be reworded to reflect the shifting 
of growth in the region. 

Recommended text change: "Cumulative impacts 
from the projected growth induced by the RTP 
include increased impervious surfaces; ... " 
SCAG's Financial Plan includes a significant portion 
of "New Revenue Sources and Innovative 
Financing Strategies" that are not currently in place 
or available. While some of the proposed revenues 
are within the control of SCAG or MPOs and 
County Transportation Commissions, the majority of 
the revenues (in terms of dollars) require either 
state or federal action to implement. 

Please explain what the implications are if these 
new revenue sources and innovative financing 
strategies do not become available? 
"Mileage based user fees 'Nould be implemented to 
replace gas tax and augment estimated at about 
$0.05 (2011$) per mile and indexed to maintain 
purchasing power starting 2025." 

Suggested language is from page 31 of Growth 
Forecast Appendix: 

"Current gasoline tax, estimated at_about $0.05 
(2011$) per mile will increase through 2025, then in 
2026 it would be replaced with a mileage-based 
user fee indexed to maintain purchasing power." 



# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

14 Clarification 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
column "capital of sprawl," the region today is projecting 

growth on onl~ a small fraction of the l=las little raw 
land available in the region left te aeeeFf!FfleElate 
.... rlrli+i,... ....... , ,.., .. ,... ,,+h " 

15 Clarification 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
column "capital of sprawl," the region today is projecting 

growth on onl~ a small fraction of the l=las little raw 
land available in the region left te aeeeFf!FfleElate 
,...rlrli+i,.... ... ,...J ,.. .. ,.... ,,+h " 

16 Clarification 106 SCAG indicates that the oc scs has been 
incorporated into the regional SCS. OCCOG was 
one of two subregions that undertook the arduous 
task and obligation of preparing an SCS. 

Please add clarifying text that these subregional 
SCSs, including the oc SCS, represent the 
Sustainable Communities Strategies applicable to 
those subregions. 

17 Clarification 110, right "Municipal water and sewer systems, for example, 
column ensure clean water. At the same time, eenerete 

sterffiwater r~:~ne# el=lannels l=larffi '.Vater Efl:lality aAd 
s~ra'NI eats inte e~en s~aee as areas become more 
urbanized and the percentage of impervious 
surface is increased, the h~drologic regime is 
dramaticall~ altered. Drainage conve~ances that 
once were natural and riparian are reguired to be 
engineered as hardened flood control channels to 
provide adeguate protection of private propert~ and 
public infrastructure from the increased freguenc~. 
duration, peak flow, and overall volume of 
stormwater runoff. With this armoring of once 
natural channels, water gualit~ benefits from 
biofiltration are lost along with opportunities for 
infiltration and evapotranspiration, which can lead to 
h~dromodifcation downstream in sections which are 
not ~et engineered and hardened. Many 
strategies ... " 

18 Clarification 112, 117 The scs documents the development of four 
scenarios to explore basic aspects of future growth. 
These scenarios were used in public outreach and 
the SCS and the associated Appendix states that 
"Using the public dialogue and feedback from the 
analysis of the SCS Scenarios, SCAG developed 



# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

19 Clarification 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

113, 122 

the 2012 RTP/SCS Plan alternatives." (Similar 
references are also include at RTP/SCS p. 117, and 
SCS Background Documentation p. 71 ). The 
RTP/SCS and Appendix then describes a process 
that led to the Plan alternatives. Neither the 
RTP/SCS, Appendix or PEIR expressly state or 
illustrate the fundamental land use and 
socioeconomic foundation for the SCS. 

In order to confirm consistency with the OC SCS, it 
is requested that SCAG include appropriate tables, 
graphics and maps that provide the detail that 
confirm this consistency. 
The regional SCS states that the 
scenarios/alternatives were developed using the 
Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT). The 
LSPT is a sketch planning tool that flattens 
geographical areas to a 5-acre grid cell. The OC 
SCS land use data was provided at much greater 
level of detail in that specific parcel data and detail 
were provided by each jurisdiction. A cursory review 
of some LSPT data reveals inconsistencies 
regarding interpretation of Orange County land 
uses. 

It is acknowledged that the regional SCS states, 
"Land use inputs for OCCOG SCS were 
unchanged". Yet use of the LSPT and SCAG 
Development and Community Types presented in 
the SCS leave open the question as to whether the 
OC SCS was altered, as noted above. 

Please provide confirmation that the underlying OC 
SCS land use data was used without significant 
alteration and LSPT flattening and interpretation in 
the development of the regional SCS Plan and 
alternatives. 

20 Add to 127, right "Gentrification" 
17 glossary 
21 Clarification 

column 
128, 
column 

left "Thus, this adjustment allowed the land use pattern 
to conform more closely to local expectations 
general plans, while reducing the amount of vehicle 
miles traveled." 



# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

22 Clarification 

23 Clarification 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

149, 
column 

150-152 

WhoseM!hat are "local expectations?" 
right Revise language to clarify that SCAG intends 

policies, strategies, and measures are a menu of 
options. 

"The following tables list specific implementation 
strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
stakeholders may use or consider while preparing 
specific projects which would help can and should 
undertake in order to successfully implement the 
SCS." 
The OC SCS was accepted by SCAG and 
represents the set of strategies and the growth 
distribution that outlines the best approach for how 
the requirements of SB 375 would be met within the 
subregion. Specifically, the OC SCS included 15 
specific Sustainability Strategies, reflecting a menu 
of 222 practices and actions that OC agencies have 
agreed to pursue (or continue to pursue) to achieve 
GHG reductions that support SB 375. 

Why doesn't the regional SCS specifically 
acknowledge these 15 strategies yet include other 
strategies and performance measures not included 
in the OC SCS (e.g., Locational Efficiency)? 

24 Add 
glossary 

to 166, right "Greenfield" 

25 Clarification 

26 Clarification 

27 Clarification 

column 
194, 
column 

201 

202, 
203-
Table 7.1 

right "In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, all 
regular and special meetings of the RTP task 
forces, the Transportation Committee (TC)~ 
CEHD, the EEC, and the SCAG Regional Council 
are publicly noticed and ... " 
Please clarify whether the text stating "Long-term 
emission reduction for rail, with a goal of zero
emissions rail system" is intended to reflect a zero
emissions freight rail system, or whether this goal 
also applies to passenger rail. 
Unfunded operational improvements, of which 
several are listed on page 203, Table 7.1, include 
transit station improvements in Irvine, Fullerton, and 
Santa Ana, bus rapid transit (BRT) in Orange 
County, and high speed rail (HSR) Phase II. 

Please confirm that these are consistent with the 



# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

OCSCS. 
28 Clarification 207 Strategic Finance 

Please explain what will happen if reasonably 
foreseeable revenue sources of approximately $200 
million do not become available? 

29 Add to 205 "Active transportation" 
glossary 

GROWTH FORECAST APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 Updated 23, Table 13 In December 2011, Orange County provided 

growth SCAG with the revised growth forecast 
forecast dataset, OCP-201 0 Modified, per the OC SCS 
numbers MOU (official OCCOG Board action 

1/26/2012). 

Please incorporate revised Orange County 
numbers (i.e. OCP-201 0 Modified) into all 
reports, tables, exhibits, alternatives, maps, 
and modeling runs for final RTP. 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 Clarification 1 The document states, "The performance 

measures are used to evaluate how well the 
RTP/SCS addresses the adopted goals and 
performance outcomes." 

Is there any formal role for the performance 
measures? 

ARB will evaluate for SB 375 compliance not 
based on these measures but based on ARB 
process. 

Please include language clarifying that this is 
a requirement to demonstrate compliance 
with federal requirements and not for the 
obligations under SB 375. 



# TOPIC 

2 Clarification 

3 Clarification 

4 Clarification 

5 Clarification 

PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 , end of first 
paragraph 

1, column 2 

13, Table 8 

9 

Add statement: "Performance measures and 
expected outcomes will be used to monitor 
the RTP/SCS at the regional level; these 
measures and outcomes are not proposed for 
use at the subregional or project-specific 
level." 
The document states, "The Regional Council 
will formally adopt the goals and outcomes as 
part of the final 2012 RTP/SCS." 

Does this bring any formal obligation to meet 
goals? Goals are general, flexible, and 
aspirational rather than specific, as on p. 1. 
The RTP/SCS claims an extra 2% C02e 
emissions reduction in 2035 from the NHTS 
post-processing analysis. While the RTP/SCS 
meets the ARB SB375 goal without the extra 
2%, we would like to note that the extra 2% 
could be important if the attorney general 
raises concerns about backsliding. 
Consequently, the reliability of the extra 2% 
reduction should be checked. Questions on 
the NHTS model are below. 

It would be useful to know the answers to 
better judge the quality, although we do note 
that the report does look like it meets the 
standards or best practice. 
NHTS Model Documentation Report 

Are the auto and bus accessibility variables 
included in the regression models for 30-mile 
rings? 

In "Number of trips" model - is number of 
cars, included as an independent variable, 
the actual or predicted value? 

The same question applies to other models. 



# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

6 Clarification 23, Table 10 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

Were the elasticities for the SCA G NHTS 
study calculated at sample means, or for 
each observation and then averaged for the 
sample? 

7 Clarification 24, Test 3 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

(Compare Trip-Based and NHTS Model): The 
final test was to compare the results of the 
Trip-Based Model and the NHTS Model for 
the same scenarios. 

Please describe the scenarios tested. 

TRANSPORTATION FINANCE APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 Clarification General What are the implications if revenues other 

than core revenues do not become available? 

Please describe any implications to the ability 
of the region to meet SB 375 GHG emission 
reduction targets or the federally required air 
quality conformity? 

SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 Please 53, right Housing Options and Mix: 

define column 
Define Larger-lot single family in text 

2 Clarification 71-74, 80-83 Alternatives naming: A, B, C 

Names of Alternatives differ than those listed 
in the PEIR on pages ES-3 and 1-4. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between two/all documents. 



# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

3 Revise 71, right "Plan Alternative (B) 
language to column ... The alternative maintains city-level 
clarify forecast control totals for both households 

and jobs, however, within city boundaries 
shifts are made to focus a much larger share 
of future growth in a more compact way 
around HQTAs, exce~t in Gateway and 
Orange County COG subregions ~er their 
SCS delegation agreements. Future housing 
market demand is expected to shift 
significantly to small lot single-family, 
town homes and multi-family R9SI::IiR§ 
housing." 

4 Please 71' right Plan Alternative (B) 
define column 

Define small lot single family in text 
5 Revise 71' right Plan Alternative (C) 

language to column "As a result very suburban communities may 
clarify experience no new housing or em~loyment 

growth, while some urban areas with very 
good access to regional transit may 
experience significant increases in housing or 
employment growth." 

6 Revise 72, left "While each alternative is distinctive, a 
language to column number of parameters remained constant 
clarify across each alternative: the regional 

RTP/SCS forecast total for ~o~ulation, 
households and jobs; ... " 

"Detailed forecast: the detailed distribution of 
~o~ulation, households, and jobs across the 
region ... " 

7 Revise 72, Table D1 Alternatives A & B: 
language to "Controlled to TAZ-based RTP/SCS Forecast 
clarify for 2020; Controlled to city-level RTP/SCS 

Forecast for 2020-2035, exce~t in Gateway 
and Orange County COG subregions ~er 

their SCS delegation agreements." 

Add statement to table notes: Gateway and 
Orange County COG subregions' local in~ut 
data will not be changed ~er their SCS 
deleqation aqreements. 



# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

8 Revise 74, Table D2 Alternatives A & B: 
language to Add statement: Gateway: and Orange County: 
clarify COG subregions' local inQut data will not be 

changed Qer their scs delegation 
aareements. 

9 Clarification 75, right "Development Types 
column The alternatives are built on, and provides 

data at, the level of the TAZ, which includes 
housing units and employment." 

Please clarify if TAZ is Tier 1, Tier 2, or both. 
10 Revise 79, right "Subregional SCSs submitted by the 

language to column Gateway Cities Council of Governments 
clarify (GCCOG) and the Orange County Council of 

Governments (OCCOG) will be respected 
unchanged and integrated into the 
alternatives (with possible revisions for 
Alternative Conly)." 

11 Clarification 79 The section includes the following language: 
"Subregional SCSs submitted by the 
Gateway Cities Council of Governments 
(GCCOG) and the Orange County Council of 
Governments (OCCOG) will be respected 
and integrated into the alternatives (with 
possible revisions for Alternative Conly)." 

Please clearly indicate what the "possible 
revisions" are and what process would be 
used to coordinate with Orange County 
should changes to the socioeconomic data 
contained in the OC SCS be proposed? 

12 Revise 80 Alternative A 
language to Add statement: Gateway: and Orange County: 
clarify COG subregions' local inQut data will not be 

changed Qer their scs delegation 
aareements. 



# 

13 

TOPIC 

Revise 
language to 
clarify 

PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
81 Alternative 8 

It is not clear whether Alternative 8 is the 
SCS land use plan. If it is, statements in the 
appendix lead one to believe the OC SCS 
foundation has been altered. For example, 
adjustments made to land uses to locate 
proximate to High Quality Transportation 
Areas (HQTA) and intensification of 
residential and employment development in 
HQTA that diverge from local General Plans 
as well as implementation of a vehicle user 
fee are not part of the OC SCS. 

Is Alternative B the SCS land use plan? 

Add statement: Gateway and Orange County 
COG subregions' local input data will not be 
changed per their SCS delegation 
agreements. 

14 Clarification 115, left Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2011 
column 

Is this a duplicate of the 2010 Santa Ana 
project? 



PEIR 
# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 Revise ES-2 ES contains matrix of mitigation measures 

language to which reference project sponsors, local 
clarify agency, and project implementation agency 

without definitions. Add definitions into ES at 
end of ES.1: 

In general, the terms "local agency," "Qroject 
SQonsor" and "Qroject imQiementing agency" 
are used throughout this PEIR to identify 
agencies, organizations, comQanies and 
individuals that will act as lead agencies or 
Qroject aQQiicants for different tyQes of 
individual Qrojects. Individual Qrojects that are 
anticiQated to occur Qursuant to the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS consist of Qlanning Qrojects 
(general Qlans, SQecific Qlans, climate action 
Qlans, etc.}, develoQment Qrojects (including 
Transit Priority Projects (TPPs} and other 
similar Qrojects}, and transQortation Qrojects. 

In general, "local agency" is used to refer to a 
QUblic agency that would QrOQose a Qlanning 
Qroject or a QUblic infrastructure Qroject 
and/or an agency that would be lead agency 
for individual Qrojects. "Project SQonsor" is 
tyQically used to refer to an aQQiicant (that 
could be QUblic or Qrivate, an organization or 
an individual} that QroQoses a Qroject. 
"Project imQiementing agency" is used to 
refer to an agency resQonsible for 
imQiementing a Qroject. In this document, 
Qroject-imQiementing agencies are those that 
are resQonsible for carrving out (reviewing, 
aQQroving, constructing} transQortation 
projects. 



# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

2 Clarification ES-3, 1-4, Alternatives' Naming: No Project Alternative, 
Chapter 4 Modified 2008 RTP Alternative, Envision 2 

Alternative; Alternatives 1, 2, 3 

Names of Alternatives differ than those listed 
in the scs Background Documentation 
appendix on pages 71-74 and 80-83. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between all documents. 

3 Fix ES-31 Duplicate naming of GHG11 and GHG12 
numbering 

4 Please ES-42 LU63- What are the smart growth principles? 
define 

5 Please ES-42 LU64- What are the benchmarks for smart 
define growth? 

6 Fix ES-51 PS17 & PS18 are missing 
numbering 

7 Fix ES-53 Duplicate naming of PS36 & PS37 
numbering 

8 Please ES-67 TR 34- what are the identified transportation 
define benchmarks? 

9 Please ES-83, 3.13- Define climate change hydrology 
define 42 

MM-W43 
10 Please ES-40, 3.8-21 Define urban growth boundary 

define MM-LU42 
11 Please ES-57, 3.11- Define parking cash out program/ cashouts 

define 49 
MM-PS68 & 
ES-74, 3.12-
43 MM-TR96 

12 Clarification 1-5 Besides IGR, what other monitoring efforts is 
SCAG in charge of? (that would require lead 
agencies to provide SCAG with 
documentation of compliance with mitigation 
measures) 

13 Language 1-6, Language correction: "The Wtef former 
correction paragraph 3 finding ... " 



# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

14 Language 2-5 Sustainability section should be separated. 
correction 

Language correction: 
Sustainability. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is 
subject to specific requirements for 
environmental performance. 

New ~aragra~h: 
"Beyond simply meeting these requirements, 
a ... " 

15 Language 2-5, Table 2- "Align the plan investments and policies witfl. 
correction 2 while improving ... " 

16 Please 2-14 Define "scrip" 
define 

17 Narrative 2-21 AB 32 is global warming solutions act. SB 
375 was determined to be stand-alone 
legislation. RTP document is not forum to 
address global climate change and 
references distract from RTP goal and 
purpose. "Global warming" and "global 
climate change" are not interchangeable 
phrases. References should be removed or, 
where appropriate, language should be 
changed to "global warming". 
Goods movement is also a major source of 
GI=IG emissions tl=!at contrieute to §Jioeal 
r-lirY'I-:>fo r-h-:>nr<o 

·~ .~ ~ ·~ ·;::~~· 

18 Clarification 2-27 Not in SCAG's authority, nor funding 
paragraph 4 available. Delete sentence: 

SGAG 1Nill 'Nork 'Nitl=! local jurisdictions and 
community: stakel=!olders to seek resources 
and 19r0vide assistance to address any: 
!90SSiele §lentrification effects of new 
develo19ment on e*istin§J communities and 
~o~ulneraele 19019ulations. 

19 Clarification 2-27 "The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use 
paragraph 5 development pattern accommodates over 50 

percent of new housing and employment 
growth in HOT As, while keeping jurisdictional 
totals consistent with local input." 

Please confirm that there are no changes to 
the local/and use inputs provided by Orange 
County. 



# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

20 Clarification 2-29 "For purposes of SCAG's SCS, a 
Development Type reflects an estimated 
average density of 22 residential units per 
acre. However, it is important to note that the 
designation is a potential ultimate average for 
the TAZ-and is not an absolute project
specific requirement that must be met in 
order to determine consistency with the SCS. 
In other words, the SCS was not developed 
with the intent that each project to be located 
within any given TAZ must exactly equal the 
density and relative use designations that are 
indicated by the SCS Development Type in 
order for the project to be found consistent 
with the SCS's use designation, density, 
building intensity and applicable policies. 
Instead, any given project, having satisfied all 
of the statutory requirements of either a 
residential/mixed-use project or TPP, may be 
deemed by the lead agency to be consistent 
with the SCS so long as the project does not 
prevent achieving the estimated average use 
designations, densities and building 
intensities indicated by the Development 
Type within the TAZ, assuming that the TAZ 
will be built-out under reasonable local 
planning and zoning assumptions." 

21 Please 
define 

Does the above PEIR language create a 
requirement for average TAZ density levels in 
2035 and a requirement that each local 
project not preclude those density levels? 

Additionally, please clarify whether in 
HQTAs, these densities could be exceeded 
as well as implications of an area that is 
already fully developed not redeveloping 
such that it ever achieves the identified 
densities. 

3.8-5 Define "open space" 
paragraph 3, 



# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

22 Revise 4-39 
language to 
clarify 

23 Revise 4-40 
language to 
clarify 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
Envision 2 alternative contains growth 
projections that would place housing in flight 
paths, locate housing on sites for which 
housing is not allowed due to environmental 
contamination, would significantly impact 
existing industrial operations necessary to 
maintain quality jobs in the region, and does 
not include development projects that are 
legally allowed due to having existing 
entitlement for development. Because this 
alternative does not consider the existing 
health and safety of future residents nor the 
existing legal approvals of development in 
the region, it is not possible to determine if 
the alternative is actually superior to other 
alternatives. It is simply another alternative 
for consideration. 

Please remove references to the Envision 2 
(or any other name of this alternative) as 
being environmentally superior. 

ENVIRONMENTi\LLY SUPERIOR 
ENVISiON 2 ALTERNATIVE 
"Of the three alternatives, the Envision 2 
Alternative would be considered by State 
CEQA guidelines as the environmentally 
supe'rior alternative because it does not allow 
further use of land for single-family 
development. .. " 



FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 6·80) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Date: January 30, 2012 

To: The Honorable City Council, City of Los Angeles 
c/o City Clerk, Room 395 

From: 

Subject: 

Attention: Honorable Bill Rosendahl, Chair, Transportation Committee 
Attention: Honorable Ed Reyes, Ch ir, PLUM Committee 

Jaime de Ia Vega, General Manager 
Department of Transportation 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Strategy (CF 11-1223) 

an I Sustainable Communities 

This report provides additional comments regarding the draft 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), being prepared by 
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). These comments 
supplement those comments approved by Council and the Mayor as indicated in the 
attached Council action of October 5, 2011. 

Recommendations 

1) Approve the comments provided in this report as City of Los Angeles comments 
to SCAG on the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS). Following the submittal of these comments to SCAG, the 
Department of Transportation will continue to collaborate with SCAG in an effort 
to have the City's comments substantially incorporated into the RTP/SCS and 
related Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

2) Authorize the Department of Transportation to transmit comments to SCAG that 
are substantially consistent with those contained in this report, including the 
attached comments from other departments. 

Summary 

Every four years the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), prepares 
a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the six-county region. The 2012 RTP/SCS 
includes planned transportation projects and demographic assumptions through the 
year 2035. The plan presents a strategy for the investment of $524.7 billion in the 
region's transportation system between 2012 and 2035 and, for the first time, a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for the six-county region. 

The SCS, required by SB 375, focuses on reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHGe) 
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from cars and light trucks by means of several strategies, including integration of land 
use and transportation planning, transit system expansion, and transportation demand 
management (TOM). The California Air Resources Board (CARB) established regional 
GHGe reduction goals of eight percent per capita by 2020 and thirteen percent per 
capita by 2035, compared with 2005 levels. SCAG's analysis indicates that the draft 
RTP/SCS would achieve the 2020 target, and would exceed the 2035 target with a 
GHGe reduction of sixteen percent. 

According to SCAG's analysis and modeling, the draft RTP/SCS also meets the federal 
conformity requirements for air quality. It is important to note that reduqing GHGe is not 
required for achieving air quality conformity. Therefore, although many of the strategies 
that achieve air quality conformity also assist with GHGe reductions, the two analyses 
are generally independent of each other. 

A Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also requires that there be reasonably available 
funding sources. The RTP proposes expenditures of $524.7 billion, and SCAG states 
that without new revenue sources the RTP faces a funding shortfall of approximately 
$219.5 billion. Various means to make up the shortfall are set forth. The RTP suggests 
that $127.5 billion of the shortfall could be addressed by action at the State or Federal 
level to increase the gas tax $0.15 per gallon between 2017 and 2024. The RTP states 
the State and Federal government could then replace the gas tax with an indexed 
mileage-user fee of $0.05 per mile beginning in 2025. If the mileage-based fee was not 
implemented, then there would be a need to further increase the gas tax to generate 
the revenues that would have been created by the mileage-based user fee. Although 
these proposals depend primarily on State and/or Federal action, they deserve further 
discussion within the City as the implementation year of 2017 approaches. 

SCAG is to be commended for a multi-year effort to develop the 2012 RTP/SCS, 
including an unprecedented outreach effort. In particular, the passage of SB 375 
required an extensive public education campaign including outreach to cities, 
environmental, public health and business groups. SCAG conducted a series of 
periodic workshops across the region, which included preparation of in-depth graphic 
and narrative presentation materials. The City appreciates the outstanding outreach 
effort, both to the City itself and across the region. 

Pursuant to the Council action of October 5, 2011, and in accordance with past 
practice, LADOT has reviewed the draft 2012 RTP/SCS and compiled proposed 
comments to SCAG. In addition, LADOT has coordinated the preparation of these 
comments on the RTP/SCS with other City departments that are most impacted by the 
RTP. LADOT very much appreciates the cooperation of the departments of Los 
Angeles World Airports (LAWA) and City Planning each of which have provided 
comments. The Port of LA has indicated that it does not have formal comments at this 
time. In addition, the Metro staff report on the RTP/SCS is also attached for reference. 
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Report to City Council. dated September 21. 2011 
On October 5, 2011, the City Council adopted a joint report by the Departments of City 
Planning and Transportation entitled "Alternatives Proposed by SCAG for the 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan I Sustainable Communities Strategy" (CF 11-1223). This 
report, dated September 21, 2011, provided comments on four draft scenarios for the 
RTP/SCS, released by SCAG in July 2011. Specifically, Attachment A of the report 
identified proposed RTP/SCS strategies that City staff believed would, if adopted, have 
a potential impact on the City. For purposes of the report, "impact" was defined as a 
significant change from adopted City policy. Staff believes that the report, dated 
September 21, 2011, continues to reflect City policy with regard to many of the 
strategies presently included in the draft RTP/SCS. 

One of the objectives of the report was for the City's comments to be incorporated into 
the RTP/SCS. We are pleased to report that to a large extent the City's comments 
appear to have been acknowledged by SCAG and therefore the RTP/SCS does not 
include several of the specific proposals of concern. Specifically, three of the concerns 
raised, and the status of the strategy in the draft RTP/SCS, are as follows: 

1) Phased implementation of 5% of major arterials to have dedicated bus 
lanes. As requested by the City, the RTP does not include a specific 
percentage for implementation. As explained in the September 21st 
report, the City supports careful and selected implementation of bus 
lanes, but does not want to commit to implementing a specific percentage 
of bus lanes on City arterials. 

2) 10% of primary and secondary arterials to include bike facilities. As 
requested by the City, the RTP does not include a specific percentage for 
implementation. As explained in the September 21st report, the City 
supports careful and selected implementation of bike lanes, but does not 
want to commit to implementing a specific percentage of bike lanes on 
City arterials. Rather, the City supports the specific implementation of its 
adopted Bicycle Plan. 

3) Cordon pricing around key activity centers- initial pilot projects in 
downtown Los Angeles and potentially LAX complex. As requested by the 
City, this project has been included in the Strategic Plan portion of the 
RTP/SCS, which acknowledges that the project still requires further study 
and has not been officially approved by the City. 

Discussion of Policy Concerns and Comments 

Although most of the concerns raised in the September 21, 2011 report appear to have 
been addressed, LADOT has identified additional areas of concern with regard to the 
draft 2012 RTP/SCS, which was released for public comment on December 20, 2011. 
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LADOT has comments and concerns in the following areas: 

Project List for RTP/SCS 

The RTP includes an extensive project list. As stated in the Project List appendix, the 
list is divided into three sections, as follows: 1) The Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP), which forms the foundation of the RTP project 
investment strategy and represents the first six years of already committed funding; 2) 
the Financially Constrained list of projects not included in the FTIP but which have 
"reasonably available" funding; and 3) the Strategic Plan representing an unconstrained 
list of potential projects that the region would pursue given additional funding and 
commitment. 

As with past RTP cycles, LADOT has reviewed all three project lists. The FTIP and 
Constrained project lists appear to include, with one exception, all City of Los Angeles 
projects with either committed or reasonably available funding. These lists are 
developed through ongoing coordination between City, Metro and SCAG staff. The one 
project that should be added to the FTIP list is a Transit Bureau project as follows: 

TIP 10 LAF5427- DASH Clean Fuel - Five Higher Capacity Vehicles (Purchase 
five 35-foot CNG clean-fuel buses to replace five 30-foot propane vehicles). 
SCAG is aware that this project needs to be added to the FTIP project list, and it 
is pending to be added to the list. 

Regarding the Strategic Plan list, in an effort to expedite many as yet unfunded City 
projects, LADOT has prepared the attached list of approximately ninety projects that the 
City is requesting to be added to the Strate.gic Plan. 

Additionally, LADOT wishes to draw attention to both the Los Angeles Bicycle Plan and 
Mobility Hubs initiatives (a First Mile/Last Mile strategy). These efforts support both the 
Active Transportation and Transportation Demand Management strategies of the RTP. 
The RTP includes numerous references to expanded bicycle facilities and other First 
Mile/Last Mile strategies, and therefore these strategies are presumably included with 
likely funding in the Financially Constrained plan. However, to the extent these 
initiatives are not included in the Constrained plan they should be added to the 
Strategic Plan. 

Importantly, Metro staff has also reviewed the RTP and found that it includes all the 
projects and programs in the Metro 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). A 
copy of the Metro staff report, dated January 18, 2012, is attached for reference. The 
RTP does not model the 30/1 0 (Fast Forward) proposal for Measure R projects, 
because the proposal has not yet been approved by the Metro Board, and still requires 
federal approvals. However, SCAG is supportive of the 30/10 proposal and will likely 
amend the RTP if the proposal secures additional approvals. 
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The Metro report also highlights key projects, within Los Angeles County, included in 
the RTP which are not included in Metro's 2009 LRTP. These key projects include: 

• East-West Freight Corridor will be studied along a five mile band generally 
following the SR-60 corridor between the 1-710 and the 1-15. 

• Phase I of the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is in the draft 2012 
RTP in the Constrained Plan, pending an agreement between the CHSRA and 
Metrolink to identify funds to bring local systems up to higher speeds (11 0+ mph) 
where possible. 

• A regional Express/HOT Lane Network that expands Metro's Fast Lanes pilot 
project to include the 1-405 artd SR-91. This goes beyond the federally funded 
pilot studies on the 1-10 and 1-110 freeways. 

As an overall comment, the City wishes to emphasize that, for future RTP/SCS project 
lists, the City, Metro and SCAG need to continue the effort to improve connectivity 
between various transit systems. For example, in South Los Angeles County, there 
needs to be greater emphasis placed on the development of feeder systems to connect 
and support the Blue, Green, Expo and Crenshaw lines. These systems would include, 
but not be limited to, expanded Bus Rapid Transit and improved bicycle and pedestrian 
linkages. 

Recommendation: 

As described above, the City should request that SCAG include the attached list of 
projects to the Strategic Plan. Additionally, to the extent the Los Angeles Bicycle Plan 
and Mobility Hubs are not included in the Constrained Plan, they should be added to 
the Strategic Plan. 

Land Use Strategy and Sustainable Communities Strategy Map for 2035 

As stated in the SCS Background Documentation appendix, page 110, one of the goals 
of the SCS is "to identify strategies that can reduce per capita vehicles miles traveled 
(VMT) over the next twenty-five years." Among other strategies such as Transportation 
Demand Management, Transit etc., one of the key strategies for reducing VMT is the 
land use strategy. Essentially, this strategy involves reducing VMT through the 
gradual implementation of smart growth policies, including Transit Oriented 
Development, whereby new development is focused near transit stations and high 
quality transit corridors. The City is supportive of smart growth policies and has been 
working for many years to advance smart growth planning in a variety of ways. 

LADOT realizes that the Department of City Planning has a major role in the review of 
the land use strategy of the SCS. However, because the land use strategy involves 
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residential density increases near transit stops and transit corridors, the strategy, if 
implemented, will impact the City's transportation infrastructure needs by 2035. 
Accordingly, LADOT has reviewed the SCS land use strategy. 

The 2012 SCS includes Land Use Pattern Maps for each SCAG subregion, based upon 
five Community Types (Urban, City, Town, Suburban and Rural). The maps show the 
development pattern, according to SCAG, that is "likely to occur" by 2020 and 2035. 
However, the maps utilizing Community Types are at a "macro" level. The five 
Community Types actually include thirteen Development Types which give a more 
detailed picture of the land use pattern that the SCS proposes. 

Because LADOT wished to examine more closely SCAG's desired and projected land 
use pattern for the City, LADOT requested that SCAG provide a map of the City for 
2035 in which development patterns are shown by the thirteen Development Types. 
Accordingly, SCAG provided a map entitled "City of Los Angeles Year 2035 Preferred 
Scenario by Development Type," dated November 7, 2011 (SCS map for 2035). The 
SCS map for 2035 represents what SCAG desires and believes is "likely to occur" by 
2035, categorized by SCAG's thirteen Development Types. It therefore represents a 
developed, rather than merely a planned, environment. 

LADOT has compared the SCS map for 2035 with many of the maps for the City's 
adopted 35 community plans, which are found on the Department of City Planning 
website. It is evident that the SCS Map for 2035 is not consistent with many of the 
Community Plan maps, and shows a level of residential density considerably higher 
than shown on the adopted Community Plan maps. In particular, the SCS Map 
appears to show much fewer single family neighborhoods, defined as approximately 
seven units per acre. Because the SCS map for 2035 shows residential densities that 
are different than shown in the adopted Community Plan maps, if implemented, the 
map would impact land use patterns and the need for transportation infrastructure. 

It is true that the SCS states, and SB 375 provides, that the SCS does not supersede 
local land use policies (see page 158 of the RTP/SCS main document). Therefore, 
revising the City's land use policies to be generally consistent with the SCS map would 
be voluntary. However, although voluntary, the concern is that, unless the City 
indicates otherwise, the adoption of the RTP/SCS by the SCAG Regional Council may 
imply to SCAG and other parties that the City supports the implementation of the land 
use pattern described in the map. Moreover, the SCS states in Table 4.3 (page 150) 
that local jurisdictions should "Update local zoning codes, General Plans, and other 
regulatory policies to accelerate adoption of land use strategies included in the 
RTP/SCS Plan Alternative." 

Recommendation: 

The City should clarify that it is the City that determines its own land use policy, and the 
adoption of the RTP/SCS, including the land use strategy and maps, does not imply 
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that the City will implement the development pattern described in the land use strategy. 

The City should indicate to SCAG that the SCS Map for 2035 appears to be 
inconsistent with many adopted Community Plan maps. Further, changes to adopted 
land use policies and plans must go through an established City process, subject to 
Mayor and Council approval. This process includes an extensive and robust 
community outreach effort. The SCS Map for 2035 represents SCAG's "vision" of the 
City's developed land use pattern for 2035. However, the City may or may not 
implement the land use pattern described on the SCS Map for 2035. 

CEQA Streamlining · 

The adopted September 21, 2011 City report, prepared by the Planning and 
Transportation departments, included the following comments: 

"The Sustainable Communities Strategy will include land use maps which will 
facilitate CEQA streamlining of development projects. According to SCAG staff, 
the CEQA relief provided by SB 375 is substantial. Therefore, the City should 
carefully review the draft SCS land use maps to ensure the maps are consistent 
with adopted City land use plans. 

SB 375 allows for CEQA streamlining provided a proposed project qualifies as 
follows: 

1) The project must be consistent with the land use designation contained in 
the land use maps included in the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
The maps will describe land use densities and types according to SCAG's 
Land Development Categories (LDC's). 

2) The project qualifies as a Transit Priority Project (TPP), as defined by SB 
375. To qualify as a TPP, a project must meet certain minimum density 
requirements and must be located within % mile of either a "major transit 
stop or high-quality transit corridor" (SB 375- Section 21155). According 
to SCAG staff, most of the City qualifies as a TPP area because of 
existing transit stations and corridors. 

CEQA streamlining, according to information provided by SCAG, will allow many 
projects meeting the above two criteria to receive the equivalent of a "mitigated 
negative declaration" in the development review process. This could impact 
development review by several departments, including Planning and 
Transportation. 

The City requests that SCAG provide copies of the draft SCS land use maps for 
review by the Planning and Transportation departments, and the Council and 
Mayor, prior to SCS adoption." 
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The above comments provide an overview of CEQA streamlining. A more complete 
description is provided on pages 84 and 85 of the SCS Background Documentation 
appendix for the draft 2012 RTP/SCS. This section begins by stating: "SB 375 amends 
CEQA (the California Environmental Quality Act) to add Chapter 4.2 Implementation of 
the Sustainable Communities Strategy, which allows for CEQA exemption for certain 
projects, as well as reduced CEQA analysis." 

LADOT is concerned regarding the impact of CEQA streamlining if it is based, in part, 
on the SCS Map of 2035. As described in the Land Use Strategy and SCS Map section 
above, it appears that the SCS Map is not consistent with many of the land use maps of 
the adopted Community Plans. Accordingly, the concern is that CEQA streamlining 
could allow development to occur that is not consistent with adopted City plans, with 
related impacts on transportation infrastructure. 

Recommendation: 

LADOT staff has consulted with staff of DCP and the City Attorney regarding the impact 
of CEQA streamlining on the City's development review process. Input received from 
these sources indicates that although CEQA streamlining of various types will probably 
occur following adoption of the RTP/SCS, the City may retain some degree of 
"discretionary approval" authority over development projects that are subject to CEQA 
streamlining. Although this interpretation may be correct, LADOT believes that this 
area deserves further study. This is a complex and important subject, and the City 
should carefully evaluate and prepare for the impact of CEQA streamlining following 
adoption of the RTP/SCS. To the extent possible, the City's authority over its land use 
should be preserved. 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for 2012 RTP/SCS 

The draft PEIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
adoption of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS by SCAG. As stated in the PEIR, "The PEIR for 
the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS serves as an informational document to inform decision
makers and the public of the potential environmental consequences of approving the 
proposed Plan. The PEIR includes mitigation measures designed to help avoid or 
minimize significant environmental impacts." The PEIR is a program level document, 
generally followed by project-specific CEQA reviews which focus on project-specific 
impacts and mitigation measures. 

The PEIR is over six hundred pages in length, and includes an Executive Summary (of 
87 pages). The Executive Summary lists and describes mitigation measures in many 
areas, including, but not limited to: Air Quality, Biological Resources and Open Space, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and Agricultural Resources, Public Services 
and Utilities, Transportation, Traffic and Security, and Water Resources. There are 
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over 500 mitigation measures listed, including 85 Land Use mitigation measures. 

Concerns have been raised among various SCAG subregions regarding the extent and 
legal impact of the mitigation measures included in the PEIR. The mitigation measures 
extend to and impact a broad spectrum of technical and policy areas. A specific 
concern is with the use of the wording "can and should" throughout the PEIR Two 
examples are as follows: 

• "Transportation, Traffic and Security 35: Local jurisdictions can and should 
(emphasis added) adopt a comprehensive parking policy that discourages 
private vehicle use and encourages the use of alternative transportation." 

• 'Transportation, Traffic and Security 37: Local jurisdictions and transit agencies 
can and should (emphasis added) provide public transit incentives such as free 
or low-cost monthly transit passes to employees, or free ride areas to residents 
and customers." 

While these measures may have merit, the concern is to what extent does the "can and 
should" language imply feasibility and create an expectation or requirement for these 
measures, as well as other mitigation measures in the draft PEIR, to be implemented 
by the City. In addition to the local control concern, some of the measures may actually 
not be financially feasible for the City. 

Recommendation: 

Throughout the SCAG region, the PEIR is still being studied. The City should continue 
to review the PEIR as well as gather input from staff of other SCAG subregions. It is 
recommended that the PEIR be revised to indicate that not all of the mitigation 
measures will apply to each city in the region (including the City of Los Angeles). 
Rather the mitigation measures should represent a kind of "menu" of measures for 
consideration by each SCAG member agency. It is also recommended that SCAG 
remove the "can and" from the "can and should" language in the mitigation measures 
as well as the SCS Chapter of the draft RTP/SCS. 

Comments from Other City Departments 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA): 
• LAWA emphasizes that its first priority is to "maintain safe and efficient airports." 

Like most airports, LAWA receives grant funds from the FAA for eligible 
construction and noise mitigation projects. In return for federal grant monies, the 
FAA includes grant assurances that limit use of airport revenue solely for 
aviation-related uses on airport property. 

• The RTP includes a proposal to promote a regional system of airport express 
buses, modeled in part on the FlyAway service currently operating at LAX. 
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Although express buses are a "promising solution" to certain ground access 
problems, LAWA advises that express buses are most effective at airports with 
high passenger demand and in cities with concentrated populations of 
passengers and employees. Even then, high fares or significant subsidies have 
been required to maintain an effective level of service. LAWA cautions that its 
experience and studies have shown that the expansion of the express bus 
system at LAX will be challenging. Moreover, the expansion of express bus 
service, by itself, may not be effective in increasing passenger demand at 
"secondary" airports. 

• LAWA agrees that "the aviation constraints in the region, and potential 
dispersion of that activity at other airports, should be re-examined in subsequent 
regional plans." 

• LAWA requests that, if possible, SCAG utilize the 2011 Air Passenger Survey, 
most likely to be released in February, to update various data points in the 
Aviation and Airport Ground Access appendix. 

Department of City Planning (DCP): 
The Department of City Planning has provided important comments which are highly 
technical and lengthy, hence they are attached to this report as Attachment D. 

Conclusion 

The draft 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR, released by SCAG on December 20, 2011, 
represent an outstanding effort to meet both State and Federal planning requirements, 
as well as provide for the multifaceted needs of the region. However, as described in 
this report, City staff has identified several areas of concern related to potential impacts 
on land use and transportation planning in Los Angeles. City staff has provided 
recommended comments to SCAG for City Council and Mayor review regarding these 
proposals. 

Fiscal Impact 

This report contains comments regarding proposed policies and projects included in the 
draft 2012 RTP/SCS and related PEIR. The comments to be transmitted to SCAG will 
not impact the City's General Fund. 

Attachments 

A) Council Approval, dated October 5, 2011, of report entitled "Alternatives 
Proposed by SCAG for the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan I 
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Sustainable Communities Strategy (CF 11-1223)," dated September 21, 
2011. 

B) Metro staff report, dated January 18, 2012, regarding the draft RTP/SCS 

C) Los Angeles World Airports comments, dated January 20, 2012, 
regarding the draft RTP/SCS 

D) Department of City Planning comments, dated January 30, 2012. 

E) City of Los Angeles Projects Requested for Addition to the Strategic Plan 

c: Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa 
Attn: Borja Leon and Matthew Karatz 

Gerry Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst 
City Planning Department 
Los Angeles World Airports 
Port of Los Angeles 
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File No. 11-1223 
TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
and 

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

report as follows: 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT and TRANSPORTATION COMMITIEES' 
REPORT relative to Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) proposed 
alternatives for the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS). 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. AUTHORIZE the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and City Planning 
Department (Planning) to: 

a. Submit to SCAG the comments contained in Attachment A of the joint LADOT and 
Planning report dated September 21, 2011 (contained in the Council file), inasmuch 
as the strategies identified therein may have a potential impact on the City. 

b. Convey the comments to SCAG requesting that they be incorporated into the 2012 
RTP/SCS with the understanding that the comments may be modified and 
supplemented by the City, with Council and Mayor approval, as the RTP/SCS is 
further developed. 

2. REQUEST SCAG to provide copies of the draft SCS land use maps for review by the 
LADOT and Planning, Council, and Mayor prior to SCS adoption, inasmuch as the maps 
will identify geographical areas of the City where projects can be eligible for California 
Environmental Quality Act streamlining and thereby potentially allow development projects 
to receive mitigated negative declarations in the development review process and thereby 
impact growth in the City. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The LADOT and Planning Departments report the potential fiscal 
impact to the City has not been determined. Further review and evaluation is necessary as 
more information on the ultimate preferred alternative is presented by SCAG. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

SUMMARY 

At a joint meeting held on September 27, 2011, the Planning and Land Use Management and 
Transportation Committees considered a joint LADOT and Planning Departments report relative 
to Southern California Association of Governments proposed alternatives for the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. Representatives from the LADOT and 
Planning gave the Committees background information on the . matter. The Committees 
requested SCAG to provide copies of the draft SCS land use maps for review by the LADOT 
and Planning Departments, Council and Mayor prior to SCS adoption. 



After an opportunity for public comment was held, the Committees recommended Council 
approve the recommendations contained in the joint report as amended. This matter is now 
forwarded to the Council for its consideration. 
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REVISED 
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE 

JANUARY 18, 2012 

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS' DRAFT 
2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN I SUSTAINABLE 
COIVIMUNITIES STRATEGY 

ACTION: APPROVE COMMENT LETTER 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve our comment letter on the Southern California Association of Governments' 
(SCAG) Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS). 

ISSUE 

In December 2011, SCAG released the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS for public comment. The 
RTP/SCS identifies regional transportation priorities for the six-county region through 
2035. All2009 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) projects and priorities must be 
included in SCAG's RTP/SCS to .be eligible for federal funds. We have reviewed the 
Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and Board authorization is being requested to transmit our 
comments to SCAG in time for their February 14, 2012 deadline. 

DISCUSSION 

As part of SCAG's role as a regional planning agency, they are responsible for 
addressing regional issues in the six-county area of Southern California. The 
2012 RTP/SCS is the vehicle to provide solutions to regional mobility and land-use 
issues. For better integration of land-use and transportation, it must also demonstrate 
reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHGe) from passenger vehicles. Per the 
requirements of SB 375, the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS includes Southern California's first 
SCS. The SCS is required to analyze how the collective impact of transportation 
policies, transportation investments and land-use policies affect the GHGe based on 
population projections in 2020 and 2035. Transportation issues are primarily addressed 
in the RTP portion of the Draft, and the SCS portion of the Draft presents strategies to 
meet GHGe targets. 
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SB 375 compelled SCAG to conduct a more extensive outreach process than has been 
historically required for RTP development. This process yielded unprecedented levels 
of public participation and eng~gement, particularly among environmental and public 
health advocates championing increased funding for active transportation to reduce 
GHGe and provide great opportunities for physical activity. The los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health was a leading voice in this advocacy. 

Regional Tran~gortation Plan 

In general, the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS is a well-written document that properly identifies 
many of the key transportation issues that the region is facing. It includes all of the 
projects and programs in our 2009 LRTP. SCAG has proposed new and innovative 
sources of funding beyond our LRTP program. These funds are for additional projects, 
regional maintenance of highway and transit facilities, and meeting Federal Clean Air 
Act conformity requirements. 

There are new transportation projects proposed in the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, within Los 
Angeles County, which are beyond revenues that the 2009 LRTP assumes to be 
available from traditional sources. Some of these projects are listed in the Key Projects 
subsection below. SCAG is assuming that these new projects are funded with a 
combination ofinnovative funding (e.g., container fees and public private partnerships) 
and increased revenues (e.g. gas tax charages and user-fee per mile). 

The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS proposes targeted improvements in the transit network and 
increases in funding for Transportation Demand Management (TDM), Transportation 
System Management (TSM), and Active Transportation beyond the levels included in 
the six county transportation commissions" plans, including our 2009 LRTP. 

Funding for these improvements is anticipated from a $0.15 per gallon increase in the 
gas tax starting in 2017 and ending entirely in 2024. After the gas tax phase-out in 
2024, a proposed user-tax of $0.05 per mile driven, will be phased-in starting in 2025. 
The goal of the incremental phase-rn is so that consumers will not have any large 
increases of taxes, yet also allow for an indexing to cover the increasing maintenance 
costs, due to the gas taxes not being indexed to inflation and not increasing with costs. 

Key Projects beyond the LRTP 

The following lists Los Angeles County projects identified in the Draft RTP that are not 
identified in the 2009 LRTP 

• East-West Freight Corridor will be studied along a five mile band generally 
foltowing the SR-60 corridor between the 1-710 and the 1~15. 

• Phase I of the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is in the Draft 2012 
RTP/SCS in the Constrained Plan, pending an agreement between CHSRA, 
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Metrolink and LOSSAN to identify funds to bring local systems up to high speed 
(11 0+ MPH) where possible. 

• A regional Express/HOT Lane Network that expands our Fast Lanes pilot project 
to include the 1~405 and SR~91. This is beyond the federally funded pilot studies 
on 1-10 and the 1-110. The Board is on record supporting these two pilot projects, 
as well as studying the feasibility of a HOT Jane on the 1-405 from the Orange 
County Line to LAX. 

Key Issues 

There are several emerging issues that the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS addresses: 

• A cordon pricing pilot project feasibility study to be developed with the City of Los 
Angeles that is included under TDM Measures, and Major Strategic Projects. 

• Decreased funding available from federal and state sources and the need to 
identify new revenue sources is a key RTP concern. SCAG proposes to index 
the gas tax and to incrementally phase-in user-fees to replace the gas tax 
starting in 2025. 

• The exponential cost of deferred maintenance on highway and transit systems, 
the need to maintain the regional system in a state of good repair, and the need 
for additional operations and maintenance funding, is also a key RTP concern. 

• The region is anticipated to experience increasing energy costs - residential 
energy and water use is forecasted as $19,000 a year in 2035, and the strategies 
in the SCS reduce it to $16,000. 

Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS demonstrates that the region will achieve the GHGe reduction 
targets established for the region by the State of California Air Resources Board (ARB), 
as a requirement of California's Sustainable Communities and Climate Change 
Protection Act, or Senate Bill (SB) 375. 

In addition to the transportation elements of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, the plan includes 
a land-use element that was developed in coordination with local jurisdictions. The 
land-use element responds to the region's changing demographics and housing market 
demand. It recommends a growth scenario that will more than double the share of 
households living in corridors that have frequent transit service by 2035. This land-use 
element is projected to increase the competitiveness of transit service and reduce 
vehicle miles travelled. 

The land-use element in combination with transportation policies, such as the user tax 
per mile fee, and transportation investments {such as TOM, TSM and active 
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transportation), support the region in achieving the mandated ARB targets. The Draft 
2012 RTP/SCS provides a projected 8% reduction in GHGe by 2020 and a 16% 
reduction in GHGe by 2035. 

The SCS portion includes policies to increase the number of near~zero and zero 
emission vehicles operating within the region to reduce GHGe, improve air quality and 
lessen the region's dependency on fossil fuels. 

The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS includes $6 billion for active transportation, a significant 
increase from $1.8 billion in the 2008 RTP. It acknowledges that additional analysis 
regarding active transportation needs to be conducted in order to develop a better 
understanding of the users and their needs (bicyclists and pedestrians). In cooperation 
with SCAG, we have initiated a joint study to develop a strategy to address first·last mile 
connections to transit in Los Angeles County. 

The technical appendices to the Draft 2012 RTP were not available for staff review at 
the time of the writing of this Board report. Additional technical comments on these 
appendices may be added to the draft letter. 

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT 

The comment letter on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS will not have any adverse safety 
impacts for our employees and patrons. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

There is no impact on the FY 2012 budget, as we are only submitting a comment letter 
to SCAG on their Draft 2012 RTP/SCS. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The Board can modify or choose not to release a formal comment letter. The 
alternative of not sending a letter is not recommend~d. as we would lose the opportunity 
to provide SCAG with comments to enhance the 2012 RTP/SCS document. 

NEXT STEPS 

Upon Board approval, the comment letter will be transmitted to SCAG for their 
consideration in developing their Final2012 RTP/SCS. SCAG is scheduled to adopt 
their Final2012 RTP/SCS at their Apri12012 General Assembly meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Draft comment letter to SCAG 

Prepared by: Brad McAIIester, Executive Officer, Long Range Planning 
Heather Hills, Director, Long Range Planning 
Lori Abrishami, Planning Manager, Long Range Planning 
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Executive Director of Countywide Planning 

Arthur T. Leahy 
Chief Executive Officer 
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January 20, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 121

h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Comments an the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA} appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and is committed to working with all 
levels of government to address the future transportation needs of Southern 
California. As the operator of two of the region's commercial airports, Los Angeles 
International (LAX) and Ontario International (ONT), and operator of Van Nuys 
General Aviation Airport (VNY), LAWA plays an important role in meeting the 
region's demands for air travel and goods movement. 

LAWA, as a proprietary department of the City of Los Angeles, is responsible for 
operating its airports In a safe, efficient, and fiscally responsible manner on behalf of 
our passengers and the citizens of each market service area. Furthermore, we 
must operate within the constraints placed upon our resources by federal law and 
regulation, along with our contractual obligations to our tenants and partner 
agencies. It is In this context that LAWA provides the following comments to the 
Aviation and Airport Ground Access portion of the RTP: 

1. Use of Airport Funds 

LAW A's first priority is to maintain safe and efficient airports. Our revenues and 
expenditures are used to support that effort and fulfill our commitment to supporting 
the national airspace system. All airports have a tremendous demand for capital 
improvements. 

As such, most airports depend on financial support from the FAA via grant funds for 
eligible construction and noise mitigation projects. In return for federal grant 
monies, the F M includes grant assurances that limit use of airport revenue solely 
for aviation~related uses on airport property. Using airport funds for non~airport 
functions violates federal law and jeopardizes the airport's ability to receive federal 
grants. 
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Nevertheless, LAWA seeks to partner with SCAG to find solutions to support ground 
access improvements to airports, other primary transportation facilities, and 
"secondary" airports in the region. 

2. Use of Airport Express Buses 

The RTP includes an "Action Step" which would plan and promote a regional system 
of airport express buses, modeled in part on the FlyAway® service currently 
operating at LAX. LAWA agrees that express buses are a promising solution to 
certain ground access problems. However, it has been LAW A's experience that 
express buses are most effective at airports with high passenger demand and in 
cities with concentrated populations of passengers and employees. Even then, high 
fares or significant subsidies have been required to maintain an effective level of 
service. 

LAWA has spent a great deal of resources carefully studying the feasibility of 
establishing new FlyAway® routes to serve LAX. However, even for LAX, with its 
extensive market area and passenger base, it has been a challenge to find station 
locations that are both viable and successful. LAWA invites SCAG to continue 
examining ways to bring similar projects to other airports, but cautions that these 
services, by themselves, may not be effective in increasing passenger demand at 
"secondary" airports. 

3. Aviation Activity Constraints 

LAWA agrees that the aviation activity constraints in the region, and potential 
dispersion of that activity at other airports, should be re-examined in subsequent 
regional plans. 

4. Additional Technical Clarifications 

LAWA also wants to offer the following technical clarifications and comments to the 
RTP: 

• SCAG has reported a number of vehicle trips to LAX under existing 
conditions as well as under a future forecast for 2035, citing the LAX Master 
Plan EIRJEIS as a justification for those trip numbers. However, the 
numbers reported do not correspond to data that LAWA has previously 
reported or used in any environmental analysis. LAWA requests clarification 
of those data points. 

• LAWA recommends the following changes to Tables 4-6 and 4-7 in the 
Aviation and Airport Ground Access sections of the RTP: 

o In Table 4-6, the following projects should be included in the list of 
projects completed since the project notice of preparation in 2008 
(footnote 1 ): Douglas St., La Cienega Blvd., Lincoln Blvd. (all), Nash St., 
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Sepulveda Blvd. (both), the 1~105 westbound off-ramp at Sepulveda 
Blvd., and the 1-405 atSR-90. 

o Two other projects on Table 4-6, Arbor Vitae St., and the 1-405 from 1-10 
to SR-1 01, are under construction as of January 2012. 

o In Table 4-7, Project LAX-19, which includes Lincoln Blvd. 
improvements, has already been completed. 

• LAWA recommends that SCAG include in the RTP a portion of the project 
referred to as LAX-10, widening Aviation Blvd. from Century Blvd. to 
Manhattan Beach Blvd. to 3 lanes in each direction. 

5. 2011 Air Passenger Survey 

Lastly, the 2006 LAX Air Passenger Survey was used to create several data points 
within this section of the RTP. LAWA is hoping to unveil the results of its 2011 Air 
Passenger Survey in February of this year. SCAG should consider updating its 
Appendix with this new data as it finalizes the RTP. LAWA will post the results of 
this survey on our website (http://www.lawa.org) once the report is completed. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 2012 Draft RTP. We hope that these 
comments will be helpful in developing a successful plan for the region. If you have 
any questions regarding these comments, please contact Diego Alvarez, Regional 
Transportation Coordinator, at 424-646-5179 or dalvarez@lawa.org. 

Michael D. Fel n 
Deputy Executive Director 

MDF:DA:yl 
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January 30,2012 

The Honorable City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
Room 395, City Hall 

Dear Honorable Members: 

DRAFT 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

The Department of City Planning (DCP) has reviewed and prepared comments for your 
consideration regarding the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS) prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS includes land use strategies for addressing the region's mobility needs 
and desires for healthy, sustainable communities. DCP has worked with SCAGto ensure that the 
City's land use plans and programs are incorporated and the City's interests addressed in this 
long-range regional plan. This work has included collaboration with SCAG over the past two 
years to prepare the population, household and employment growth forecast for the City, ensure 
that this anticipated growth is consistent with the capacity reflected in City's land use plans, and 
ensure that this long-term growth is located according to the City's land use plans. 

DCP staff has identified five issues related to land use, and recommends changes to the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS to better support the City's interests and role in the regional plan, presented in 
the draft letter to SCAG attached to this report. These include: 

A. Clarify the definition of"High Quality Transit Areas" where growth is focused; 
B. Clarify the definition of"Urban Centers" where growth is focused; 
C. Correct inaccurate representations of land uses and potential growth around station areas; 
D. Incorporate the 1,684 miles ofbicycle facilities identified in the City's 2010 Bicycle 

Plan; and, 
E. Clarify the role of recently enacted streamlining provisions under the California 

Environmental Quality Act. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1) Approve DCP staff recommendations regarding the Draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. 
2) Direct DCP staff to forward recommendations to SCAG. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The proposed recommendations will have no fiscal impact on the General Fund. 

~q~ 
Director of Planning 

KEN BERNSTEIN, AICP 
Principal City Planner 

Attachment 

~ 
ALAN BELL, AICP 
Deputy Director 

t&Jc f,r F AI SAL ROBLE 
Senior City Planner 

/(~jkJ 
NAOMIGUTH 
City Planning Associate 



ATTACHMENT 

[Date] 

Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh St., 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

DRAFT 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments from the City of Los Angeles Department of 
City Planning (DCP) regarding the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). DCP appreciates the collaborative relationship with SCAG in 
developing this plan, which has included working together on the integrated growth forecast and 
understanding the City's land use plans and programs. 

The following addresses five land use issues and recommends changes to the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS in order to better address the City's land use plans and projected growth. This 
includes: 

A. Clarify the definition of"High Quality Transit Areas" where growth is focused; 
B. ClarifY the definition of"Urban Centers" where growth is focused; 
C. Correct inaccurate representations of land uses and potential growth around station areas; 
D. Incorporate the 1,684 miles ofbicycle facilities identified in the City's 2010 Bicycle 

Plan; and, 
E. ClarifY the role of recently enacted streamlining provisions under the California 

Environmental Quality Act. 

A. High Quality Transit Areas and Growth Patterns 

The SCS frames growth patterns, in part, in terms of being within or outside of "High Quality 
Transit Areas (HQTAs)." An HQTA is defined as, "generally a walkable transit village or 
corridor, consistent with the adopted RTP/SCS, that has a minimum density of20 dwelling units 
per acre and is within a lf2 mile of a well-serviced transit stop with 15-minute or less service 
frequency during peak commute hours." HQTA boundaries are graphically portrayed in exhibits 
throughout the SCS. For the City of Los Angeles, the vast majority of the City's land area falls 
within HQTA boundaries, as seen in the following Exhibits: 4.4, 4.9, 4.13, 4.15, and Exhibits 19, 
20 and 21 in the SCS Background Documentation (see Attachment). 

These HQTA boundaries encompass all neighborhoods within a lf2 mile radius and appear to 
indicate that growth will take place throughout the area, including low density single-family 



neighborhoods and industrial districts. In fact, the City is far more discriminating, and adopted 
land use plans reflect carefully studied areas where growth can be absorbed. Generally, land use 
changes to accommodate growth are typically at transit stops and on parcels fronting transit 
corridors. Single-family neighborhoods are generally preserved. 

Recommendation: The City recommends that additional explanation be included on pages 112-
113 to better describe where growth is accommodated, as indicated by the following underlined 
text: 

"A HQTA is generally a walkable transit village or corridor, consistent with the adopted 
RTP/SCS, that has a minimum density of20 dwelling units per acre and is within a Yz 
mile of a well-serviced transit stop with 15-minute or less service frequency during peak 
commute hours. This was represented by the proportion of Greenfield versus Refill (infill 
and redevelopment) growth in each of the scenarios. Within these boundaries, growth 
within a given jurisdiction is consistent with the integrated growth forecast for that 
jurisdiction and is distributed according to the jurisdiction's land use plans. Thus. while 
areas within Yz mile of a transit stop or corridor are walkable in relation to transit, not all 
such areas are targeted for growth and/or land use changes." 

B. Urban Centers and Growth Patterns 

The SCS frames the overall land use pattern across the SCAG region around six factors. The 
HQTAs, discussed above, are one factor. Another factor is the region's urbanized core versus 
peripheral areas. Urbanized core areas, or "core centers," are defined in the SCS as, "areas where 
strategies such as compact community design, mixed-use development, redevelopment of aging 
retail areas, greater housing variety, and additional transit service are more likely to succeed." 
Exhibit 4.5, Urban Centers SCAG Region (see Attachment), depicts the locations of these urban 
centers. However, these urban centers do not appear to align with the urban centers identified in 
Exhibit 4.15 for areas within the City of Los Angeles. 

Recommendation: The City recommends that the relationship between Exhibit 4.5 and Exhibit 
4.15 be clearly described. lfthe two exhibits are intended to illustrate the same urbanized areas, 
staff recommends that the color scheme used in Exhibit 4.15 also be used in Exhibit 4.5. 

C. Land Uses around Station Areas 

The SCS projects higher density in urban centers, and anticipates growth in transit rich areas 
throughout the City of Los Angeles in order to demonstrate a decrease in GHG emissions by 
2035. DCP staff compared the city's General Plan Land Use to the SCS Land Use Pattern Maps 
and has found that in general the SCS is consistent with the City's land use density and land use 
designations. However, in closely examining 76 rail and bus transit station areas, DCP staff has 
found instances of inflated density, which inaccurately reflects the General Plan distribution of 
growth. 



Exhibit 21 Land Use Pattern Map 2035 (see Attachment) identifies urban centers with densities 
that are not consistent the community plans for these areas. Such centers would have residential 
densities ranging from 82 to 120 housing units or more per acre. This density is typical in the 
Central City and some adjacent neighborhoods, and is proposed for the Warner Center, but it is 
generally not appropriate throughout the rest of the city. 

In addition, the following issues were found in multiple station areas. 

Multi-Family neighborhoods 
Densities up to 178, 145, or 61 units/acre that are too high for many sites 
Densities too high in areas adjacent to single-family neighborhoods 

Single-Family neighborhoods 
Increase in density in strictly single-family areas that are stable and where no growth 
is anticipated 
Parcels and Corridors in Historic Preservation Overlay Zones reflect density 
designations that are too high; these areas are stable with no projected change 
Residential uses reflected as commercial 

Commercial Corridors 
Density projections are too high 

Industrial Land Use 
Industrial areas that are to be preserved as industrial are inaccurately represented as 
commercial or retail 
Industrial areas that show residential designations are an inaccurate reflection as these 
sites are preserved 

Public Facilities 
Land use changes at school sites that are not projected to change 
High residential densities or commercial uses projected on public facilities such as 
along freeways, county jail, open space 

Recommendation: The City recommends that more appropriate representations of land use 
around station areas be made, which can be identified on detailed annotated maps of the station 
areas and provided under separate cover. 

D. Proposed Bikeways 

The SCS emphasizes the importance of active transportation options in meeting the mobility 
needs of the SCAG region, including walking and biking. While SCAG has proposed a regional 
bikeway network, the SCS includes the contributions of localities in developing bicycle networks 
within the locality and linking to other transit modes, reflected in Exhibit 4.11 Proposed Bikeway 
Network SCAG Region (see Attachment). However, it appears that the City of Los Angeles' 
recently adopted 2010 Bicycle Plan for 1,684 miles of bike facilities across Los Angeles is not 
included in this Exhibit. Some segments of this bicycle network are in development and have 
been identified for funding, and are therefore included in the 2012 RTP list of transportation 
investments. Including the full proposed bicycle network will support the long-term commitment 
to pursue resources for development of the network. 



Recommendation: The City recommends that the SCS include the bicycle facilities identified in 
the City's 2010 Bicycle Plan. 

E. CEQA Streamlining Incentives for Sustainable Land Use Patterns 

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS directly addresses the opportunity for relief under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Under Senate Bill 375, the requirement to prepare a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) was coupled with incentives to encourage sustainable 
development and implementation of an SCS. The incentives are comprised of relief under 
CEQA, such as streamlined documentation or exemption from environmental review 
requirements, for specific development types in specific locations, as long as such development 
is consistent with the land use reflected in the SCS. As any proposed development is considered 
by local jurisdictions, this CEQA relief is at the discretion of local jurisdictions. However, as 
written, the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS can be construed to indicate that CEQA relief is part of the 
land use plan and is available by right to all development that meets the qualifications. 

Recommendation: The City recommends that the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS better reflect the 
opportunity for CEQA streamlining incentives through the following changes: 

1) In the discussion of the mandate to prepare an SCS (page 106 of the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS), amend the last sentence of the second to last paragraph: 
"In addition, some projects consistent with the SCS are may be eligible for 
streamlined environmental review." 

2) In Exhibits 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 regarding population, employment and household groWth, 
respectively (see Attachment), remove the depiction of Transit Priority Project (TPP) 
areas. A TPP is one particular type of development that qualifies for CEQA streamlining. 
Depicting this in these exhibits is confusing because a TPP is not defined. Furthermore, 
the depiction of TPP boundaries detracts from the purpose of the exhibits, which is to 
show where growth is directed over the planning period of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. 

3) In the discussion of Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) and Development Types 
(page 122 of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS), remove the brief discussion regarding CEQA 
streamlining and the adequacy ofTAZ-levelland use information. First, this point is 
difficult to understand as presented and requires further explanation. Second, this point 
pertains to incentives available to jurisdictions and developers, not to the modeling 
analysis. Lastly, this point detracts from the purpose of the section, which is to describe 
the approach to modeling land use and transportation information. This paragraph would 
thus read: 

"To conduct required modeling analysis for the RTP/SCS, SCAG 
distributes the growth forecast data to transportation analysis zones 
(T AZs) to capture localized effects of the interaction of land use and 
transportation. Additionally, 8B 375 offers local governments potential 
CEQA relief for qualified development projects consistent •.vith an 



adopted 8C8. 8CAG suggests that utilizing community types at the Tl\Z 
level of geography (with an average size of 160 square acres) offers local 
jurisdictions adequate information an.d flexibility to make appropriate 
consistency findings for projects to be eligible to receive CEQA 
streamlining benefits. 
To further facilitate regional modeling of land use information from nearly 
200 separate jurisdictions, SCAG developed a simplified series of 
Community Types to represent the land use categories taken from the 
region's many general plans ... " 

4) A reference to the summary of the CEQA incentive (page 148 ofthe 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS) should be included under the section "RTP/SCS Next Steps" and the summary 
should be moved to follow this because the incentive can be used to encourage and 
facilitate implementation of the SCS and is therefore better understood as a "next step." 
In addition, the summary should include a discussion regarding a jurisdiction's discretion 
in certifying the environmental review for a project, regardless of eligibility for 
streamlining. 

5) In the SCS Background Documentation, the summary of the CEQA exemption (page 84) 
should include a description of a jurisdiction's discretion in certifying the environmental 
review for a project, regardless of eligibility for streamlining. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions or would like 
additional information, please contact Naomi Guth at (213) 978-3307 or by email at 
Naomi.Guth@lacity.org. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning 

Attachment 

CC: Ken Bernstein, Principal City Planner 
Naomi Guth, City Planning Associate 



EXHIBIT 4.4 Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects 
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EXHIBIT 4.9 High-Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) SCAG Region 
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EXHIBIT 4.13 Use Pattern SCAG Region (2035) 
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EXHIBIT 4.15 Land Use Pattern Los Angeles County (2035) 
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EXHIBIT zo Land Use Pattern Map - City of Los Angeles 2020 
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EXHIBIT 21 Land Use Pattern Map -
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EXHIBIT 4.5 
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EXHIBIT 4.11 Proposed Bikeway Network SCAG Region 
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EXHIBIT 4.1 Population Growth SCAG Region (2035) 
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EXHIBIT 4.2 Employment Growth SCAG Region (2035) 
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EXHIBIT 4.3 Housing Unit Growth SCAG Region (2035) 
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February 9, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7tl! Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7 

CITY COUNCIL 

David A. Spence, Mayor 
Stephen A. Del Guercio, Mayor ProTem 

Michael T. Davitt 
Laura Olhasso 

Donald R. Voss 

Re: Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTPISCS) and Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Sent: Via e-mail (rtp@scag.ca.gov and 2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov) and via rt Class Mail 

Dear Mr. Lieb and Ms. Lin: 

On behalf of the City Council of the City of La Cafiada Flintridge, please accept these comments 
regarding the SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and associated Transportation Conformity Report and Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR). 

The City's comments are as follows: 

1. PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATIONS, PROJECTS SHOULD NOT BE 
INCLUDED IN THE RTP/SCS CONSTRAINED PLAN WHICH HAVE ONLY 
SECURED A SMALL PORTION OF THE REQUIRED FUNDING NEEDED TO 
COMPLETE THE PROJECT: 

The RTP/SCS, according to federal regulations, in "nonattainment and maintenance 
areas," (which includes the area covered by the RTP/RCS) must "address the specific 
financial strategies required to ensure the implementation of projects and programs to 
reach air quality compliance" (23 CFR § 450.322 (b) (11) (part)). Projects which only 
have secured a small portion of the needed funding, and which rely on speculative 
funding, such as potential and/or possible tolling authority, should not be included in the 
RTP/SCS, since this inclusion does not meet the federal requirements for a fiscally 
constrained plan. 
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2. LANGUAGE SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE RTP/SCS REQUIRING A FULL 
COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR ALL PROJECTS IN THE CONSTRAINED 
PLAN: 

Language should be included in the RTP/SCS that clearly states that a full cost/benefit 
analysis shall be completed for each project contained in the RTP/SCS constrained plan. 
These cost benefit analyses should then be used, in an era of limited financial resources, 
to prioritize projects. A model for the cost/benefit analysis of every project in the 
RTP/SCS should be built and put into the Plan. The RTP/SCS should reflect this process 
and model in its language. 

3. SCAG SHOULD VIGOROUSLY PURSUE PROJECTS WHICH WOULD 
PROVIDE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVES TO THOSE 
CURRENTLY IN THE PLAN IN ORDER TO BEST COMPLY WITH EXISTING 
ENVIRONMENTAL LEGISLATION: 

The PEIR states that: (1) "Re-entrained roadway dust would increase proportionate to 
VMT. This would be a significant impact;" (2) "Impacts related to total GHG 
(Greenhouse Gas) emissions were determined to be significant even after mitigation. ; " 
(3) the PMlO Emissions Exhaust Only for Heavy Duty Trucks will increase (Table 3.2-
4).; and (4) the "Plan would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to 
heavy-duty truck VHD [Vehicle Hours Driven}, among other impacts." 

SCAG should vigorously pursue projects under CEQA, the Clean Air Act, SB375 and 
AB 32 which would provide environmentally superior alternatives to those currently in 
the Plan, such as freight to rail mixed with additional transit. Additionally, sensitive 
receptors, such as schools and residences, must have adequate mitigation measures that, 
at a minimum, satisfy or exceed these legal requirements. 

4. MAJOR HIGHWAY EXPANSION PROJECTS SHOULD NOT BE 
FRONTLOADED IN THE RTP/SCS: 

The RTP/SCS frontloads highway modalities by disproportionately allocating funding 
and anticipated completion dates. This is evidenced by comparing Table 2.2 - Major 
Highway Completion Project against Table 2.5, Major Transit Projects, in chapter 2 of 
the RTP/SCS. Transit projects are built in segments with the final project not being 
completed until 2030-2035. Expanding highways induces VMT and therefore 
frontloading major highway completion before transit projects does not comply with the 
tenets of SB 375 and AB 32 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing VMT. 
Additionally, it is well documented that land uses adjacent to freeways are prone to 
increased toxins which cause negative health impacts. 

According to SCAG staff, highway projects may be more easily financed than transit 
projects by borrowing against future toll revenues. They state that this is the reason that 
the highway projects are frontloaded. This financial reasoning does not justify sacrificing 
environmental concerns by building the highway projects prior to transit projects. 
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5. THE TERM "SR-710 GAP CLOSURE" USED IN THE PLAN SHOULD BE 
SUBSTITUTED WITH "710 NORTH EXTENSION": 

The "SR 710 Gap Closure" language, already in the 2008 RTP, should be modified to 
consistency with Metro's stated intent, which should serve to ease, if not eliminate, the 
current polarizing language. The shift in title from "710 North Extension" to "710 Gap 
Closure" is invalid, since there is no gap. SR-71 0 terminates at Valley Boulevard. There 
is no northerly extension to connect to, since the portion of the 210 interchange including 
Del Mar Boulevard was built conditioned upon the fact that it "would have no effect on 
the decision as to the ultimate freeway location and will not foreclose alternatives to the 
proposed ultimate ... Freeway." This title seems to create a sense of inevitability or 
priority for this project over competing ones and cannot be justified. 

6. SCAG ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE "SR-710 GAP CLOSURE" PROJECT 
PRODUCING CONGESTION RELIEF AND LOWER GREENHOUSE GAS 
EMISSIONS ARE FLAWED, BASED UPON EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON 
OTHER HIGHWAY PROJECTS THAT HAVE BEEN BUILT: 

The PEIR states that "The Plan would increase VMT when compared to existing 
conditions." (SCAG RTP/SCS p. 3.2-25). Specifically, decreasing VMT is the goal of 
SB 375 and should also be the goal of the RTP/SCS. The increase in VMT is the Plan's 
reliance on freeway (whether tunnel freeway or above ground freeway) expansion to 
meet the region's mobility needs. Notably, the RTP/SCS describes the SR-710 tunnel as 
a tunnel with 4 lanes in each direction. This is a major highway expansion being 
introduced into the region. To the extent that this causes the widening of other freeways 
(such as the 1-210), it will further expand the freeway system. The region would be better 
served with an alternate project which is not highway oriented and which would 
potentially decrease VMT, rather than increasing it. 

SCAG assumes that the SR-710 extension will produce congestion relief and lower 
greenhouse gas emissions. These assumptions are not borne out by recent research, and 
there are a host of other previous studies showing that an increase in highway capacity 
increases VMT and that once the project is built, congestion, within a few years returns. 
These SCAG assumptions are flawed. 

7. THE DEFINITION OF THE SR-710 GAP CLOSURE PROJECT FROM ONE 
PRECISE POINT TO ANOTHER THREATENS PROGRAM-LEVEL 
CONFORMITY IN THE PLAN AND PREJUDICES FUTURE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES: 

The Plan has modeled the SR-710 extension from one precise point north to another. 
Unfortunately, this assumption removes the low-build or multi-modal solution to the 
congestion problem. Under federal regulations, because of this specificity, the Plan and 
the PEIR threaten program-level conformity and prejudice future project-level 
environmental analyses. 
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In addition, this definition differs significantly from that used by the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority, which is currently conducting the EIR for the 
project and is the lead agency for the project. Metro says, "We are beginning with a 
fresh perspective to initiate an environmental review process that will focus on a range of 
solutions to specifically evaluate the effects of the SR 710 gap. This process involves an 
education and public involvement program to seek both regional and community-based 
solutions that are suggested by you, your friends and family, your neighbors, and 
everyone else in your community. As our public involvement program name (SR-710 
Conversations) suggests, the process for identifYing these solutions will be through 
dialogue and conversation. These solutions from you can come in any possible form -
from maintaining the status quo to considering new infrastructure, from single-modal to 
multi-modal approaches. " 

This project should not be characterized as a single solution. The solution to the 
congestion problem in the area of the proposed project should be multi-fold. It could 
include the Green Rail Intelligent Development (GRID) project, for example, along with 
better bus service, a multi-modal approach, a low-build option, better traffic light 
synchronization, a better intersection of the SR-71 0 and the I-1 0, or other projects. 

The SCAG "project" should reflect the same process being currently used by Metro. 

8. THE SR-710 "GAP CLOURE PROJECT" SHOULD BE TAKEN OUT OF THE 
RTP/SCS ALTOGETHER DUE TO EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE OF HEALTH 
IMPACTS ON CHILDREN AND ADULTS ONCE THE PROJECT IS 
CONSTRUCTED: 

Dr. Rob McConnell, representing the USC Keck School of Medicine stated, "The 
increase in truck and automobile traffic on the I-21 0 freeway resulting from the proposed 
SR-710 extension would increase the exposure of surrounding communities to vehicular 
pollutants that may cause asthma and other respiratory diseases." Supported by empirical 
research, USC has also stated that there is an "emerging scientific consensus that 
residential or school proximity to major traffic corridors is associated with respiratory 
impairment in children and in adults." Further, it has been shown, in a 12-community 
Southern California study that a group of pollutants associated with residential proximity 
is a strong predictor of "debilitating lung disease and mortality in later life." 

The City of La Caiiada Flintridge has twelve schools in close proximity to the I-21 0, 
which would likely be impacted by the "SR-710 Gap Closure" project. These schools 
existed prior to the freeway being constructed and would be adversely impacted in the 
worst possible way by increased vehicular pollutants. 

The Preliminary Final Draft of a SCAG study, done for the Arroyo Verdugo Region, 
called the "SR-710 Missing Link Truck Study," conducted by Iteris, Inc. Traffic 
Engineers, showed that there would be a 25% increase in daily traffic volumes on the I-
210, that 30,000 incremental vehicles would go through the communities of La Caiiada 
Flintridge, Pasadena, La Crescenta and Glendale, and that 2,500 of these would be heavy 
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duty trucks in peak hours (an incremental truck every four seconds). It can also be 
concluded from that study that 75% of local streets in the region, such as Fair Oaks 
A venue, Fremont A venue, Los Robles A venue and Atlantic Boulevard would still be 
over capacity, as well as twelve arterial streets which would actually experience higher 
traffic volumes regionally as a result of the project. Additionally, the study showed that 
there would be more delay, gas consumption and air pollution as a result of the study 
(regionally). It can also be concluded as a result of the study that the system-wide, 
regional benefit would only be an increase of .6 miles per hour. Importantly, the study 
showed that motorists would still be driving farther and spending more time on the road 
if the tunnel is built. 

Regionally, a Metro study concluded that "in the peak (northbound) direction, the gap 
closure is projected to operate at LOS F ... " This means gridlock in the proposed tunnel 
and idling at the portals, where congestion and air pollution already exist and should be 
alleviated rather than exacerbated. 

The previously discussed SCAG conclusions that there would be lower greenhouse gas 
emissions and that congestion relief would be produced appear to lack foundation, in the 
face of one of its own studies, along with the others cited. 

The City of La Canada Flintridge wants to see the regional congestion problem resolved in a way 
that is the best solution for all stakeholders. We believe that this all-stakeholder congestion relief 
is possible, if you implement our comments, and particularly if you eliminate the "SR-710 Gap 
Closure" as the primary (if not the only) alternative in this particular region for congestion relief. 
Congressman Adam Schiff said, "I believe the next logical step should be to consider a broad 
range of transportation options that might provide the same congestion relief and improvement 
in the quality of life for residents of the region at a cost equal to or lower than the amount Metro 
estimates it would take to build one of the jive tunnel alternatives. " We concur with this 
statement. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

~~a-~ 
David A. Spence 
Mayor 

c: City Council Members, City of La Canada Flintridge 
The Honorable Adam Schiff, Congressman 
Mark R. Alexander, City Manager 
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City of La Habra 

"A Caring Community" 

February 13, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: SCAG Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR 

Dear Mr. lkhrata, 

ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING 

201 E. La Habra Boulevard 
Post Office Box 337 

La Habra, CA 90633-0785 
Office: (562) 905-9701 

Fax: (562) 905-9781 

SCAG 
FEB I d 20:2 

MAIL RECEIVED 

.,. ; ,,. 

On behalf of the City of La Habra I would like to commend the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) and its staff who worked hard to prepare the draft 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) the 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), and associated documents. This effort 
was monumental and unprecedented in our history and throughout the process 
collaboration between SCAG and Orange County stakeholders has been exceptional. 

As you are aware, Orange County took upon itself the task of developing a subregional 
SCS. The continued cooperation of SCAG staff and the numerous references 
throughout the document where the RTP/SCS expressly states that it incorporates the 
Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy (OC SCS) into the RTP/SCS 
document is greatly appreciated. 

The OCCOG Technical Advisory Committee (OCCOG TAC), of which the City of La 
Habra is an active member, created an ad hoc committee dedicated to the review of the 
DraftRTP/SCS. 

The following general comments and recommendations are offered by the City of La 
Habra in conjunction with the OCCOG on the draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (draft RTP/SCS) and associated 
Appendices and draft Program Environmental Impact Report (draft PEIR). The City of 
La Habra requests that this letter and its attachments be included in public record as our 
collective comments on the draft RTP/SCS, PEIR and associated documents. 

1. GROWTH FORECASTS 

Issue: Growth Projections: The 2012 growth projections identify population, housing 
and employment data for the six-county SCAG region, from 2008 (existing) to 2020 and 
2035. These growth projections represent the best available information from local 

•><. 

./ 



jurisdictions, the business community and landowners. However, as time passes, what 
is feasible for any given project can change. The triggers for change to adopted growth 
projections can range from factors such as market conditions, new information or data, 
infrastructure availability, changes in funding availability (such as the dissolution of 
redevelopment agencies statewide), and changes to jurisdictional boundaries resulting 
from future annexations and incorporations of previously-designated unincorporated 
territory. SCAG should continue to adopt the 2012 growth projections at a countywide 
level, consistent with past approvals of Regional Transportation plan growth forecasts. 
A county level of geography accommodates internal adjustments to changing conditions 
as described above, without compromising the integrity of the overall growth 
projections. However, approving the growth projections at any lower level of geography, 
such as at the city level, would be challenged with continual revisions and shifts to the 
total number of housing, population and employment within a city, among cities, and 
between cities and counties as a result of the factors described above. Adoption of the 
data at a level lower than the county would limit jurisdictional control and create 
inflexibility in a regional planning document. In addition, the level of geography in which 
RTP/SCS growth forecast is adopted should not be determined by other processes. For 
example, the RHNA allocations must be consistent with the RTP/SCS; state law does 
not require that they be identical. The RTP/SCS can be adopted at the county level and 
the RHNA process may proceed independently until it is completed after the appeals, 
trades, and transfers are completed. The RHNA allocations that were derived from the 
growth forecast can still be determined to be consistent with the RTP/SCS, even if 
changes are made to the city totals during the appeals, trades, and transfers process. 

Growth Projections Recommendation: SCAG's adoption of the growth forecast 
numbers should be at the county level, consistent with past RTPs, and not at a 
smaller level of geography such as city, census tract, or traffic analysis level. 

Issue: OCP-2010 Modified: On January 26, 2012, the update to the OCP-2010 
dataset known as "OCP-2010 Modified" was officially approved by the OCCOG Board of 
Directors and is a data amendment to the OC SCS. The dataset includes the 2010 
Census population and housing data, along with the 2010 EDD Benchmark data, 
consistent with SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. The dataset was provided to 
SCAG staff in December 2011 and this letter also serves as the formal notice of the 
update that should be incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS, PEIR, and related 
documents. 

OCP-2010 Modified Recommendation: All documents, tables, maps, narrative, 
modeling runs, PEIR Alternatives (including Alternate C/3/Envision 2 referencing 
the Orange County growth forecasts) should be updated with the Orange County 
Projections-2010 Modified Growth Projections, as adopted by the OCCOG Board 
of Directors and consistent with the subregional delegation MOU between 
OCCOG, OCTA and SCAG. 

2. DRAFT RTP/SCS 

Issue: 2012 Draft RTP/SCS: The RTP/SCS identifies strategies to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from cars and light duty trucks. Because counties, jurisdictions and 
agencies have different needs and feasibility of implementation, we believe these 



strategies should be clearly identified as a menu of options that can be used to achieve 
the goal of reduced GHG emissions. However, the document can be construed to 
suggest that each of the strategies listed in the table on pages 150-153 are necessary 
to successfully implement the SCS, many of which are beyond SCAG's purview or 
control. It is requested that the language be clear that it is permissive. 

2012 Draft RTP/SCS Requests: 

1. Revise language on page 149: "The following tables list specific 
implementation strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
stakeholders may use or consider while preparing specific projects 
which that help can and should undertake in order to successfully 
implement the SCS." 

2. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the strategies in the Draft 
RTP/SCS Chapter 4. 

3. Please describe what municipal obligations are anticipated as a result of 
adopting these strategies as a list to be accomplished rather than a 
menu of options. 

Issue: OC SCS Strategies: There are strategies in the Orange County SCS that are 
not included in the regional SCS. Similarly, there are some strategies in the regional 
SCS that are not consistent with the strategies in the OC SCS. This creates confusion 
and clarification is needed. 

Under SB 375 and only within the SCAG region, subregional councils of government 
were allowed to prepare subregional SCS's that SCAG is then required to incorporate 
into the regional SCS. In Orange County, the Orange County Council of Governments 
(OCCOG) and the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) developed a 
countywide or subregional SCS (OC SCS) that was to be incorporated in whole into the 
SCAG SCS. Local agencies in Orange County developed the OC SCS and approved it 
in June 2011. SCAG has incorporated the OC SCS in its entirety into the regional SCS 
as an appendix to the regional SCS, but it is unclear what the standing is of the OC 
SCS. The OC SCS contains a set of strategies that were agreed upon by local 
governments, agencies and other stakeholders within Orange County and was 
accepted by SCAG and should represent the SCS that is applicable to the Orange 
County region. 

On Page 8 discussion is provided regarding the Sustainable communities strategy 
2012-2035 plans to SB 375 integrate the transportation network with new development 
but minimal discussion is provided as to how that will be achieved and how it will be 
funded. 

Discussion of the need for cities to dramatically increase the reach of transit in our 
communities is provided on Page 13 but no definition of what "dramatically'' means is 
provided. La Habra has no transit centers. 



High speed rail is discussed on Page 21 but no approved alignment has been reached. 
It is very likely the BNSF right-of-way will be utilized. This being the case, very little 
benefit will be forthcoming to the City of La Habra due to the distance to the rail line. 

The RTP suggests planning for electrification of the vehicle fleet and supporting new 
automobile technology on Page 30 but no discussion is provided as to how the 
improvements will be funded. 

On page 53 there is discussion of making deficient sidewalks accessible to all. The City 
supports such action but minimal funds are made available to accomplish the task. 

The RTP notes on page 80 that the transportation and safety mitigation program 
includes: increasing ride share and work at home opportunities, invest in land use 
transportation connection projects, investments to reduce heaving duty truck delays, 
enhance transportation infrastructure practices to enhance security and working to 
enhance emergency preparedness. There is no discussion as to how the 
improvements will be funded. 

The City of La Habra is limited to bus service as a means of regional transportation. 
Alternative modes of transportation, as per page 81, to communities like La Habra need 
to be discussed further and how those improvements will be funded. 

State or County agencies should be mandated to publish lists of contaminated 
properties where new development would disturb contaminants and provide them on a 
yearly basis to cities as suggested on Page 83. 

A discussion of Measure M in Orange County should be included on page 133. 

Page 139 discusses bringing the majority of sidewalks and intersections into 
compliance with ADA. The City of La Habra continues to make improvements to 
intersections when street improvements are proposed. What presents a challenge to 
the City are continued changes to the accessibility requirements which make recently 
completed improvements obsolete. The plan also suggests improved traffic signal 
synchronization projects but how those improvements will be funded are not discussed. 

The City is limited to regional bus transportation. The land use growth strategies 
discussed on page 149 revolve around transportation centers typically associated with 
rail lines. Should the gold line be extended to Whittier, the proposed line could be 
extended into La Habra and onto Fullerton where it could connect to the Fullerton transit 
center then making it possible for a transit center in La Habra. 

The conversion of the City's fleet to electric or other zero-emission transportation 
technologies as noted on page 153 could be possible if funds were made available for 
the construction of the infrastructure and vehicles themselves. 

OC SCS Strategies Recommendation: Please revise the text in the last paragraph 
on page 106 to state: "These subregional SCS documents are incorporated into 
the regional SCS and represent the SCS for each of these subregions." 



3. DRAFT PEIR 

Issue: Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent: It is unclear how SCAG intends to 
implement the Mitigation Monitoring Program with regard to the proposed mitigation 
measures, as may be implemented by local agencies. Section 1-5 of the PEIR 
specifically provides that "Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with documentation of 
compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG's monitoring efforts, including 
SCAG's Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process." It is infeasible for SCAG to require 
local jurisdictions to report when such mitigation measures are considered for any 
project. Noting that the SCAG region includes 6 counties, 14 subregional entities and 
191 cities, this reporting requirement would surely fall short of expectations. Given this 
identified infeasibility, please clarify what obligations local agencies may have regarding 
SCAG's mitigation monitoring efforts. 

Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent Requests/Recommendations: 

1. Does SCAG intend to require all jurisdictions that avail themselves of 
the mitigation measures to report to SCAG when such measures are 
considered for any project? 

2. SCAG's approval of the PEIR needs to clearly state the intent and 
applicability of the mitigation measures and the PEIR reflective of our 
comments below and that mitigation measures do not supersede 
regulations under the jurisdiction of other regulatory agencies. 

3. Add language to Executive Summary and Introduction: "Mitigation 
measures do not supersede regulations under the jurisdiction of other 
regulatory agencies." 

4. Feasibility and Applicability 

On pages 1-5 and 1-7, the language should reflect that Lead agencies will determine 
the feasibility and applicability of measures and that the measures are intended to offer 
a menu of options available should a lead agency opt to utilize them. The PEIR makes 
the assertion on page 1-7 of the Project Description under Transportation Project 
Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation sections that the 
draft PEIR has made a preliminary determination that all of the mitigation measures in it 
are considered feasible. SCAG has not identified any analysis that supports the 
feasibility of the mitigation measures that are to be undertaken by entities other than 
SCAG and SCAG staff has stated on numerous occasions that the mitigation measures 
were intended to be a menu of options for consideration by lead agencies. 

Issue: Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375. Given 
the combination of the RTP and the SCS processes, as mandated by SB 375, we 
recognize that SCAG must undertake the difficult task of balancing the goal of having a 
coordinated regional transportation system with land use strategies that encourage a 
more compact use of land. However, a key principle of SB 375 is that it is not intended 
to supersede local agencies' authority to regulate land uses. Specifically, Government 
Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) provides, in relevant part that ". . . .Nothing in a 



sustainable communities strategy shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of 
the land use authority of cities and counties within the region ... " 

In light of the limitation expressed at Government Code sec. 65080(b)(2)(K), we find 
language in the PEIR, and specifically the mitigation measures therein, imposing 
affirmative obligations on local agencies within the SCAG region to be inappropriate and 
contrary to law. The proposed language as recommended below would remedy the 
legal conflict with Section 65080(b )(2)(K), yet achieve SCAG's recognition that project
specific environmental review is the appropriate level of review for projects that that 
have their own unique, site-specific circumstances. 

The revisions are further consistent with OCCOG's understanding that SCAG intended 
to provide the mitigation measures as a "toolbox" to local agencies for use within their 
discretion if and when appropriate for projects within their respective jurisdictions. 
Indeed, from materials presented by SCAG, including the January 26, 2012 workshop 
held at the City of Anaheim Council Chambers, SCAG explained that "This PEIR offers 
a "toolbox" of mitigation measures for future project-level environmental 
analyses. . . . It also includes suggested mitigation measures for local agencies to 
consider for implementation, if appropriate and feasible (phrased as "can and should"). 
This language is permissive and not mandatory upon local agencies." 

Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375 
Recommendations: 

1. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the feasibility of mitigation 
measures in the PEIR. 

2. Change language on page 1-7 found in 2 places under MITIGATION 
MEASURES, subheadings Transportation Project Mitigation and Land 
Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation: "This Draft PEIR has 
made a preliminary determination that the proposed mitigation 
measures are feasible and effective. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
expect that these agencies will actually implement them where, in the 
agencies' independent discretion, the measures are deemed applicable 
in light specific circumstances at the project level. 

3. Change language on page 1-5, first paragraph: "Mitigation Measures 
proposed in this PEIR are available as tools for implementing agencies 
and local lead agencies to use as they deem applicable. The 
implementing agencies and local lead agencies are responsible for 
ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures as 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
projects are considered for approval over time." 

4. Please make similar text amendments to other sections, including the 
Executive Summary, of the PEIR that reference how the mitigation 
measures are to be used by lead agencies, including the Executive 
Summary. 

5. "Can and Should" 



As indicated in the PEIR on page 1-6, state law provides that it is appropriate to indicate 
in mitigation measures that they "can and should" be implemented where the authority 
to implement the measures rests with agencies other than SCAG. The language 
conveys to local agencies an affirmative obligation to address each mitigation measure, 
irrespective of whether such agencies deem the measures applicable to a particular 
project or duplicative of their own or other governmental agencies' regulatory measures 
(as discussed in Recommendation below). OCCOG recognizes that SCAG's use of the 
words "can and should" are derived from CEQA, at Public Resources Code sections 
21081 and 2155.2(b)(5)(B)(ii) and CEQA Guidelines, including section 15091 (a)(2). 
Nevertheless, given the express limitation of SB 375 upon respective local agencies' 
land use authority, OCCOG deems any language seemingly imposing affirmative 
obligations contrary to SB 375 inappropriate. As such, the use of the language "can and 
should" for mitigation measures addressed to local agencies is inappropriate. 

"Can and Should" Recommendations: Change language in all mitigation 
measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read "can and should consider 
where applicable and feasible." To clarify the intent that the mitigation measures 
are a menu of options for which feasibility has not been established for any given 
project, the "can and should" language should be changed in all mitigation 
measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read "should consider where 
applicable and feasible." 

6. CEQA Streamlining: 

Pages 1-10 through 1-12 describe requirements for the CEQA streamlining offered 
under SB 375. In each section, it is indicated, consistent with SB 375, for projects to 
qualify for the CEQA streamlining, mitigation measures from the applicable 
environmental document must be incorporated into the project. Further, CEQA 
streamlining relative to the infill exemption under CEQA is also being developed 
pursuant to SB 226 passed last year. 

CEQA Streamlining Recommendations: Please clarify how the "menu of 
mitigation measures" is expected from this PEIR for project to qualify for CEQA 
streamlining under SB 375 and, if possible, the regulations being developed 
under SB 226. 

7. RTP/SCS Policies 

Please ensure that the discussion of the policies represented by the RTP/SCS in the 
draft PEIR is consistent with the policies actually in the RTP/SCS. In particular, the 
bullet list on the page 2-3 is stated to represent the land use strategies of the plan; 
however, the strategies listed are not specifically identified in the regional SCS. 
Including different language in the PEIR implies additional policy. 

RTP/SCS Policies Recommendation: Amend the land use strategies identified on 
page 2-3 of the Project Description, under the section Purpose and Need for 
Action to reflect the strategies included in the SCS chapter of the RTP. 



8. PEIR Mitigation Measures 

By far the most concerning portion of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS to OCCOG members is 
the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Specifically, the proposed 
mitigation measures included in the PEIR extend to and impact a broad spectrum of 
technical and policy areas. Many examples of these concerns are included on 
Attachments 1 and 2 of this letter. In sum, the concerns are that the mitigation 
measures: 

• Appear to go above and beyond the requirements of the Regional Transportation 
Plan and Senate Bill 375; 

• Are measures already required by State and Federal law or are regulated by 
other agencies such as the South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
California Department of Housing and Community Development, Fish and Game, 
and the Regional Water Control Boards; 

• Appear to run counter to local control; and 

• Are financially infeasible for the agencies responsible for implementation. 

PEIR Mitigation Measures Recommendations. 

1. In order for the mitigation measures to truly be considered a toolbox of 
options for consideration by various entities in the SCAG region as 
intended, all mitigation measures in the PEIR intended for entities other 
than SCAG be moved into an appendix to the PEIR and renamed 
"Sustainability Strategies". These strategies could then be identified for 
consideration by lead agencies as mitigation for future projects should 
a lead agency choose to do so and deem them applicable and 
feasible. The PEIR would only retain mitigation measures applicable to 
SCAG. This action would also require that the Executive Summary, 
Introduction, and Project Description be updated to reflect the nature of 
the new appendix of Sustainability Strategies. 

2. Remove language within mitigation measures that establishes policies 
not included in the RTP/SCS or modifies the measure to specify a policy 
or endorses specific technology which would limit agency authority. 

3. In the draft PEIR, please replace text in all mitigation measures that 
identify policy for either SCAG or other entities with language that 
reflects either adopted SCAG policies or are policies that are included in 
the RTP and SCS. Mitigation measures should not be used to establish 
new policy for the region. 

For example: 
• MM-TR 17: "SCAG shall (for its employees) and local jurisdictions can and 

should institute where applicable and feasible teleconferencing, telecommute, 
and/or flexible work hour programs to reduce unnecessary employee 
transportation. 



• MM-TR 23: "Local jurisdictions should consider when applicable and feasible 
coordinated and controlled intersections so that traffic passes more efficiently 
through congested areas. Where traffic signals or streetlights are installed, 
require the use of a feasible. energy efficient Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
technology." 

• MM-TR 35: "Local jurisdictions should consider where applicable and feasible 
the adoption of a comprehensive parking policy that discourages private 
vehicle use and encourages the use of alternative transportation." 

9. SCAG Authority 

Several mitigation measures identify actions that SCAG shall undertake to mitigate 
impacts of the plan. Many appropriately direct SCAG to provide a discussion forum or 
serve as a central data repository for a broad range of topics that affect the region as a 
whole. However, many measures inappropriately direct SCAG to establish practices, 
standards, or policy in areas unrelated to what SCAG has purview over. Further, the 
measures often appear to be directed at policy implementation that is unrelated to the 
plan itself, such as implementing A8 32. Such measures will essentially require SCAG 
to establish policy in areas for which it has no authority. Additionally, it is not clear how 
SCAG would fund the work efforts because they are not directly related to its mission 
and, therefore, do not have funding. For example, MM-PS 118 states: "SCAG shall 
continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide direction 
on specific approaches and models and to specify levels of performance for regionally 
significant projects to be consistent with regional plans." Green building practices and 
energy efficiency measures are already addressed by various state and federal 
agencies, as well as by other local organizations. Further, SCAG does not have the 
authority to specify levels of performance for land use or buildings. 

SCAG Authority Recommendation: Remove the following mitigation measures for 
SCAG which it does not have purview for under the law or directed to do by the 
Regional Council through policy direction. List may not be exhaustive. 

MM-810/0S 44 MM-LU 42 MM-LU 77 MM-PS 68 
MM-810/0S 45 MM-LU 47 MM-LU 80 MM-PS 71 
MM-810/0S 46 MM-LU 48 MM-LU 81 MM-PS 95 
MM-810/0S 48 MM-LU 51 MM-LU 82 MM-PS 121 
MM-GHG 3 MM-LU 53 MM-LU 83 MM-TR 17 
MM-GHG 8 MM-LU 56 MM-NO 12 MM-TR 23 
MM-GHG 11 MM-LU 57 MM-NO 16 MM-TR28 
MM-LU 9 MM-LU 60 MM-POP 1 MM-TR 35 
MM-LU 21 MM-LU 61 MM-PS 3 MM-TR 83 
MM-LU 22 MM-LU 64 MM-PS 14 MM-TR 85 
MM-LU 24 MM-LU 65 MM-PS 25 MM-TR 96 
MM-LU 26 MM-LU 69 MM-PS 37 MM-W 34 
MM-LU 32 MM-LU 71 MM-PS 39 MM-W 59 



MM-LU 34 
MM-LU 41 

MM-LU 74 
MM-LU 75 

10. SCAG Mitigation Measures 

MM-PS 41 
MM-PS 67 

MM-W 60 
MM-W 65 

It would be helpful to understand how SCAG will implement the mitigation measures 
that it is assigned to do. Many of the mitigation measures will expand SCAG's role into 
areas that are not currently under its purview and are under the jurisdiction of other 
entities. Many also constitute significant work efforts. 

SCAG Mitigation Measures Request: Please explain how the actions and 
programs required by the measures SCAG is assigned to do would be funded to 
ensure that they are truly feasible for SCAG to undertake. 

11. Ensuring Outcomes 

SCAG has limited authority in many of the areas included in the measures and will not 
be able to ensure impacts are mitigated and that the outcomes identified do actually 
occur. SCAG can assist, offer information, educate, and provide discussion forums for 
topics outside its area of jurisdiction; however, it is not possible to "ensure" that 
outcomes are achieved for things that are outside of its purview. 

Ensuring Outcomes Recommendation: Remove all references within mitigation 
measures that SCAG will "ensure" or "shall minimize impacts" that result from a 
mitigation measures. 

Example: 
MM-CUL 17: "lmpaGts to Gultural resouroes shall be minimized through 
Gooperation, information sharing, and SCAG!s shall, through cooperation, 
information sharing and ongoing regional planning efforts such as web
based planning tools for local government including CA lots, and direct 
technical assistance efforts such as Compass Blueprint's Toolbox Tuesday 
series, provide information and assistance to local agencies to help them 
avoid impacts to cultural resources. Resource agencies, such as the Office 
of Historic Preservation, shall be consulted during this process." 

12. Fees and Taxes 

Several mitigation measures indicate that local jurisdictions or other entities should 
implement new fees or propose taxes to pay for a variety of programs or for acquisition 
of land for preservation. Increases to fees or taxes are issues that could require voter 
approval and, thus not be approved. They also represent prescriptive means to 
accomplish the mitigation. 

Fees and Taxes Recommendations: 

1. Reword measures to indicate that a new or increased fee, new tax, or 
other increase is only an option as a way to implement the mitigation. 
The following list may not be exhaustive. 



MM- MM-PS15 MM-TR30 MM-TR88 
BIO/OS55 
MM-LU29 MM-PS63 MM-TR37 MM-TR94 
MM-LU53 MM-PS75 MM-TR47 MM-TR96 
MM-LU54 MM-PS76 MM-TR52 MM-W6 
MM-LU80 MM-PS78 MM-TR60 MM-W32 
MM-LU81 MM-PS92 MM-TR69 MM-W52 
MM-LU82 MM- MM-TR74 MM-W58 

PS106 
MM-LU83 MM- MM-TR75 

PS107 
MM-POP4 MM- MM-TR80 

PS113 
MM-PS12 MM-TR28 MM-TR84 

2. Please clarify whether it was assumed that these additional fees were 
considered feasible and if the new fees that are suggested were 
considered in the financial plan or economic analysis of the RTP. 

13. Guidance Documents 

Guidance documents are there as information sources for consideration; however, they 
do not represent regulation or establish standards that are required to be achieved. For 
example, MM-AQ19 inappropriately indicates that project sponsors should comply with 
the GARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (June 2005) which is only a guidance 
document. 

Guidance Documents Recommendation: Remove references that indicate a 
compliance with guidance documents from mitigation measures. 

14. Duplicative/Existing Regulations 

.It is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of existing regulation or 
processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements). Under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, it is intended that measures be identified that will mitigate impacts of the 
project. Existing regulations are already assumed to be abided by in the evaluation of 
the impact and the significance of the impact is after all existing regulation is applied. 
Therefore, mitigation measures should address those actions that need to be 
undertaken in addition to existing regulation in order to mitigation the impact. Therefore, 
mitigation measures that simply restate existing regulation are not valid mitigation for 
purposes of CEQA. Further, it is possible for regulations to change over time. Because 
of this, restatement of the regulation in the mitigation measures could result in future 
conflict between the stated mitigation and the regulation. It has become common 
practice to state that existing regulation will be implemented. When this is done, it is 
common practice when compliance is used as a mitigation measure to simply state that 
the responsible entity will simply comply with the regulation. If mitigation measures that 



restate existing regulation are not removed, then it is requested that the wording of the 
measures be restated to simply read that compliance with all applicable laws and 
regulations will be undertaken. Language that could be used is: "Local jurisdictions. 
agencies. and project sponsors shall comply, as applicable. with existing federal, state 
law, and local laws and regulations." Similar language is included in some mitigation 
measures. It is offered that MM-PS 13 is a good example of the type of appropriate 
language and reads "Project sponsors can and should ensure that projects are 
consistent with federal, state, and local plans that preserve open space." 

It is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of existing regulation or 
processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements). Under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, it is intended that measures be identified that will mitigate impacts of the 
project. Existing regulations are already assumed to be abided by in the evaluation of 
the impact and the significance of the impact is after all existing regulation is 
applied. Therefore, mitigation measures should address those actions that need to be 
undertaken in addition to existing regulation in order to mitigation the impact. Therefore, 
mitigation measures that simply restate existing regulation are not valid mitigation for 
purposes of CEQA. Further, it is possible for regulations to change over time. Because 
of this, restatement of the regulation in the mitigation measures could result in future 
conflict between the stated mitigation and the regulation. It has become common 
practice to state that existing regulation will be implemented. When this is done, it is 
common practice when compliance is used as a mitigation measure to simply state that 
the responsible entity will simply comply with the regulation. If mitigation measures that 
restate existing regulation are not removed, then it is requested that the wording of the 
measures be restated to simply read that compliance with all applicable laws and 
regulations will be undertaken. Language that could be used is: "Local jurisdictions. 
agencies. and project sponsors shall comply. as applicable. with existing federal. state 
law. and local laws and regulations." Similar language is included in some mitigation 
measures. It is offered that MM-PS 13 is a good example of the type of appropriate 
language and reads "Project sponsors can and should ensure that projects are 
consistent with federal, state, and local plans that preserve open space." The water 
section provides another example. The PEIR includes 68 mitigation measures in the 
Water Resources section regarding water quality. At least 35 of these are related to 
stormwater runoff best management practices (BMPs) that are currently regulated 
through Municipal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Stormwater Permits issued by Regional Water Quality Control Boards. In the SCAG 
region there are five water quality control boards each with its own Municipal NPDES 
Stormwater Permit. The regulations and requirements contained in these permits vary 
from each other. By listing specific measures in the PEIR that are not included in a 
project's applicable Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit, the PEIR creates conflicting 
compliance requirements. To eliminate potential conflict with existing regulations, the 
mitigation measures regarding specific BMPs should be removed and replaced with a 
single requirement that each project must comply with its applicable Municipal NPDES 
Stormwater Permit. 

Duplicative/Existing Regulations Recommendations: 



1. Please remove all mitigation measures listed in Attachment 1 which are 
duplicative of existing regulations administered by or under the 
jurisdiction of other agencies. The list may not be exhaustive. 

2. For each impact, please add the following language: "Local jurisdictions, 
agencies, and project sponsors should comply, as applicable, with 
existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations." 

15. Draconian Mitigation Measures 

Many of the mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR are draconian and need to be 
removed. One prime example is MM-LU 85. It reads in part "Local jurisdictions can and 
should reduce heat gain from pavement and other hardscaping including: Reduce street 
rights-of-way and pavement widths to World War II widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for 
local streets and 30 to 35 feet for collector streets curb to curb) ... " Although reduced 
street widths may be appropriate in some cases and have been implemented in many 
jurisdictions, it is inappropriate and counterproductive to require reduced street widths 
as a mitigation measure in the PEIR. Reduced street widths, for example, generally do 
not provide space for on-street parking which may result in greater, additional paved 
areas provided in separate parking lots. A second example is MM-LU15: "Project 
sponsors can and 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 
transportation projects/improvements." Measures should support the SCAG Energy and 
Environment Committee which recommended that the programs build upon existing 
open space land acquisition and open space programs in the region, tailoring programs 
to each individual county in the region. These include, but are not limited to, OCT A's 
Measure M Mitigation Program, and TCA's open space mitigation program, which has 
protected 2,200 acres in perpetuity to date. Open space conservation should be 
pursued in a voluntary manner, working with willing private sector landowners and not 
overly prescriptive and specific. 

Draconian Mitigation Measures Recommendations: Remove mitigation measures 
that are very prescriptive, such reducing street widths to WWII widths or 
specifying preferred technology. 

In addition to the above comments, detailed technical comments, language changes, 
and questions on the RTP/SCS, Appendices, and PEIR documents are included in 
Attachment 2. 

Conclusion 

We recognize the immense efforts it took to prepare these documents. They are 
incredibly complex documents establishing important and far-reaching policy for the 
region. However, because of this importance and ·complexity, we would like to express 
concern about the timing of the release of the documents and hope that preparation of 
future RTP/SCS documents will take into account the need to accommodate adequate 
review, discussion and revision time for all of the documents. The timeline of document 
releases, public comment period, and time allowed for the response to comments 
results in an inability to have credible discussion regarding possible changes because 



the timeline does not allow for recirculation or full discussion of requested changes. 
The documents were released over the holiday season and included the release of draft 
PEIR document on December 30, 2011. The minimum 45-day public comment period 
clo$eS on February 14, 2012. Only a few weeks are provided to prepare responses to 
comments and amend the documents to ensure that the Regional Council may consider 
the certification of the PEIR and the approval of the draft RTP/SCS on April 4, 2012. 

We appreciate your consideration of all of the comments provided in this letter and its 
attachments and look forward to your responses. It is a shared goal to have an 
RTP/SCS adopted that is credible and defensible on all levels. 

sz:;t 
Carlos J 
Deputy 

cc: Do anna, City Manager 
Jennifer Cervantez, Assistant City Manager 
Michael Haack, Director of Community Development 
Chris Johansen, City Engineer 
Roy Ramsland, Planning Manager 



Attachment 1: Mitigation Measures Duplicative of Existing Regulation 
(Listed by type of regulation measures duplicates) 

Air CDFG Federal & state Federal law Resource 
Quality/AQMD law agencies 
MM-AQ1 MM-BIO/OS1 MM-HM3 MM-LU14 MM-TR33 

MM-AQ2 MM-BIO/OS3 MM-HM4 MM-LU30 MM-BIO/OS29 

MM-AQ3 MM-BIO/OS4 MM-HM5 MM-BIO/OS30 

MM-AQ4 MM-BIO/OS8 MM-HM6 MM-BIO/OS31 

MM-AQ5 MM-BIO/OS1 0 MM-HM7 NPDES MM-BIO/OS32 

MM-AQ6 MM-BIO/OS11 MM-LU28 MM-AQ16 MM-BIO/OS33 

MM-AQ7 MM-BIO/OS17 MM-N018 MM- MM-BIO/OS34 
BIO/OS19 

MM-AQ8 MM-BIO/OS18 MM-PS13 MM-GE05 MM-BIO/OS35 

MM-AQ9 MM-BIO/OS21 MM-W36 MM-W1 MM-BIO/OS50 

MM-AQ10 MM-BIO/OS22 MM-W37 MM-W13 MM-BIO/OS51 

MM-AQ11 MM-BIO/OS23 MM-W38 MM-W58 

MM-AQ12 MM-BIO/OS24 

MM-AQ13 MM-BIO/OS25 Flood control 
MM-AQ14 MM-BIO/OS26 MM-HM8 

MM-AQ17 MM-BIO/OS27 

MM-AQ18 MM-BIO/OS28 Local 
Aaencies 

MM-BIO/OS14 MM-AV11 

MM-BIO/OS7 

State law 
MM-AV3 MM-HM10 MM-PS4 MM-PS107 MM-W25 

MM-AV6 MM-HM11 MM-PS8 MM-PS113 MM-W26 

MM-AV12 MM-HM12 MM-PS10 MM-PS119 MM-W27 

MM-BIO/OS20 MM-HM13 MM-PS12 MM-PS122 MM-W28 

MM-CUL1 MM-HM14 MM-PS14 MM-TR29 MM-W29 

MM-CUL2 MM-HM15 MM-PS16 MM-TR49 MM-W30 

MM-CUL3 MM-HM16 MM-PS35 MM-TR55 MM-W31 
MM-CUL4 MM-LU10 MM-PS36 MM-TR75 MM-W32 

MM-CUL5 MM-LU11 MM-PS37 MM-TR89 MM-W39 
MM-CUL6 MM-LU17 MM-PS42 MM-W6 MM-W43 

MM-CUL7 MM-LU19 MM-PS43 MM-W8 MM-W46 
MM-CUL8 MM-LU20 MM-PS48 MM-W9 MM-W47 

MM-CUL9 MM-LU38 MM-PS55 MM-W10 MM-W48 

MM-CUL 10 MM-LU43 MM-PS56 MM-W11 MM-W49 
MM-CUL 11 MM-LU44 MM-PS57 MM-W12 MM-W50 

MM-CUL 12 MM-LU48 MM-PS59 MM-W15 MM-W51 
MM-CUL13 MM-LU58 MM-PS61 MM-W16 MM-W52 



MM-CUL 15 MM-N01 MM-PS67 MM-W17 MM-W54 
MM-CUL 16 MM-N04 MM-PS69 MM-W18 MM-W55 

MM-GE01 MM-N08 MM-PS71 MM-W19 MM-W56 
MM-GE02 MM-N09 MM-PS73 MM-W20 MM-W61 

MM-GE03 MM-POP2 MM-PS77 MM-W21 MM-W62 

MM-GE04 MM-POP4 MM-PS89 MM-W22 MM-W64 
MM-GE06 MM-PS1 MM-PS92 MM-W23 MM-W66 

MM-HM9 MM-PS2 MM-PS97 MM-W24 MM-W68 



Attachment 2: Additional Technical Clarifications on documents are also offered as 
follows: 

"2012 RTP/SCS 
# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 General all All chapter headings should include the Chapter 

Comment number on each page for ease of reference. 
2 Clarification 1 , left column "The 2012 RTP/SCS includes a strong commitment 

to reduce emissions from transportation sources to 
comply with SB 375. aatR improve public health,_ 
and meet the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. 
As 

3 Clarification 4, right "This region needs a long-term, sustainable funding 
column plan that ensures the region receives its fair share 

of funding~ supports an efficient and effective 
transportation system that grows the economy, 
provides mobility choices, and improves our quality 
of life." 

4 Clarification page 7- Is additional $0. 15 gas tax the sum total of both 
Table 2 and state and federal taxes or $0. 15 each? 
page 95-
Table 3.3 

5 Clarification 40, left "Strategic investments~ put forth by the private 
column sector~ that would remove barriers associated with 

telecommuting are expected ... " 
6 Correction page 42- 241 toll road completion year is 2030 

Table 2.2 

7 Please 50, left "scrip" 
define in the column 
text and add 
to a glossary 

8 Clarification 54, right "Express/HO T Lane Network 
column Despite our concerted effort to reduce traffic 

congestion through years of infrastructure 
investment, the region's system demands continue 
to exceed available capacity durina oeak oeriods." 

9 Clarification 70, 78 Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 
SCAG seems to rely on CEQA to achieve the 
"maximum feasible" reductions in emissions from 
transportation. However, this is not consistent with 
the intent of SB 375's goal of achieving specific 
thresholds of 8% by 2020 and 13% by 2035 through 
a sustainable communities strategy plan. 

Please provide clarification to this section indicating 
if the air quality and greenhouse gas CEQA 



# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

1 0 Clarification 

11 Clarification 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

78, 
column 

80, 
column 

82, 
column 

mitigation measures obligate regional agencies and 
project developers to undertake more strategies, 
programs and mandates beyond those included in 
the OCSCS. 

right "Greenhouse Gases 
On road emissions (from passenger vehicles and 
heavy duty trucks) constitute 93 percent of the 
transportation sector total. Emissions from 
passenger vehicles. which are the subject of SB 
375 and this RTP/SCS. constitute % of the 
transportation sector's greenhouse gas emissions 
total." 

left Statements are made, such as the following, "the 
RTP has the ability to affect the distribution of that 
growth" (in population in the region). These 
statements could be interpreted to be contrary to 
SCAG's obligation under the Memorandum of 
Understanding with OCCOG to respect the 
strategies and local land use policies in the OC 
SCS. 

Please clarify how it is in SCAG's ability to affect 
local change when the OC SCS is consistent with 
acceptance of local land use plans and planned 
population and employment distribution? 

Recommended text change: "Transportation 
projects including new and expanded infrastructure 
are necessary to improve travel time and can 
enhance quality of life for those traveling throughout 
the region. However, these projects also have the 
potential to induce attract more of the regional 
population growth in certain areas of the region. 
This means that although Although SCAG does not 
anticipate that the RTP would affect the total growth 
in population in the region, the RTP has the ability 
to affect the distribution of that growth." 

"In addition to induced population grovlth, 
transportation projects in the RTP also have the 
potential to divide established communities, 

right primarily through acquisition of rights-of-way." 

Text indicates that the RTP and projects in the 
RTP/SCS as "inducing" growth. It is noted that use 
of the term "induced growth" has a negative 
connotation and implies growth above and beyond 



# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

what would occur naturally. However, it is stated in 
the RTP that the population, housing, and 
employment growth totals are fixed and only the 
distributions may change based on the plan. This 
means there will not be "new" growth and that the 
RTP and SCS may simply influence and shift the 
growth anticipated for the region. This moving of 
growth is the result of changes in distribution that 
are due to changes in land use or densities. 
Because of this, it is requested that references to 
"induced growth" be reworded to reflect the shifting 
of growth in the region. 

Recommended text change: "Cumulative impacts 
from the projected growth iRstJees sv tt:le R+P 
include increased impervious surfaces; ... " 

12 Clarification Chapter 3 SCAG's Financial Plan includes a significant portion 
of "New Revenue Sources and Innovative 
Financing Strategies" that are not currently in place 
or available. While some of the proposed revenues 
are within the control of SCAG or MPOs and 
County Transportation Commissions, the majority of 
the revenues (in terms of dollars) require either 
state or federal action to implement. 

Please explain what the implications are if these 
new revenue sources and innovative financing 
strategies do not become available? 

13 Clarification page 95- "Milea§e eases I.::JSeF fees 1li91.::JIS se im13lemeRtes ta 
Table 3.3 Fef3laee §as ta* aRs atJ§meRt estimates at asatJt 

$Q.Q9 (~Q~ ~ $) 13eF mile a As iRse*es ta maiRtaiR 
f31.::JFSRaSiR§ f39WeF startiR§ ~Q~§." 

Suggested language is from page 31 of Growth 
Forecast Appendix: 

"Current gasoline tax~ estimated at_about $0.05 
(2011 $) per mile will increase through 2025 2 then in 
2026 it would be reQiaced with a mileage-based 
user fee indexed to maintain purchasing power." 

14 Clarification 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
column "capital of sprawl," the region today is Qrojecting 

growth on only a small fraction of the t:las little raw 
land available in the region left ta aeeammasate 
,..,...,...:4-:,..,...,..1 nrr\\Aith " 

15 Clarification 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
column "capital of sprawl," the region today is Qrojecting 

growth on only a small fraction of the t:las little raw 



# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

land available in the region left te aeeemmeeate 
... ~~;.f.;,....,.,.,l rtrn\Atfh " 

16 Clarification 106 SCAG indicates that the oc scs has been 
incorporated into the regional SCS. OCCOG was 
one of two subregions that undertook the arduous 
task and obligation of preparing an SCS. 

Please add clarifying text that these subregional 
SCSs, including the oc SCS, represent the 
Sustainable Communities Strategies applicable to 
those subregions. 

17 Clarification 110, right "Municipal water and sewer systems, for example, 
column ensure clean water. At the same time, eeReFete 

stermwater ruReff ehaRRels harm water quality aR€l-
s~ra'NI eats iRte e~eR s~aee as areas become more 
urbanized and the Qercentage of imQervious 
surface is increased~ the hydrologic regime is 
dramatically altered. Drainage conveyances that 
once were natural and riQarian are reguired to be 
engineered as hardened flood control channels to 
Qrovide adeguate Qrotection of Qrivate QroQerty and 
QUblic infrastructure from the increased freguencyl 
duration~ Qeak flow~ and overall volume of 
stormwater runoff. With this armoring of once 
natural channels~ water guality benefits from 
biofiltration are lost along with OQQOrtunities for 
infiltration and evaQotransQirationl which can lead to 
hydromodifcation downstream in sections which are 
not yet engineered and hardened. Many 
strategies ... " 

18 Clarification 112, 117 The scs documents the development of four 
scenarios to explore basic aspects of future growth. 
These scenarios were used in public outreach and 
the SCS and the associated Appendix states that 
"Using the public dialogue and feedback from the 
analysis of the SCS Scenarios, SCAG developed 
the 2012 RTP/SCS Plan alternatives." (Similar 
references are also include at RTP/SCS p. 117, and 
scs Background Documentation p. 71 ). The 
RTP/SCS and Appendix then describes a process 
that led to the Plan alternatives. Neither the 
RTP/SCS, Appendix or PEIR expressly state or 
illustrate the fundamental land use and 
socioeconomic foundation for the SCS. 

In order to confirm consistency with the OC SCS, it 
is requested that SCAG include appropriate tables, 



# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

19 Clarification 113,122 

20 Add 
17 glossary 
21 Clarification 

22 Clarification 

to 127, 
column 
128, 
column 

149, 
column 

23 Clarification 150-152 

right 

left 

right 

graphics and maps that provide the detail that 
confirm this consistency. 
The regional SCS states that the 
scenarios/alternatives were developed using the 
Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT). The 
LSPT is a sketch planning tool that flattens 
geographical areas to a 5-acre grid cell. The OC 
SCS land use data was provided at much greater 
level of detail in that specific parcel data and detail 
were provided by each jurisdiction. A cursory review 
of some LSPT data reveals inconsistencies 
regarding interpretation of Orange County land 
uses. 

It is acknowledged that the regional SCS states, 
"Land use inputs for OCCOG SCS were 
unchanged". Yet use of the LSPT and SCAG 
Development and Community Types presented in 
the SCS leave open the question as to whether the 
OC SCS was altered, as noted above. 

Please provide confirmation that the underlying OC 
SCS land use data was used without significant 
alteration and LSPT flattening and interpretation in 
the development of the regional SCS Plan and 
alternatives. 
"Gentrification" 

"Thus, this adjustment allowed the land use pattern 
to conform more closely to local expectations 
general plans, while reducing the amount of vehicle 
miles traveled." 

Whose/What are "local expectations?" 
Revise language to clarify that SCA G intends 
policies, strategies, and measures are a menu of 
options. 

'The following tables list specific implementation 
strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
stakeholders may use or consider while preparing 
specific projects which would help can and should 
undertake in order to successfully implement the 
SCS." 
The OC SCS was accepted by SCAG and 
represents the set of strategies and the growth 
distribution that outlines the best approach for how 



# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

24 Add to 166, right 
glossary column 

25 Clarification 194, right 
column 

26 Clarification 201 

27 Clarification 202, 
203-
Table 7.1 

28 Clarification 207 

29 Add to 205 
glossary 

GROWTH FORECAST APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
1 Updated 23, Table 13 

growth 
forecast 
numbers 

the requirements of SB 375 would be met within the 
subregion. Specifically, the OC SCS included 15 
specific Sustainability Strategies, reflecting a menu 
of 222 practices and actions that OC agencies have 
agreed to pursue (or continue to pursue) to achieve 
GHG reductions that support SB 375. 

Why doesn't the regional SCS specifically 
acknowledge these 15 strategies yet include other 
strategies and performance measures not included 
in the OC SCS (e.g., Locational Efficiency)? 
"Greenfield" 

"In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, all 
regular and special meetings of the RTP task 
forces, the Transportation Committee (TC), the 
CEHD. the EEC, and the SCAG Regional Council 
are publicly noticed and ... " 
Please clarify whether the text stating "Long-term 
emission reduction for rail, with a goal of zero
emissions rail system" is intended to reflect a zero
emissions freight rail system, or whether this goal 
also applies to passenger rail. 
Unfunded operational improvements, of which 
several are listed on page 203, Table 7.1, include 
transit station improvements in Irvine, Fullerton, and 
Santa Ana, bus rapid transit (BRT) in Orange 
County, and high speed rail (HSR) Phase II. 

Please confirm that these are consistent with the 
ocscs. 
Strategic Finance 

Please explain what will happen if reasonably 
foreseeable revenue sources of approximately $200 
million do not become available? 
"Active transportation" 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

In December 2011, Orange County provided SCAG 
with the revised growth forecast dataset, OCP-201 0 
Modified, per the OC SCS MOU (official OCCOG 
Board action 1/26/2012). 



# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

Please incorporate revised Orange County 
numbers (i.e. OCP-2010 Modified) into all reports, 
tables, exhibits, alternatives, maps, and modeling 
runs for final RTP. 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 Clarification 1 The document states, "The performance measures 

are used to evaluate how well the RTP/SCS 
addresses the adopted goals and performance 
outcomes." 

Is there any formal role for the performance 
measures? 

ARB will evaluate for SB 375 compliance not based 
on these measures but based on ARB process. 

Please include language clarifying that this is a 
requirement to demonstrate compliance with federal 
requirements and not for the obligations under SB 
375. 

2 Clarification 1 , end of first Add statement: "Performance measures and 
paragraph exgected outcomes will be used to monitor the 

RTP/SCS at the regional level; these measures and 
outcomes are not grogosed for use at the 
subreaional or oroiect-soecific level." 

3 Clarification 1, column 2 The document states, "The Regional Council will 
formally adopt the goals and outcomes as part of 
the final 2012 RTP/SCS." 

Does this bring any formal obligation to meet goals? 
Goals are general, flexible, and aspirational rather 
than specific, as on p. 1. 



# TOPIC 

4 Clarification 

5 Clarification 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
13, Table 8 

9 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

The RTP/SCS claims an extra 2% C02e emissions 
reduction in 2035 from the NHTS post-processing 
analysis. While the RTP/SCS meets the ARB 
SB375 goal without the extra 2%, we would like to 
note that the extra 2% could be important if the 
attorney general raises concerns about backsliding. 
Consequently, the reliability of the extra 2% 
reduction should be checked. Questions on the 
NHTS model are below. 

It would be useful to know the answers to better 
judge the quality, although we do note that the 
report does look like it meets the standards or best 
practice. 
NHTS Model Documentation Report 

Are the auto and bus accessibility variables 
included in the regression models for 30-mi/e rings? 

In "Number of trips" model - is number of cars, 
included as an independent variable, the actual or 
predicted value? 

The same question applies to other models. 
6 Clarification 23, Table 10 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

Were the elasticities for the SCAG NHTS study 
calculated at sample means, or for each 
observation and then averaged for the sample? 

7 Clarification 24, Test 3 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

(Compare Trip-Based and NHTS Model): The final 
test was to compare the results of the Trip-Based 
Model and the NHTS Model for the same scenarios. 

Please describe the scenarios tested. 

TRANSPORTATION FINANCE APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 Clarification General What are the implications if revenues other than 

core revenues do not become available? 

Please describe any implications to the ability of the 
region to meet SB 375 GHG emission reduction 
targets or the federally required air quality 



# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

conformity? 

SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 Please 53, right Housing Options and Mix: 

define column 
Define Larger-lot single family in text 

2 Clarification 71-74, 80-83 Alternatives naming: A, B, C 

Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the 
PEIR on pages ES-3 and 1-4. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between two/all documents. 

3 Revise 71' right "Plan Alternative (B) 
language to column ... The alternative maintains city-level forecast 
clarify control totals for both households and jobs, 

however, within city boundaries shifts are made to 
focus a much larger share of future growth in a 
more compact way around HQTAs. exceQt in 
Gatewa~ and Orange Count~ COG subregions Qer 
their SCS delegation agreements. Future housing 
market demand is expected to shift significantly to 
small lot single-family, townhomes and multi-family 
hn.,.,,;,...,.. housinq." 

4 Please 71' right Plan Alternative (B) 
define column 

Define small lot single family in text 
5 Revise 71' right Plan Alternative (C) 

language to column "As a result very suburban communities may 
clarify experience no new housing or emQio~ment growth, 

while some urban areas with very good access to 
regional transit may experience significant 
increases in housinq or emolovment growth." 

6 Revise 72, left "While each alternative is distinctive, a number of 
language to column parameters remained constant across each 
clarify alternative: the regional RTP/SCS forecast total for 

QOQulation. households and jobs; ... " 

"Detailed forecast: the detailed distribution of 
QOQulation, households, and jobs across the 
re 1on ... ~g· " 



# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

7 Revise 72, Table D1 Alternatives A & B: 
language to "Controlled to TAZ-based RTP/SCS Forecast for 
clarify 2020; Controlled to city-level RTP/SCS Forecast for 

2020-2035 1 excegt in Gateway and Orange County 
COG subregions ger their scs delegation 
agreements." 

Add statement to table notes: Gateway and Orange 
County COG subregions' local ingut data will not be 
chanaed oer their SCS deleaation aareements. 

8 Revise 74, Table D2 Alternatives A & B: 
language to Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
clarify subregions' local ingut data will not be changed ger 

their SCS deleaation aareements. 
9 Clarification 75, right "Development Types 

column The alternatives are built on, and provides data at, 
the level of the TAZ, which includes housing units 
and employment." 

Please clarify if TAZ is Tier 1, Tier 2, or both. 
10 Revise 79, right "Subregional SCSs submitted by the Gateway 

language to column Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) and the 
clarify Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 

will be respected unchanged and integrated into the 
alternatives (with possible revisions for Alternative 
Conly)." 

11 Clarification 79 The section includes the following language: 
"Subregional SCSs submitted by the Gateway 
Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) and the 
Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
will be respected and integrated into the 
alternatives (with possible revisions for Alternative 
Conly)." 

Please clearly indicate what the "possible revisions" 
are and what process would be used to coordinate 
with Orange County should changes to the 
socioeconomic data contained in the OC SCS be 
proposed? 

12 Revise 80 Alternative A 
language to Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
clarify subregions' local ingut data will not be changed ger 

their SCS deleaation aareements. 



# 

13 

TOPIC 

Revise 
language to 
clarify 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
81 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

Alternative B 
It is not clear whether Alternative B is the SCS land 
use plan. If it is, statements in the appendix lead 
one to believe the OC SCS foundation has been 
altered. For example, adjustments made to land 
uses to locate proximate to High Quality 
Transportation Areas (HQTA) and intensification of 
residential and employment development in HQTA 
that diverge from local General Plans as well as 
implementation of a vehicle user fee are not part of 
the OC SCS. 

Is Alternative B the SCS land use plan? 

Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
subregions' local input data will not be changed per 
their SCS deleaation aareements. 

14 Clarification 115, left Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2011 
column 

Is this a duplicate of the 2010 Santa Ana project? 



PEIR 
# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 Revise ES-2 ES contains matrix of mitigation measures which 

language to reference project sponsors, local agency, and 
clarify project implementation agency without definitions. 

Add definitions into ES at end of ES.1: 

In general, the terms "local agenc~," "Qroject 
SQonsor'' and "Qroject imQiementing agenc~" are 
used throughout this PEIR to identif~ agencies, 
organizations, comQanies and individuals that will 
act as lead agencies or Qroject aQQiicants for 
different t~Qes of individual Qrojects. Individual 
Qrojects that are 
anticiQated to occur Qursuant to the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS consist of Qlanning Qrojects (general 
Qlans, SQecific Qlans, climate action Qlans, etc.}, 
develoQment Qrojects (including Transit Priorit~ 
Projects (TPPs} and other similar Qrojects}, and 
transQortation Qrojects. 

In general, "local agenc~" is used to refer to a Qublic 
agenc~ that would QroQose a Qlanning Qroject or a 
Qublic infrastructure Qroject and/or an agenc~ that 
would be lead agenc~ for individual Qrojects. 
"Project SQonsor'' is t~Qicall~ used to refer to an 
aQQiicant (that could be Qublic or Qrivate, an 
organization or an individual} that QrOQoses a 
Qroject. "Project imQiementing agencY:' is used to 
refer to an agency resQonsible for imQiementing a 
Qroject. In this document, Qroject-imQiementing 
agencies are those that are resQonsible for carrving 
out (reviewing, approvina. constructing} 
transportation Proiects. 

2 Clarification ES-3, 1-4, Alternatives' Naming: No Project Alternative, 
Chapter 4 Modified 2008 RTP Alternative, Envision 2 

Alternative; Alternatives 1, 2, 3 

Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the 
scs Background Documentation appendix on 
pages 71-74 and 80-83. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between all documents. 

3 Fix ES-31 Duplicate naming of GHG11 and GHG12 
numbering 

4 Please ES-42 LU63- What are the smart growth principles? 
define 



# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

5 Please ES-42 LU64- What are the benchmarks for smart growth? 
define 

6 Fix ES-51 PS17 & PS18 are missing 
numbering 

7 Fix ES-53 Duplicate naming of PS36 & PS37 
numbering 

8 Please ES-67 TR 34- what are the identified transportation 
define benchmarks? 

9 Please ES-83, 3.13- Define climate change hydrology 
define 42 

MM-W43 
10 Please ES-40, 3.8-21 Define urban growth boundary 

define MM-LU42 
11 Please ES-57, 3.11- Define parking cash out program/ cashouts 

define 49 
MM-PS68 & 
ES-74, 3.12-
43 MM-TR96 

12 Clarification 1-5 Besides IGR, what other monitoring efforts is SCAG 
in charge of? (that would require lead agencies to 
provide SCAG with documentation of compliance 
with mitigation measures) 

13 Language 1-6, Language correction: "The .Jattef former finding ... " 
correction paragraph 3 

14 Language 2-5 Sustainability section should be separated. 
correction 

Language correction: 
Sustainability. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is subject 
to specific requirements for environmental 
performance. 

New QaragraQh: 
"Beyond simply meeting these requirements, a ... " 

15 Language 2-5, Table 2- "Align the plan investments and policies witR while 
correction 2 improving ... " 

16 Please 2-14 Define "scrip" 
define 



# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

17 Narrative 2-21 AB 32 is global warming solutions act. SB 375 was 
determined to be stand-alone legislation. RTP 
document is not forum to address global climate 
change ·and references distract from RTP goal and 
purpose. "Global warming" and "global climate 
change" are not interchangeable phrases. 
References should be removed or, where 
appropriate, language should be changed to "global 
warming". 
Gssas msvemeRt is alss a majsF ssl:lFee sf GFtG 
"'""" ;.,....,...;,.,.,..,... +h,.,+ ""'"'+o•iho •+,., +,., nl,.,h,.,l "li ..... ,.,+,., "h"'"'"""' 

18 Clarification 2-27 Not in SCAG's authority, nor funding available. 
paragraph 4 Delete sentence: 

SGAG will lltiSFk '•¥itA lseal jl:lFisaietisRs aR8 
esmml:lRity stakel=\slaeFs ts see I~ FeSSl:lFSeS aR8 
proviae assistaRee ts a88Fess aRy psssible 
§eRtFifieatisR e:ffeets sf Rew 8e1.<elspmeRt sR 
,., . .,; .... +i ... ,.. ""' ............... ;+;,.,.,... ,.,.,.,..! '".! .. ,... .. ,.,hi,... ... ,... .... l,.,+i,... ...... ·-· 

19 Clarification 2-27 "The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use development 
paragraph 5 pattern accommodates over 50 percent of new 

housing and employment growth in HQTAs, while 
keeping jurisdictional totals consistent with local 
input." 

Please confirm that there are no changes to the 
local/and use inputs provided by Orange County. 



# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

20 Clarification 2-29 "For purposes of SCAG's SCS, a Development 
Type reflects an estimated average density of 22 
residential units per acre. However, it is important to 
note that the designation is a potential ultimate 
average for the TAZ-and is not an absolute 
project-specific requirement that must be met in 
order to determine consistency with the SCS. In 
other words, the SCS was not developed with the 
intent that each project to be located within any 
given T AZ must exactly equal the density and 
relative use designations that are indicated by the 
SCS Development Type in order for the project to 
be found consistent with the SCS's use 
designation, density, building intensity and 
applicable policies. Instead, any given project, 
having satisfied all of the statutory requirements of 
either a residential/mixed-use project or TPP, may 
be deemed by the lead agency to be consistent 
with the SCS so long as the project does not 
prevent achieving the estimated average use 
designations, densities and building intensities 
indicated by the Development Type within the TAZ, 
assuming that the TAZ will be built-out under 
reasonable local planning and zoning 
assumptions." 

21 Please 
define 

Does the above PEIR language create a 
requirement for average TAZ density levels in 2035 
and a requirement that each local project not 
preclude those density levels? 

Additionally, please clarify whether in HQTAs, these 
densities could be exceeded as well as implications 
of an area that is already fully developed not 
redeveloping such that it ever achieves the 
identified densities. 

3.8-5 Define "open space" 
paragraph 3, 



# 

22 

TOPIC 

Revise 
language to 
clarify 

PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
4-39 Envision 2 alternative contains growth projections 

that would place housing in flight paths, locate 
housing on sites for which housing is not allowed 
due to environmental contamination, would 
significantly impact existing industrial operations 
necessary to maintain quality jobs in the region, 
and does not include development projects that are 
legally allowed due to having existing entitlement 
for development. Because this alternative does not 
consider the existing health and safety of future 
residents nor the existing legal approvals of 
development in the region, it is not possible to 
determine if the alternative is actually superior to 
other alternatives. It is simply another alternative 
for consideration. 

Please remove references to the Envision 2 (or any 
other name of this alternative) as being 
environmentally superior. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ENVISION 2 
ALTERNATIVE 

23 Revise 4-40 "Of the three alternatives, the Envision 2 Alternative 
would be considered by State CEQA guidelines as 
the environmentally superior alternative because it 
does not allow further use of land for single-family 
development. .. " 

language to 
clarify 



CITY OF LAKE FOREST 

February 14, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Via U.S. Mail and Email to: 2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov 

Mayor 
Kathryn McCullough 

Mayor Pro Tern 
Scott Voigts 

Council Members 
Peter Herzog 

Marcia Rudolph 
Mark Tettemer 

City Manager 
Robert C. Dunek 

Subject: Comments on the Draft PEIR for the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 

Dear Mr. Leib: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR for the 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS. City of Lake Forest Staff has been involved with the 
review of the documents as facilitated by the Orange County Council of 
Governments (OCCOG) Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and would like to 
express our sincere support and agreement with the comments submitted by the 
OCCOG Board. In addition to the comments of the OCCOG, the following 
comments are offered on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (draft RTP/SCS) and the associated 
Appendices and draft Program Environmental Impact Report (draft PEIR). 

General Comments 

• Concern with the timeline. We recognize the immense efforts it took to 
prepare these documents. They are incredibly complex documents 
establishing important and far-reaching policy for the region. However, 
because of this importance and complexity, we would like to express concern 
about the timing of the release of the documents. The timeline of document 
release, public comment period, and time allowed for the response to 
comments results in an inability to have credible discussion regarding 
possible changes because the timeline does not allow for recirculation or full 
discussion of requested changes. The documents were released over the 
holiday season and included the release of draft PEIR document on 
December 30, 2011. The minimum 45-day public comment period closes on 
February 14, 2012. Only a few weeks are provided to prepare responses to 
comments and amend the documents to ensure that the Regional Council 
may consider the certification of the PEIR and the approval of the draft 
RTP/SCS on April4, 2012. 

www.lakeforestca.gov 
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Mr. Jacob Leib 
February 14, 2012 
Page 2 of 3 

• Growth Forecasts. It is requested that the adoption of the growth forecast 
numbers by the Regional Council and/or Joint Policy Committee be at the 
county level, consistent with past RTPs. Planning documents need to be 
flexible. Smaller geographic levels, such as at the subregional, city, census 
tract, T AZ, parcel, or grid cell would limit jurisdictional control over land use. 

• Growth Forecasts. The OCCOG Board approved the update to the OCP-
201 0 dataset used in the OC SCS. OCP-201 0 Modified was officially 
approved by the OCCOG Board on January 26, 2012 and is a data 
amendment to the OC SCS. The dataset includes the 2010 Census 
population and housing data, along with the 2010 EDD Benchmark data, 
consistent with SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. The dataset was 
provided to SCAG staff in December 2011 and this is the formal notice of the 
update which should be incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS. PEIR. and 
related documents. To be consistent with the MOU on subregional delegation 
between OCTA, OCCOG, and SCAG, all documents, tables, maps, 
narratives, modeling runs, PEIR alternatives (including Alternate C/3/Envision 
2), and datasets should be updated with the OCP-201 0 Modified numbers. 

• Intended Use of the PEIR. The applicability of the PEIR and its 550 mitigation 
measures to projects throughout the region should be clarified. Specifically, 
additional language is needed to reflect that lead agencies will determine the 
feasibility and applicability of measures to specific projects under local 
jurisdiction. 

• PEIR Mitigation Measures. SCAG Staff has indicated that the mitigation 
measures in the PEIR are intended to represent a menu of options for 
implementation with projects, as determined appropriate and feasible. 
However, the concept of a menu of options is not clear in the PEIR. We 
request added language to clarify the applicability of the mitigation measures 
to projects undertaken or approved by local government. 

• PEIR Mitigation Measures. Hundreds of mitigation measures in the PEIR use 
the language "can and should". For example- "Local jurisdictions can and should 
meet recognized 'smart growth' benchmarks." We are concerned that the word 
"can" indicates that the measure has already been determined to be feasible. 
Additionally, we are concerned that this language does not support the use of the 
mitigation measures as a menu of options for local use. We recommend that the 
words "can and" be removed in all instances, leaving the language "should" as 
clearly optional. 



Mr. Jacob Leib 
February 14, 2012 
Page 3 of 3 

• PEIR Mitigation Measures. Many mitigation measures have been identified 
which appear to expand SCAG's purview. Specifically, the OCCOG Board's 
letter identifies in its attachments proposed mitigation measures which extend to a 
broad spectrum of technical and policy areas. We echo the concerns of the 
OCCOG Board and affirm that mitigation measures should not be used to 
establish policy for the region. 

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Cheryl 
Kuta, Planning Manager at (949) 461-3479 or via email at · 
ckuta@lakeforestca.gov. 

Sincerely, 
CITY OF LAKE FOREST 

fiOAju~ 
Gayle Ackerman, AICP 
Director of Development Services 

cc Mayor and City Council 
Robert C. Dunek, City Manager 
Dave Simpson, OCCOG Executive Director 



FrankUry 
Mayor 

_C_i_ty_ o_f _M_is_s_io_n_Vi_te.J_· o_ ;~~ 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 

Office of the City Manager 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

Dave Leclmess 
Ccundl Member 

Cathy Schlicht 
Ccunal Member 

SUBJECT: City of Mission Viejo Comments on the Southern California Association of 
Governments Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan, Sustainable Communities Strategy 
and Draft Program EIR 

The City of Mission Viejo expresses its appreciation for the opportunity to review and comment 
on the draft Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

In providing these comments, the City of Mission Viejo informs and recognizes two separate 
comment letters that have been transmitted by the Orange County Council of Governments 
(OCCOG) and the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA). These agencies have 
undertaken an extensive analysis of the SCAG RTP/SCS and EIR planning documents with 
representative stakeholders, and offer critical comments and recommendations at the policy and 
technical levels (see Attachments 1 and 2, respectively). The City of Mission Viejo supports 
these comments. 

This letter serves to highlight key policy issues of particular concern to the City of Mission 
Viejo. These issues are as follows: 

Issue l.SCAG's Inclusion of EIR Mitigation Measures that Call Upon Local Jurisdictions 
to Establish New Fees, or Have Its Electorate Consider New Taxes, to Fund 
Programs that the EIR Mitigation Measure Consider of Regional Benefit 

The EIR includes a breadth of mitigation measures that seek local government 
establishment of new taxes or fees to discourage auto usage, discourage loss of open 
space, and finance improvements and amenities to encourage alternative modes of 
transportation. They include, for example, such concepts as local jurisdiction transit fees 
on new development, local jurisdiction conservation fees for open space preservation, 
local jurisdiction impact fees to fund bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, local 
jurisdiction parking fees on single-occupant vehicles; and local jurisdiction pursuit of tax 

200 Civic Center • Mission Viejo, California 92691 
http://www.cityofmissionviejo.org 
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Page ~1\¥f9;9/859-1386 
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increment funds through voter approval for conservation area preservation. An 
illustrative, representative example of these mitigation measures is provided in Exhibit A. 

Clearly, in a region that represents half the population of the state, with six counties and 
191 jurisdictions, one size does not fit all. How a local government proceeds forth with 
its community planning and the financing of elements of its community planning, is 
under the purview and control of its elected policy representatives and the community at 
large. EIR mitigation measures which call forth the imposition of new fees or taxes for 
sustainable programs -- however beneficial said programs may be -- is beyond the 
purview of the EIR and is a local decision to be determined by the local electorate and 
affected communities. 

Recommendation: Remove mitigation measures requiring new fees or consideration of 
new taxes, as said measures are beyond the purview of the draft EIR document. Or, as 
discussed in Issue #3 below, identify in the EIR and in the resolution certifying the EIR, 
that such EIR mitigation measures are not binding upon local jurisdictions, but instead 
represent a toolbox of elective strategies that local governments can consider when 
implementing projects of regional significance. 

Issue 2:SCAG's Preliminary Determination that EIR Mitigation Measures Are Feasible 
and Effective for Local Jurisdictions and Agencies to Implement, in Absence of Any 
Assessment or Documentation of the Applicabilitv. Reasonableness and Funding 
Capability of Local Jurisdictions or Other Agencies to Execute or Administer Such 
Identified Programs 

Page 1-7 of the draft EIR states that mitigation measures assigned to local governments 
and transportation agencies have been preliminarily determined to be "feasible and 
effective," and that "it is reasonable to expect" that transportation agencies and local 
governments "will actually implement them." 

However, in reviewing the RTP, SCS and EIR planning documents, there seems to be 
lacking any analysis or outreach that was conducted with local governments and 
transportation agencies, that affirms and concludes the EIR's stated determination that all 
the EIR mitigation measures are indeed feasible, effective, and would be reasonably 
expected to be implemented. 

The City also identifies that there are EIR mitigation measures which: 
a) are assigned to local government for projects, programs and measures, yet which are 

beyond the scope and purview of SCAG authority or control; 
b) do not consider the need for a balance with local policies and needs; and, 
c) place additional financial burdens upon local governments to implement such 

activities, programs and requirements, in absence of the funding capability of local 
governments and agencies to execute or administer such mitigation measures. 

Recommendation: Delete all references and discussion to EIR mitigation measures being 
determined feasible and effective for local jurisdictions and agencies to implement. 
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Issue 3:SCAG's Inclusion of EIR Mitigation Measures That Impose Obligations on Local 
Agencies, Which is Inappropriate and Contrary to State Law 

SCAG includes more than 230 mitigation measures in its RTP/SCS EIR that are assigned 
to local jurisdictions to implement. According to SCAG, these mitigation measures are 
intended as an elective, toolbox of strategies for local governments to consider. 

However, as identified by OCCOG legal counsel, the draft mitigation measures have 
been framed with language that impose an obligation that local jurisdictions must comply 
with the mitigation measures, even if they are not applicable or not feasible. 

Recommendation: Two options are presented for SCAG consideration. The OCCOG 
comment letter (Attachment 1) offers recommended wording to the draft EIR and to each 
mitigation measure, which executes SCAG's intent ofEIR mitigation measures being 
permissive versus mandatory. As one option, such intent and language can be 
incorporated, not only in the EIR document but also in the resolution certifying the EIR. 

The City of Mission Viejo also offers a second preferred option, which is also identified 
in the OCCOG letter of comment. 

Recognizing the interrelationship oflssues 1 -3 above, the City's preferred approach 
would be to remove mitigation measures from the draft EIR document that relate to local 
government, agencies and project sponsors, and instead identify them as a listing of best 
management practices or sustainable strategies that are listed as an appended document to 
the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. This structural revision would resolve the issues 
noted above, and concurrently recognizes SCAG's overall objective to have those 
mitigation measures that relate to local government, agencies and project sponsors, be a 
toolbox of elective strategies. 

Issue 4:SCAG's Elevation of EIR Mitigation Measures to a Framework of Regional Policies 

The draft EIR, page 1-5, states: "Mitigation measures proposed in this PEIR can be 
incorporated as policies in the Final2012- 2035 RTP/SCS and will help insure that 
feasible mitigation measures are implemented at the project level." 

The City of Mission Viejo respectfully opposes any consideration ofEIR mitigation 
measures being established as regional policies. This concept is contrary to SCAG's 
stated objective that EIR mitigation measures should be considered as an elective toolbox 
of strategies for local governments to consider. Further, if SCAG does propose such a 
consideration, it would be appropriate for SCAG policy and technical committees to be 
advised of this consideration and to specifically discuss and make recommendation on 
whether EIR mitigation measures should be elevated to regional policy. 

Recommendation: Any reference to 2012 EIR mitigation measures being incorporated as 
policies in the 2012 RTP and SCS, shall be deleted. The PEIR and the associated 
resolution of approval shall instead identify that EIR mitigation measures are proposed as 
an elective toolbox of strategies for local governments to consider, where applicable, in 
future environmental analyses of projects. 
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The City of Mission Viejo appreciates the opportunity to review the draft 2012 SCAG Regional 
Transportation, Sustainable Communities Strategy and EIR documents, offers these comments 
for SCAG's consideration, and welcomes any further dialogue for discussion or clarification. 

~tJM\,__.~ 
Dennis Wilberg 
City Manager 
City of Mission Viejo 

Attachments: 
1. Orange County Council of Governments Comment Letter, dated 2/14/2012 
2. Orange County Transportation Authority Comment Letter, dated 2/14/2012 

Exhibits: 
A. SCAG Draft EIR Mitigation Measures Relating to New Fees or Taxes 

cc: City Council 
Planning and Transportation Commission 
Peter Herzog, Chair, OCCOG Board of Directors (City of Lake Forest) 
Leroy Mills, Vice-Chair, OCCOG Board of Directors (City of Cypress) 
Dave Simpson, OCCOG Executive Director 
Will Kempton, OCTA Chief Executive Officer 
Lacy Kelly, Chief Executive Officer, Association of California Cities, Orange County 
Deborah Diep, Director, Center for Demographic Research, CSU Fullerton 
Marika Modugno, Chair, OCCOG Technical Advisory Committee (Irvine) 
Greg Nord, Vice-Chair, OCCOG Technical Advisory Committee (OCTA) 
Chuck Wilson, Director of Community Development 
Mark Chagnon, Director of Public Works 
Elaine Lister, Planning Manager 
Rich Schlesinger, City Engineer 
Philip Nitollama, City Traffic Engineer 
GSL Associates 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 121

h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Hasan, 

ATTACHMENT 1 

On behalf of the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG), I 
would like to commend the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) and its staff who worked hard to prepare the draft 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS), the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), and associated 
documents. This effort was monumental and unprecedented in our history 
and throughout the process collaboration between SCAG and Orange 
County stakeholders has been exceptional. 

The 34 Orange County local jurisdictions and six special districts that 
comprise OCCOG thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
2012 RTP and associated PEIR. 

As you know, Orange County took upon itself the task of developing a 
subregional SCS. The continued cooperation of SCAG staff and the 
numerous references throughout the document where the RTP/SCS 
expressly states that it incorporates the Orange County Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (OC SCS) into the RTP/SCS document is greatly 
appreciated. 

The OCCOG Technical Advisory Committee (OCCOG TAC), made up of 
member agency planning staff, created an ad hoc committee dedicated to 
the review of the Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR. This committee met four 
times since January 3, 2012, and has collectively spent hundreds of hours 
since reviewing the draft plan and documents. The OCCOG TAC review 
and analysis was considered in late January by the OCCOG Board and 
serves as the basis for OCCOG's comments. 

The following general comments and recommend~tions are offered by 
OCCOG on the draft 2012-2035 RTP and SCS (draft RTP/SCS) and 
associated Appendices and draft PEIR (draft PEIR). OCCOG requests 
that this letter and its attachments be included in the public record as our 
collective comments on the draft RTP/SCS, PEIR and associated 
documents. 

Orange County Council of Governments 
550 South Main Street! P.O. Box 14184 I Orange I California 92863-1584 I (714) 560·6282 



1. GROWTH FORECASTS 

Issue: Growth Projections: The 2012 growth projections identify population, housing 
and employment data for the six-county SCAG region, from 2008 (existing) to 2020 and 
2035. These growth projections represent the best available information from local 
jurisdictions, the business community, and landowners. However, as time passes, what 
is feasible for any given project can change. The triggers for change to adopted growth 
projections can range from factors such as market conditions, new information or data, 
infrastructure availability, changes in funding availability (such as the dissolution of 
redevelopment agencies statewide), and changes to jurisdictional boundaries resulting 
from future annexations and incorporations of previously designated unincorporated 
territory. SCAG should continue to adopt the 2012 growth projections at a countywide 
level, consistent with past approvals of the RTP growth forecasts. 

A county level of geography accommodates internal adjustments to changing conditions 
as described above, without compromising the integrity of the overall growth 
projections. However, approving the growth projections at any lower level of geography, 
such as at the city level, would be challenged with continual revisions and shifts to the 
total number of housing, population and employment within a city, among cities, and 
between cities and counties as a result of the factors described above. Adoption of the 
data at a level lower than the county would limit jurisdictional control and create 
inflexibility in a regional planning document. In addition, the level of geography in which 
RTP/SCS growth forecast is adopted should not be determined by other processes. For 
example, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) allocations must be 
consistent with the RTP/SCS; state law does not require that they be identical. The 
RTP/SCS can be adopted at the county level and the RHNA process may proceed 
independently until it is completed after the appeals, trades, and transfers are 
completed. The RHNA allocations that were derived from the growth forecast can still 
be determined to be consistent with the RTP/SCS, even if changes are made to the city 
totals during the appeals, trades, and transfers process. 

Growth Projections Recommendation: SCAG's adoption of the growth forecast 
numbers should be at the county level, consistent with past RTPs, and not at a 
smaller level of geography such as city, census tract, or traffic analysis level. 

Issue: Orange County Projections (OCP)-2010 Modified: On January 26, 2012, the 
update to the OCP-2010 dataset known as "OCP-2010 Modified" was officially approved 
by the OCCOG Board of Directors and is a data amendment to the OC SCS. The 
dataset includes the 2010 Census population and housing data, along with the 2010 
Employment Development Department Benchmark data, consistent with SCAG's 
updated growth forecast dataset. The dataset was provided to SCAG staff in December 
2011 and this letter also serves as the formal notice of the update that should be 
incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS, PEIR, and related documents. 

OCP-201 0 Modified Recommendation: All documents, tables, maps, narrative, 
modeling runs, PEIR Alternatives (including Alternate C/3/Envision 2) referencing 
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the Orange County growth forecasts should be updated with the Orange County 
Projections-201 0 Modified Growth Projections, as adopted by the OCCOG Board 
of Directors and consistent with the subregional delegation Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between OCCOG, OCT A and SCAG. 

2. DRAFT RTP/SCS 

Issue: 2012 Draft RTP/SCS: The RTP/SCS identifies strategies to reduce greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions from cars and light duty trucks. Because counties, jurisdictions 
and agencies have different needs and feasibility of implementation, we believe these 
strategies should be clearly identified as a menu of options that can be used to achieve 
the goal of reduced GHG emissions. However, the document can be construed to 
suggest that each of the strategies listed in the table on pages 150-153 are necessary 
to successfully implement the SCS, many of which are beyond SCAG's purview or 
control. It is requested that the language be clear that it is permissive. 

2012 Draft RTP/SCS Requests: 

1. Revise language on page 149: "The following tables list specific 
implementation strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
stakeholders may use or consider while preparing specific projects 
which that help eaR aAEt sheYIEt YAEiertake iA eFEier to successfully 
implement the SCS." 

2. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the strategies in the Draft 
RTP/SCS Chapter 4. 

3. Please describe what municipal obligations are anticipated as a result of 
adopting these strategies as a list to be accomplished rather than a 
menu of options. 

Issue: OC SCS Strategies: There are strategies in the OC SCS that are not included 
in the regional SCS. Similarly, there are some strategies in the regional SCS that are 
not consistent with the strategies in the OC SCS. This creates confusion and 
clarification is needed. 

Under SB 375 and only within the SCAG region, subregional councils of government 
were allowed to prepare subregional plans that SCAG is then required to incorporate 
into the regional SCS. In Orange County, the OCCOG and the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) developed a countywide or subregional OC SCS that 
was to be incorporated in whole into the SCAG SCS. Local agencies in Orange County 
developed the OC SCS and approved it in June 2011. SCAG has incorporated the 
OC SCS in its entirety into the regional SCS as an appendix to the regional SCS, but it 
is unclear what the standing is of the OC SCS. The OC SCS contains a set of strategies 
that were agreed upon by local governments, agencies and other stakeholders within 
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Orange County and was accepted by SCAG and should represent the SCS that is 
applicable to the Orange County region. · 

OC SCS Strategies Recommendation: Please revise the text in the last paragraph 
on page 1 06 to state: "These subregional SCS documents are incorporated into 
the regional SCS and represent the SCS for each of these subregions." 

3. DRAFT PEIR 

Issue: Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent: It is unclear how SCAG intends to 
implement the Mitigation Monitoring Program with regard to the proposed mitigation 
measures, as may be implemented by local agencies. Section 1-5 of the PEIR 
specifically provides that "Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with documentation of 
compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG's monitoring efforts, including 
SCAG's Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process." It is infeasible for SCAG to require 
local jurisdictions to report when such mitigation measures are considered for any 
project. Noting that the SCAG region includes 6 counties, 14 subregional entities and 
191 cities, this reporting requirement would surely fall short of expectations. Given this 
identified infeasibility, please clarify what obligations local agencies may have regarding 
SCAG's mitigation monitoring efforts. 

Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent Requests/Recommendations: 

1. Does SCAG intend to require all jurisdictions that avail themselves of 
the mitigation measures to report to SCAG when such measures are 
considered for any project? 

2. SCAG's approval of the PEIR needs to clearly state the intent and 
applicability of the mitigation measures and the PEIR reflective of our 
comments below and that mitigation measures do not supersede 
regulations under the jurisdiction of other regulatory agencies. 

3. Add language to Executive Summary and Introduction: "Mitigation 
measures do not supersede regulations under the jurisdiction of other 
regulatory agencies." 

4. Feasibility and Applicability 

On pages 1-5 and 1-7, the language should reflect that Lead agencies will determine 
the feasibility and applicability of measures and that the measures are intended to offer 
a menu of options available should a lead agency opt to utilize them. The PEIR makes 
the assertion on page 1-7 of the Project Description under Transportation Project 
Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation sections that the 
draft PEIR has made a preliminary determination that all of the mitigation measures in it 
are considered feasible. SCAG has not identified any analysis that supports the 
feasibility of the mitigation measures that are to be undertaken by entities other than 
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SCAG and SCAG staff has stated on numerous occasions that the mitigation measures 
were intended to be a menu of options for consideration by lead agencies. 

Issue: Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375. Given 
the combination of the RTP and the SCS processes, as mandated by SB 375, we 
recognize that SCAG must undertake the difficult task of balancing the goal of having a 
coordinated regional transportation system with land use strategies that encourage a 
more compact use of land. However, a key principle of SB 375 is that it is not intended 
to supersede local agencies' authority to regulate land uses. Specifically, Government 
Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) provides, in relevant part that ". . .. Nothing in a 
sustainable communities strategy shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of 
the land use authority of cities and counties within the region ... " 

In light of the limitation expressed at Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), we find 
language in the PEIR, and specifically the mitigation measures therein, imposing 
affirmative obligations on local agencies within the SCAG region to be inappropriate and 
contrary to law. The proposed language as recommended below would remedy the 
legal conflict with Section 65080(b)(2)(K), yet achieve SCAG's recognition that 
project-specific environmental review is the appropriate level of review for projects that 
have their own unique, site-specific circumstances. 

The revisions are further consistent with OCCOG's understanding that SCAG intended 
to provide the mitigation measures as a "toolbox" to local agencies for use within their 
discretion if and when appropriate for projects within their respective jurisdictions. 
Indeed, from materials presented by SCAG, including the January 26, 2012 workshop 
held at the City of Anaheim Council Chambers, SCAG explained that "This PEIR offers 
a "toolbox" of mitigation measures for future project-level environmental analyses ... 
It also includes suggested mitigation measures for local agencies to consider for 
implementation, if appropriate and feasible (phrased as "can and should"). This 
language is permissive and not mandatory upon local agencies." 

Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375 
Recommendations: 

1. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the feasibility of mitigation 
measures in the PEIR. 

2. Change language on page 1-7 found in 2 places under MITIGATION 
MEASURES, subheadings Transportation Project Mitigation and Land 
Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation: "This Draft PEIR has 
made a preliminary determination that the proposed mitigation 
measures are feasible and effective. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
expect that these agencies will actually implement them where, in the 
agencies' independent discretion. the measures are deemed applicable 
in light specific circumstances at the project level." 
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3. Change language on page 1-5, first paragraph: "Mitigation Measures 
proposed in this PEIR are available as tools for implementing agencies 
and local lead agencies to use as they deem applicable. The 
implementing agencies and local lead agencies m responsible for 
ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures as 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
projects are considered for approval over time." 

4. Please make similar text amendments to other sections, including the 
Executive Summary, of the PEIR that reference how the mitigation 
measures are to be used by lead agencies. 

5. "Can and Should" 

As indicated in the PEIR on page 1-6, state law provides that it is appropriate to indicate 
in mitigation measures that they "can and should" be implemented where the authority 
to implement the measures rests with agencies other than SCAG. The language 
conveys to local agencies an affirmative obligation to address each mitigation measure, 
irrespective of whether such agencies deem the measures applicable to a particular 
project or duplicative of their own or other governmental agencies' regulatory measures 
(as discussed in Section 14). OCCOG recognizes that SCAG's use of the words "can 
and should" are derived from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), at Public 
Resources Code sections 21081 and 2155.2(b)(5)(B)(ii) and CEQA Guidelines, 
including section 15091 (a)(2). Nevertheless, given the express limitation of SB 375 
upon respective local agencies' land use authority, OCCOG deems any language 
seemingly imposing affirmative obligations contrary to SB 375 inappropriate. As such, 
the use of the language "can and should" for mitigation measures addressed to local 
agencies is inappropriate. 

"Can and Should" Recommendations: Change language in all mitigation 
measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read "GaR and should consider 
where applicable and feasible." To clarify the intent that the mitigation measures 
are a menu of options for which feasibility has not been established for any given 
project, the "can and should" language should be changed in all mitigation 
measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read "should consider where 
applicable and feasible." 

6. CEQA Streamlining: 

One of the key components of SB 375 was the inclusion of incentives that provided 
CEQA streamlining for projects consistent with the objectives of the bill as well as 
consistent with the SCS. As identified on pages 1-10 through 1-12, for projects to 
qualify for these incentives, mitigation measures from the applicable environmental 
document must be incorporated into the project. It is not clear, however, which 
measures would need to be incorporated into a project for it to qualify, particularly in 
light of the intent of SCAG for the measures to be a toolbox. 
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CEQA Streamlining Recommendations: Please clarify how the "menu of 
mitigation measures" from this PEIR is expected to be used by a lead agency as 
well as which ones lead agencies should address in order for a project to qualify 
the use of the CEQA streamlining provisions of SB375. 

7. RTP/SCS Policies 

Please ensure that the discussion of the policies represented by the RTP/SCS in the 
draft PEIR is consistent with the policies actually in the RTP/SCS. In particular, the 
bullet list on the page 2-3 is stated to represent the land use strategies of the plan; 
however, the strategies listed are not specifically identified in the regional SCS. 
Including different language in the PEIR implies additional policy. 

RTP/SCS Policies Recommendation: Amend the land use strategies identified on 
page 2-3 of the Project Description, under the section Purpose and Need for 
Action to reflect the strategies included in the SCS chapter of the RTP. 

8. PEIR Mitigation Measures 

By far the most concerning portion of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS to OCCOG members is 
the PEIR. Specifically, the proposed mitigation measures included in the PEIR extend to 
and impact a broad spectrum of technical and policy areas. Many examples of these 
concerns are included on Attachments 1 and 2 of this letter. In sum, the concerns are 
that the mitigation measures: 

• Appear to go above and beyond the requirements of the Regional Transportation 
Plan and Senate Bill 375; 

• Are measures already required by State and Federal law or are regulated by 
other agencies such as the South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
California Department of Housing and Community Development, Fish and Game, 
and the Regional Water Control Boards; 

• Appear to run counter to local control; and 

• Are financially infeasible for the agencies responsible for implementation. 

PEIR Mitigation Measures Recommendations. 

1. In order for the mitigation measures to truly be considered a toolbox of 
options for consideration by various entities in the SCAG region as 
intended, all mitigation measures in the PEIR intended for entities other 
than SCAG should be moved into an appendix to the PEIR and renamed 
"Sustainability Strategies". These strategies could then be identified for 
consideration by lead agencies as mitigation for future projects should 
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a lead agency choose to do so and deem them applicable and feasible. 
The PEIR would only retain mitigation measures applicable to SCAG. 
This action would also require that the Executive Summary, 
Introduction, and Project Description be updated to reflect the nature of 
the new appendix of Sustainability Strategies. 

2. Remove language within mitigation measures that establishes policies 
not included in the RTP/SCS or modifies the measure to specify a policy 
or endorses specific technology which would limit agency authority. 

3. In the draft PEIR, please replace text in all mitigation measures that 
identify policy for either SCAG or other entities with language that 
reflects either adopted SCAG policies or are policies that are included in 
the RTP and SCS. Mitigation measures should not be used to establish 
new policy for the region. 

For example: 
• MM-TR 17: "SCAG shall (for its employees) and local jurisdictions caR aRd 

should institute where applicable and feasible teleconferencing, telecommute, 
and/or flexible work hour programs to r:ed1:1ce I:IRRecessarv emplovee 
tFaRsportatioR. 

• MM-TR 23: "Local jurisdictions should consider when applicable and feasible 
coordinated and controlled intersections so that traffic passes more efficiently 
through congested areas. Where traffic signals or streetlights are installed, 
require the use of a feasible. energy efficient bight E.mittiRg Diode (LE.Dl 
technology." 

• MM-TR 35: "Local jurisdictions should consider where applicable and feasible 
the adoption of a comprehensive parking policy that disco1:1rages pri\'ate vehicle 
1:1se aRd encourages the_ use of alternative transportation." 

9. SCAG Authority 

Several mitigation measures identify actions that SCAG shall undertake to mitigate 
impacts of the plan. Many appropriately direct SCAG to provide a discussion forum or 
serve as a central data repository for a broad range of topics that affect the region as a 
whole. However, many measures inappropriately direct SCAG to establish practices, 
standards, or policy in areas unrelated to what SCAG has purview over. Further, the 
measures often appear to be directed at policy implementation that is unrelated to the 
plan itself, such as implementing AB 32. Such measures will essentially require SCAG 
to establish policy in areas for which it has no authority. Additionally, it is not clear how 
SCAG would fund the work efforts because they are not directly related to its mission 
and, therefore, do not have funding. For example, MM-PS 118 states: "SCAG shall 
continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide direction 
on specific approaches and models and to specify levels of performance for regionally 
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significant projects to be consistent with regional plans." Green building practices and 
energy efficiency measures are already addressed by various state and federal 
agencies, as well as by other local organizations. Further, SCAG does not have the 
authority to specify levels of performance for land use or buildings. 

SCAG Authority Recommendation: Remove the following mitigation measures for 
SCAG which it does not have purview for under the law or directed to do by the 
Regional Council through policy direction. List may not be exhaustive. 

MM-810/0S 44 MM-LU 42 MM-LU 77 MM-PS 68 
MM-810/0S 45 MM-LU 47 MM-LU 80 MM-PS 71 
MM-810/0S 46 MM-LU 48 MM-LU 81 MM-PS 95 
MM-810/0S 48 MM-LU 51 MM-LU 82 MM-PS 121 
MM-GHG 3 MM-LU 53 MM-LU 83 MM-TR 17 
MM-GHG 8 MM-LU 56 MM-NO 12 MM-TR 23 
MM-GHG 11 MM-LU 57 MM-NO 16 MM-TR 28 
MM-LU 9 MM-LU 60 MM-POP 1 MM-TR 35 
MM-LU 21 MM-LU 61 MM-PS 3 MM-TR 83 
MM-LU 22 MM-LU 64 MM-PS 14 MM-TR 85 
MM-LU 24 MM-LU 65 MM-PS 25 MM-TR 96 
MM-LU 26 MM-LU 69 MM-PS 37 MM-W34 
MM-LU 32 MM-LU 71 MM-PS 39 MM-W59 
MM-LU 34 MM-LU 74 MM-PS 41 MM-W60 
MM-LU 41 MM-LU 75 MM-PS 67 MM-W65 

10. SCAG Mitigation Measures 

It would be helpful to understand how SCAG will implement the mitigation measures 
that it is assigned to do. Many of the mitigation measures will expand SCAG's role into 
areas that are not currently under its purview and are under the jurisdiction of other 
entities. Many also constitute significant work efforts. 

SCAG Mitigation Measures Request: Please explain how the actions and 
programs required by the measures SCAG is assigned to do would be funded to 
ensure that they are truly feasible for SCAG to undertake. 

11. Ensuring Outcomes 

SCAG has limited authority in many of the areas included in the measures and will not 
be able to ensure impacts are mitigated and that the outcomes identified do actually 
occur. SCAG can assist, offer information, educate, and provide discussion forums for 
topics outside its area of jurisdiction; however, it is not possible to "ensure" that 
outcomes are achieved for things that are outside of its purview. 
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Ensuring Outcomes Recommendation: Remove all references within mitigation 
measures that SCAG will "ensure" or "shall minimize impacts" that result from a 
mitigation measures. 

Example: 
MM-CUL 17: "1m past& to &l::llti::IFal reso1::1rses shall ~e minimizec:t thro1::1gh 
soopeFation, information sharing, anc:t SCAG!.& shall, through cooperation, 
information sharing and ongoing regional planning efforts such as web
based planning tools for local government including CA lots, and direct 
technical assistance efforts such as Compass Blueprint's Toolbox Tuesday 
series. provide information and assistance to local agencies to help them 
avoid impacts to cultural resources. Resource agencies, such as the Office 
of Historic Preservation, shall be consulted during this process." 

12. Fees and Taxes 

Several mitigation measures indicate that local jurisdictions or other entities should 
implement new fees or propose taxes to pay for a variety of programs or for acquisition 
of land for preservation. Increases to fees or taxes are issues that could require voter 
approval and, thus not be approved. They also represent prescriptive means to 
accomplish the mitigation. 

Fees and Taxes Recommendations: 

1. Reword measures to indicate that a new or increased fee, new tax, or 
other increase is only an option as a way to implement the mitigation. 
The following list may not be exhaustive. 

MM-BI0/0555 
MM-LU29 
MM-LU53 
MM-LU54 
MM-LUBO 
MM-LU81 
MM-LU82 
MM-LU83 
MM-POP4 
MM-PS12 

MM-PS15 
MM-PS63 
MM-PS75 
MM-PS76 
MM-PS78 
MM-PS92 
MM-PS106 
MM-PS107 
MM-PS113 
MM-TR28 

MM-TR30 
MM-TR37 
MM-TR47 
MM-TR52 
MM-TR60 
MM-TR69 
MM-TR74 
MM-TR75 
MM-TRBO 
MM-TR84 

MM-TRBB 
MM-TR94 
MM-TR96 
MM-W6 
MM-W32 
MM-W52 
MM-W58 

2. Please clarify whether it was assumed that these additional fees were 
considered feasible and if the new fees that are suggested were 
considered in the financial plan or economic analysis of the RTP. 
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13. Guidance Documents 

Guidance documents are there as information sources for consideration; however, they 
do not represent regulation or establish standards that are required to be achieved. For 
example, MM-AQ19 inappropriately indicates that project sponsors should comply with 
the CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (June 2005) which is only a guidance 
document. 

Guidance Documents Recommendation: Remove references that indicate a 
compliance with guidance documents from mitigation measures. 

14. Duplicative/Existing Regulations 

It is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of existing regulation or 
processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements). Under the CEQA, it is intended that 
measures be identified that will mitigate impacts of the project. Existing regulations are 
already assumed to be abided by in the evaluation of the impact and the significance of 
the impact is after all existing regulation is applied. Therefore, mitigation measures 
should address those actions that need to be undertaken in addition to existing 
regulation in order to mitigate the impact. Therefore, mitigation measures that simply 
restate existing regulation are not valid mitigation for purposes of CEQA. Further, it is 
possible for regulations to change over time. Because of this, restatement of the 
regulation in the mitigation measures could result in future conflict between the stated 
mitigation and the regulation. It has become common practice to state that existing 
regulation will be implemented. When this is done, it is common practice when 
compliance is used as a mitigation measure to simply state that the responsible entity 
will simply comply with the regulation. If mitigation measures that restate existing 
regulation are not removed, then it is requested that the wording of the measures be 
restated to simply read that compliance with all applicable laws and regulations will be 
undertaken. Language that could be used is: "Local jurisdictions. agencies. and project 
sponsors shall comply. as applicable. with existing federal. state. and local laws and 
regulations." Similar language is included in some mitigation measures. It is offered that 
MM-PS 13 is a good example of the type of appropriate language and reads "Project 
sponsors can and should ensure that projects are consistent with federal, state, and 
local plans that preserve open space." · 

The water section provides another example. The PEIR includes 68 mitigation 
measures in the Water Resources section regarding water quality. At least 35 of these 
are related to storm water runoff best management practices (BMPs) that are currently 
regulated through Municipal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Storm Water Permits issued by Regional Water Quality Control Boards. In the SCAG 
region, there are five water quality control boards each with its own Municipal NPDES 
Storm Water Permit. The regulations and requirements contained in these permits vary 
from each other. By listing specific measures in the PEIR that are not included in a 
project's applicable Municipal NPDES Storm Water Permit, the PEIR creates conflicting 
compliance requirements. To eliminate potential conflict with existing regulations, the 
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mitigation measures regarding specific BMPs should be removed and replaced with a 
single requirement that each project must comply with its applicable Municipal NPDES 
Storm Water Permit. 

Duplicative/Existing Regulations Recommendations: 

1. Please remove all mitigation measures listed in Attachment 1 which are 
duplicative of existing regulations administered by or under the 
jurisdiction of other agencies. The list may not be exhaustive. 

2. For each impact, please add the following language: "Local 
jurisdictions. agencies. and project sponsors should comply, as 
applicable, with existing federal. state. and local laws and regulations." 

15. Draconian Mitigation Measures 

Many of the mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR are draconian and need to be 
removed. One prime example is MM-LU 85. It reads in part "Local jurisdictions can and 
should reduce heat gain from pavement and other hardscaping including: Reduce street 
rights-of-way and pavement widths to World War II widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for 
local streets and 30 to 35 feet for collector streets curb to curb) ... " Although reduced 
street widths may be appropriate in some cases and have been implemented in many 
jurisdictions, it is inappropriate and counterproductive to require reduced street widths 
as a mitigation measure in the PEIR. Reduced street widths, for example, generally do 
not provide space for on-street parking which may result in greater, additional paved 
areas provided in separate parking lots. A second example is MM-LU15: "Project 
sponsors can and 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 
transportation projects/improvements." Measures should support the SCAG Energy and 
Environment Committee which recommended that the programs build upon existing 
open space land acquisition and open space programs in the region, tailoring programs 
to each individual county in the region. These include, but are not limited to, OCTA's 
Measure M Mitigation Program, and Transportation Corridor Agency's open space 
mitigation program, which has protected 2,200 acres in perpetuity to date. Open space 
conservation should be pursued in a voluntary manner, working with willing private 
sector landowners and not be overly prescriptive and specific. 

Draconian Mitigation Measures Recommendations: Remove mitigation measures 
that are very prescriptive, such as reducing street widths to WW II widths or 
specifying preferred technology. 

In addition to the above comments, detailed technical comments, language changes, 
and questions on the RTP/SCS, Appendices, and PEIR documents are included in 
Attachment 2. 

Page 12 of 32 



Conclusion 

We recognize the immense efforts it took to prepare these documents. They represent 
incredibly complex technical work and have important and far-reaching policy impacts 
for our region. However, because of this importance and complexity, we would like to 
express concern about the timing of the release of the documents and hope that 
preparation of future RTP/SCS documents will take into account the need to 
accommodate adequate review, discussion and revision time for all of the documents. 
The current timeline of document releases, public comment period, and time allowed for 
the response to comments results in an inability to have credible discussion regarding 
possible changes because the timeline does not allow for recirculation or full discussion 
of requested changes. The documents were released over the holiday season and 
included the release of the draft PEIR document on December 30, 2011. The minimum 
45-day public comment period closes on February 14, 2012. Only a few weeks are 
provided to prepare responses to comments and amend the documents to ensure that 
the Regional Council may consider the certification of the PEIR and the approval of the 
draft RTP/SCS on Apri14, 2012. 

We appreciate your consideration of all of the comments provided in this letter and its 
attachments and look forward to your responses. It is a shared goal to have an 
RTP/SCS adopted that is credible and defensible on all levels. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or Dave Simpson, OCCOG's Executive 
Director. 

s~ 
Peter Herz~g7 / 
Chairman 

cc: OCCOG Member Agencies 
OCCOG Board of Directors 
OCTA Board of Directors 
Orange County City Managers Association 
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Attachment 1: Mitigation Measures Duplicative of Existing Regulation 
{Listed by type of regulation measures duplicates) 

Air COFG Federal & state Federal law Resource 
Quality/AQMO law agencies 
MM-AQ1 MM-810/081 MM-HM3 MM-LU14 MM-TR33 
MM-AQ2 MM-810/083 MM-HM4 MM-LU30 MM-810/0829 
MM-AQ3 MM-810/084 MM-HM5 MM-810/0830 
MM-AQ4 MM-810/088 MM-HMS MM-810/0831 
MM-AQ5 MM-810/0810 MM-HM7 NPOES MM-810/0832 
MM-AQS MM-810/0811 MM-LU28 MM-AQ16 MM-810/0833 
MM-AQ7 MM-810/0817 MM-N018 MM- MM-810/0834 

810/0819 
MM-AQ8 MM-810/0818 MM-P813 MM-GE05 MM-810/0835 
MM-AQ9 MM-810/0821 MM-W36 MM-W1 MM-810/0850 
MM-AQ10 MM-810/0822 MM-W37 MM-W13 MM-810/0851 
MM-AQ11 MM-810/0823 MM-W38 MM-W58 
MM-AQ12 MM-810/0824 
MM-AQ13 MM-810/0825 Flood control 
MM-AQ14 MM-810/0826 MM-HM8 
MM-AQ17 MM-810/0827 
MM-AQ18 MM-810/0828 Local 

Aaencies 
MM-810/0814 MM-AV11 
MM-810/087 

State law 
MM-AV3 MM-HM10 MM-P84 MM-P8107 MM-W25 
MM-AVS MM-HM11 MM-P88 MM-P8113 MM-W26 
MM-AV12 MM-HM12 MM-P810 MM-P8119 MM-W27 
MM-810/0820 MM-HM13 MM-P812 MM-P8122 MM-W28 
MM-CUL1 MM-HM14 MM-P814 MM-TR29 MM-W29 
MM-CUL2 MM-HM15 MM-P816 MM-TR49 MM-W30 
MM-CUL3 MM-HM16 MM-P835 MM-TR55 MM-W31 
MM-CUL4 MM-LU10 MM-P836 MM-TR75 MM-W32 
MM-CUL5 MM-LU11 MM-P837 MM-TR89 MM-W39 
MM-CULS MM-LU17 MM-P842 MM-WS MM-W43 
MM-CUL7 MM-LU19 MM-P843 MM-W8 MM-W46 
MM-CUL8 MM-LU20 MM-P848 MM-W9 MM-W47 
MM-CUL9 MM-LU38 MM-P855 MM-W10 MM-W48 
MM-CUL10 MM-LU43 MM-P856 MM-W11 MM-W49 
MM-CUL 11 MM-LU44 MM-P857 MM-W12 MM-W50 
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MM-CUL 12 MM-LU48 MM-PS59 MM-W15 MM-W51 

MM-CUL 13 MM-LU58 MM-PS61 MM-W16 MM-W52 
MM-CUL15 MM-N01 MM-PS67 MM-W17 MM-W54 
MM-CUL16 MM-N04 MM-PS69 MM-W18 MM-W55 
MM-GE01 MM-N08 MM-PS71 MM-W19 MM-W56 
MM-GE02 MM-N09 MM-PS73 MM-W20 MM-W61 
MM-GE03 MM-POP2 MM-PS77 MM-W21 MM-W62 
MM-GE04 MM-POP4 MM-PS89 MM-W22 MM-W64 

MM-GE06 MM-PS1 MM-PS92 MM-W23 MM-W66 
MM-HM9 MM-PS2 MM-PS97 MM-W24 MM-W68 
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Attachment 2: Additional Technical Clarifications on documents are also offered as 
follows: 

2012 RTP/SCS 
# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 General all All chapter headings should include the Chapter 

Comment number on each page for ease of reference. 
2 Clarification 1, left column "The 2012 RTP/SCS includes a strong commitment 

to reduce emissions from transportation sources to 
comply with SB 375. 9etR improve public health ... 
and meet the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. 
As 

3 Clarification 4, right "This region needs a long-term, sustainable funding 
column plan that ensures the region receives its fair share 

of funding. supports an efficient and effective 
transportation system that grows the economy, 
provides mobility choices, and improves our quality 
of life." 

4 Clarification page 7- Is additional $0. 15 gas tax the sum total of both 
Table 2 and state and federal taxes or $0. 15 each? 
page 95-
Table 3.3 

5 Clarification 40, left "Strategic investments. put forth by the private 
column sector. that would remove barriers associated with 

telecommuting_ are expected ... " 
6 Correction page 42- 241 toll road completion year is 2030 

Table 2.2 

7 Please 50, left "scrip" 
define in the column 
text and add 
to a glossary 

8 Clarification 54, right "Express/HO T Lane Network 
column Despite our concerted effort to reduce traffic 

congestion through years of infrastructure 
investment, the region's system demands continue 
to exceed available capacity durino peak periods." 

9 Clarification 70, 78 Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 
SCAG seems to rely on CEQA to achieve the 
"maximum feasible" reductions in emissions from 
transportation. However, this is not consistent with 
the intent of SB 375's goal of achieving specific 
thresholds of 8% by 2020 and 13% by 2035 through 
a sustainable communities strategy plan. 
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# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

10 Clarification 78, right 
column 

11 Clarification 80, left 
column 

Please provide clarification to this section indicating 
if the air quality and greenhouse gas CEQA 
mitigation measures obligate regional agencies and 
project developers to undertake more strategies, 
programs and mandates beyond those included in 
the OC SCS. 
"Greenhouse Gases 
On road emissions (from passenger vehicles and 
heavy duty trucks) constitute 93 percent of the 
transportation sector total. Emissions from 
passenger vehicles. which are the subject of 
SB 375 and this RTP/SCS. constitute %of the 
transportation sector's greenhouse gas emissions 
total." 

Statements are made, such as the following, "the 
RTP has the ability to affect the distribution of that 
growth" (in population in the region). These 
statements could be interpreted to be contrary to 
SCAG's obligation under the Memorandum of 
Understanding with OCCOG to respect the 
strategies and local land use policies in the OC 
SCS. 

Please clarify how it is in SCAG's ability to affect 
local change when the OC SCS is consistent with 
acceptance of local land use plans and planned 
population and employment distribution? 

Recommended text change: "Transportation 
projects including new and expanded infrastructure 
are necessary to improve travel time and can 
enhance quality of life for those traveling throughout 
the region. However, these projects also have the 
potential to inEh:IGe attract more of the regional 
population growth in certain areas of the region. 
This means that although Altho1:1gh SCAG does not 
anticipate that the RTP would affect the total growth 
in population in the region, the RTP has the ability 
to affect the distribution of that growth." 

"In aEtEtition to inEt1:1ceEt eoe1:1lation growth. 
transportation projects in the RTP also have the 
potential to divide established communities, 
primarily through acquisition of rights-of-way." 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
82, right 
column 

12 Clarification Chapter 3 

13 Clarification page 95-
Table 3.3 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
Text indicates that the RTP and projects in the 
RTP/SCS as "inducing" growth. It is noted that use 
of the term "induced growth" has a negative 
connotation and implies growth above and beyond 
what would occur naturally. However, it is stated in 
the RTP that the population, housing, and 
employment growth totals are fixed and only the 
distributions may change based on the plan. This 
means there will not be "new" growth and that the 
RTP and SCS may simply influence and shift the 
growth anticipated for the region. This moving of 
growth is the result of changes in distribution that 
are due to changes in land use or densities. 
Because of this, it is requested that references to 
"induced growth" be reworded to reflect the shifting 
of growth in the region. 

Recommended text change: "Cumulative impacts 
from the projected growth ind1:1ced bv tl=te RTP 
include increased impervious surfaces; ... " 
SCAG's Financial Plan includes a significant portion 
of "New Revenue Sources and Innovative 
Financing Strategies" that are not currently in place 
or available. While some of the proposed revenues 
are within the control of SCAG or MPOs and 
County Transportation Commissions, the majority of 
the revenues (in terms of dollars) require either 
state or federal action to implement. 

Please explain what the implications are if these 
new revenue sources and innovative financing 
strategies do not become available? 
"Mileage based 1:1ser fees wo1:1ld be implemented to 
replace gas tax and a1:1gment estimated at abo1:1t 
$0.05 (2011 $) per mile and indexed to maintain 
p1:1rcl=tasing pmtJer starting 2025." 

Suggested language is from page 31 of Growth 
Forecast Appendix: 

"Current gasoline tax. estimated at_about $0.05 
(2011 $) per mile will increase through 2025. then in 
2026 it would be replaced with a mileage-based 
user fee indexed to maintain purchasing power." 
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# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

14 Clarification 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
column "capital of sprawl," the region today is projecting 

growth on onl~ a small fraction of the l:las little raw 
land available in the region left te assemmeaate 
...,,.,,.,;.;,.. ........ " 

15 Clarification 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
column "capital of sprawl," the region today is projecting 

growth on onl~ a small fraction of the l:las little raw 
land available in the region left te assemmeaate 
,..,.,,.,;.;,.. ....... l~ " 

16 Clarification 106 SCAG indicates that the oc scs has been 
incorporated into the regional SCS. OCCOG was 
one of two subregions that undertook the arduous 
task and obligation of preparing an SCS. 

Please add clarifying text that these subregional 
SCSs, including the oc SCS, represent the 
Sustainable Communities Strategies applicable to 
those subregions. 

17 Clarification 110, right "Municipal water and sewer systems, for example, 
column ensure clean water. At the same time, seRsr:ete 

steFFWNateF FI::IReff sl:laRRels l:laFm 1NateF EtYality aml 
s~Fawl eats iRte e~eR s~ase as areas become more 
urbanized and the percentage of impervious 
surface is increased I the h~drologic regime is 
dramaticall~ altered. Drainage conve~ances that 
once were natural and riparian are reguired to be 
engineered as hardened flood control channels to 
provide adeguate protection of private propertv and 
public infrastructure from the increased freguenc~~ 
duration I peak flow I and overall volume of 
stormwater runoff. With this armoring of once 
natural channels 1 water gualitv benefits from 
biofiltration are lost along with opportunities for 
infiltration and evapotranspiration~ which can lead to 
h~dromodifcation downstream in sections which are 
not ~et engineered and hardened. Many 
strategies ... " 

18 Clarification 112,117 The scs documents the development of four 
scenarios to explore basic aspects of future growth. 
These scenarios were used in public outreach and 
the SCS and the associated Appendix states that 
"Using the public dialogue and feedback from the 
analysis of the SCS Scenarios, SCAG developed 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

19 Clarification 113, 122 

20 Add 
17 glossary 
21 Clarification 

to 127, right 
column 
128, left 
column 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
the 2012 RTP/SCS Plan alternatives." (Similar 
references are also include at RTP/SCS p. 117, and 
SCS Background Documentation p. 71 ). The 
RTP/SCS and Appendix then describes a process 
that led to the Plan alternatives. Neither the 
RTP/SCS, Appendix or PEIR expressly state or 
illustrate the fundamental land use and 
socioeconomic foundation for the SCS. 

In order to confirm consistency with the OC SCS, it 
is requested that SCAG include appropriate tables, 
graphics and maps that provide the detail that 
confirm this consistency. 
The regional SCS states that the 
scenarios/alternatives were developed using the 
Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT). The 
LSPT is a sketch planning tool that flattens 
geographical areas to a 5-acre grid cell. The OC 
SCS land use data was provided at much greater 
level of detail in that specific parcel data and detail 
were provided by each jurisdiction. A cursory review 
of some LSPT data reveals inconsistencies 
regarding interpretation of Orange County land 
uses. 

It is acknowledged that the regional SCS states, 
"Land use inputs for OCCOG SCS were 
unchanged". Yet use of the LSPT and SCAG 
Development and Community Types presented in 
the SCS leave open the question as to whether the 
OC SCS was altered, as noted above. 

Please provide confirmation that the underlying OC 
SCS land use data was used without significant 
alteration and LSPT flattening and interpretation in 
the development of the regional SCS Plan and 
alternatives. 
"Gentrification" 

"Thus, this adjustment allowed the land use pattern 
to conform more closely to local expectations 
general plans, while reducing the amount of vehicle 
miles traveled." 

Whose/What are "local expectations?" 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

22 Clarification 

23 Clarification 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
149, right 
column 

150-152 

24 Add 
glossary 

to 166, right 
column 

25 Clarification 

26 Clarification 

27 Clarification 

194, right 
column 

201 

202, 
203-
Table 7.1 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
Revise language to clarify that SCAG intends 
policies, strategies, and measures are a menu of 
options. 

"The following tables list specific implementation 
strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
stakeholders may use or consider while preparing 
specific projects which would help caA aAd should 
uAdertake iA order to successfully implement the 
SCS." 
The OC SCS was accepted by SCAG and 
represents the set of strategies and the growth 
distribution that outlines the best approach for how 
the requirements of SB 375 would be met within the 
subregion. Specifically, the OC SCS included 15 
specific Sustainability Strategies, reflecting a menu 
of 222 practices and actions that OC agencies have 
agreed to pursue (or continue to pursue) to achieve 
GHG reductions that support SB 375. 

Why doesn't the regional SCS specifically 
acknowledge these 15 strategies yet include other 
strategies and performance measures not included 
in the OC SCS (e.g., Locational Efficiency)? 
"Greenfield" 

"In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, all 
regular and special meetings of the RTP task 
forces, the Transportation Committee (TC)~ 
CEHD. the EEC. and the SCAG Regional Council 
are publicly noticed and ... n 

Please clarify whether the text stating "Long-term 
emission reduction for rail, with a goal of zero
emissions rail system" is intended to reflect a zero
emissions freight rail system, or whether this goal 
also applies to passenger rail. 
Unfunded operational improvements, of which 
several are listed on page 203, Table 7.1, include 
transit station improvements in Irvine, Fullerton, and 
Santa Ana, bus rapid transit (BRT) in Orange 
County, and high speed rail (HSR) Phase II. 

Please confirm that these are consistent with the 
OCSCS. 
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# TOPIC/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

28 Clarification 207 Strategic Finance 

Please explain what will happen if reasonably 
foreseeable revenue sources of approximately $200 
million do not become available? 

29 Add to 205 "Active transportation" 
glossary 

GROWTH FORECAST APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 Updated 23, Table 13 In December 2011, Orange County provided SCAG 

growth with the revised growth forecast dataset, OCP-201 0 
forecast Modified, per the OC SCS MOU (official OCCOG 
numbers Board action 1/26/2012). 

Please incorporate revised Orange County 
numbers (i.e. OCP-2010 Modified) into all reports, 
tables, exhibits, alternatives, maps, and modeling 
runs for final RTP. 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES APPENDIX 
# TOPIC 

1 Clarification 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
1 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

The document states, "The performance measures 
are used to evaluate how well the RTP/SCS 
addresses the adopted goals and performance 
outcomes." 

Is there any formal role for the performance 
measures? 

ARB will evaluate for SB 375 compliance not based 
on these measures but based on ARB process. 

Please include language clarifying that this is a 
requirement to demonstrate compliance with federal 
requirements and not for the obligations under SB 
375. 
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# TOPIC 

2 Clarification 

3 Clarification 

4 Clarification 

5 Clarification 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
1 , end of first 
paragraph 

1, column 2 

13, Table 8 

9 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

Add statement: "Performance measures and 
expected outcomes will be used to monitor the 
RTP/SCS at the regional level: these measures and 
outcomes are not proposed for use at the 
subreoional or project-specific level." 
The document states, "The Regional Council will 
formally adopt the goals and outcomes as part of 
the final2012 RTP/SCS." 

Does this bring any formal obligation to meet goals? 
Goals are general, flexible, and aspirations/ rather 
than specific, as on p. 1. 
The RTP/SCS claims an extra 2% C02e emissions 
reduction in 2035 from the NHTS post-processing 
analysis. While the RTP/SCS meets the ARB 
88375 goal without the extra 2%, we would like to 
note that the extra 2% could be important if the 
attorney general raises concerns about backsliding. 
Consequently, the reliability of the extra 2% 
reduction should be checked. Questions on the 
NHTS model are below. 

It would be useful to know the answers to better 
judge the quality, although we do note that the 
report does look like it meets the standards or best 
practice. 
NHTS Model Documentation Report 

Are the auto and bus accessibility variables 
included in the regression models for 30-mi/e rings? 

In "Number of trips" model - is number of cars, 
included as an independent variable, the actual or 
predicted value? 

The same question applies to other models. 
6 Clarification 23, Table 10 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

Were the elasticities for the SCAG NHTS study 
calculated at sample means, or for each 
observation and then averaged for the sample? 
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# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

7 Clarification 24, Test3 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

(Compare Trip-Based and NHTS Model): The final 
test was to compare the results of the Trip-Based 
Model and the NHTS Model for the same scenarios. 

Please describe the scenarios tested. 

TRANSPORTATION FINANCE APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 Clarification General What are the implications if revenues other than 

core revenues do not become available? 

Please describe any implications to the ability of the 
region to meet SB 375 GHG emission reduction 
targets or the federally required air quality 
conformity? 

SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 Please 53, right Housing Options and Mix: 

define column 
Define Larger-lot single family in text 

2 Clarification 71-74, 80-83 Alternatives naming: A, B, C 

Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the 
PEIR on pages ES-3 and 1-4. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between two/all documents. 
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# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

3 Revise 71, right "Plan Alternative (B) 
language to column ... The alternative maintains city-level forecast 
clarify control totals for both households and jobs, 

however, within city boundaries shifts are made to 
focus a much larger share of future growth in a 
more compact way around HQTAs. exce~t in 
Gateway and Orange Countv COG subregions ~er 
their SCS delegation agreements. Future housing 
market demand is expected to shift significantly to 
small lot single-family, townhomes and multi-family 
h,...,. .. ; .. ,., housina." 

4 Please 71, right Plan Alternative (B) 
define column 

Define small lot single family in text 
5 Revise 71, right Plan Alternative (C) 

language to column "As a result very suburban communities may 
clarify experience no new housing or em~loyment growth, 

while some urban areas with very good access to 
regional transit may experience significant 
increases in housino or emJ21ovment growth." 

6 Revise 72, left "While each alternative is distinctive, a number of 
language to column parameters remained constant across each 
clarify alternative: the regional RTP/SCS forecast total for 

~o~ulation. households and jobs; ... " 

"Detailed forecast: the detailed distribution of 
~o~ulation. households, and jobs across the 
~gi " re 1on ... 

7 Revise 72, Table D1 Alternatives A & B: 
language to "Controlled to T AZ-based RTP/SCS Forecast for 
clarify 2020; Controlled to city-level RTP/SCS Forecast for 

2020-2035. exce~t in Gateway and Orange Countv 
COG subregions ~er their scs delegation 
agreements." 

Add statement to table notes: Gateway and Orange 
Countv COG subregions' local in~ut data will not be 
chanoed per their SCS dele_gation aoreements. 

8 Revise 74, Table D2 Alternatives A & B: 
language to Add statement: Gateway and Orange Countv COG 
clarify subregions' local in~ut data will not be changed ~er 

their SCS dele_g_ation aoreements. 
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# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

9 Clarification 75, right "Development Types 
column The alternatives are built on, and provides data at, 

the level of the T AZ, which includes housing units 
and employment." 

Please clarify if TAZ is Tier 1, Tier 2, or both. 
10 Revise 79, right "Subregional SCSs submitted by the Gateway 

language to column Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) and the 
clarify Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 

will be r:espected unchanged and integrated into the 
alternatives (with possible revisions for Alternative 
Conly)." 

11 Clarification 79 The section includes the following language: 
"Subregional SCSs submitted by the Gateway 
Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) and the 
Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
will be respected and integrated into the 
alternatives (with possible revisions for Alternative 
Conly)." 

Please clearly indicate what the "possible revisions" 
are and what process would be used to coordinate 
with Orange County should changes to the 
socioeconomic data contained in the OC SCS be 
proposed? 

12 Revise 80 Alternative A 
language to Add statement: Gatewa~ and Orange Countv COG 
clarify subregions' local in~ut data will not be changed ~er 

their SCS deleaation aareements. 
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REFERENCE 

13 Revise 81 Alternative B 
language to It is not clear whether Alternative B is the SCS land 
clarify use plan. If it is, statements in the appendix lead 

one to believe the OC SCS foundation has been 
altered. For example, adjustments made to land 
uses to locate proximate to High Quality 
Transportation Areas (HQT A) and intensification of 
residential and employment development in HQTA 
that diverge from local General Plans as well as 
implementation of a vehicle user fee are not part of 
the OC SCS. 

Is Alternative B the SCS land use plan? 

Add statement: Gatewa)l and Orange Countv COG 
subregions' local in~ut data will not be changed ~er 
their SCS dele_g_ation aQreements. 

14 Clarification 115, left Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2011 
column 

Is this a duplicate of the 2010 Santa Ana project? 
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PEIR 
# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
1 Revise ES-2 ES contains matrix of mitigation measures which 

language to reference project sponsors, local agency, and 
clarify project implementation agency without definitions. 

Add definitions into ES at end of ES.1: 

In general. the terms "local agenc~." "~reject 
s~onsor" and "~reject im~lementing agenct are 
used throughout this PEIR to identifv agencies. 
organizations. com~anies and individuals that will 
act as lead agencies or ~reject a~~licants for 
different tv~es of individual ~rejects. Individual 
~rejects that are 
antici~ated to occur ~ursuant to the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS consist of ~Ianning ~rejects (general 
~lans. s~ecific ~lans. climate action ~lans. etc.}. 
develo~ment ~rejects (including Transit Prioritv 
Projects (TPPs} and other similar ~rejects}. and 
trans~ortation ~rejects. 

In general. "local agenc~" is used to refer to a ~ublic 
agenc~ that would ~ro~ose a ~Ianning ~reject or a 
~ublic infrastructure ~reject and/or an agenc~ that 
would be lead agenc~ for individual ~rejects. 
"Project s~onsor" is tv~icall~ used to refer to an 
a~~licant (that could be ~ublic or ~rivate. an 
organization or an individual} that ~ro~oses a 
~reject. "Project im~lementing agenc~" is used to 
refer to an agenc~ res~onsible for im~lementing a 
~reject. In this document. ~roject-im~lementing 
agencies are those that are res~onsible for carr[ing 
out (reviewing. a~~roving. constructing} 
transportation projects. 

2 Clarification ES-3, 1-4, Alternatives' Naming: No Project Alternative, 
Chapter 4 Modified 2008 RTP Alternative, Envision 2 

Alternative; Alternatives 1, 2, 3 

Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the 
scs Background Documentation appendix on 
pages 71-74 and 80-83. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between all documents. 
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REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

3 Fix ES-31 Duplicate naming of GHG11 and GHG12 
numbering 

4 Please ES-42 LU63- What are the smart growth principles? 
define 

5 Please ES-42 LU64- What are the benchmarks for smart growth? 
define 

6 Fix ES-51 PS17 & PS18 are missing 
numbering 

7 Fix ES-53 Duplicate naming of PS36 & PS37 
numbering 

8 Please ES-67 TR 34- what are the identified transportation 
define benchmarks? 

9 Please ES-83, 3.13- Define climate change hydrology 
define 42 

MM-W43 
10 Please ES-40, 3.8-21 Define urban growth boundary 

define MM-LU42 
11 Please ES-57, 3.11- Define parking cash out program/ cashouts 

define 49 
MM-PS68 & 
ES-74, 3.12-
43 MM-TR96 

12 Clarification 1-5 Besides IGR, what other monitoring efforts is SCAG 
in charge of? (that would require lead agencies to 
provide SCAG with documentation of compliance 
with mitigation measures) 

13 Language 1-6, Language correction: 'The iatteF former finding ... " 
correction paragraph 3 

14 Language 2-5 Sustainability section should be separated. 
correction 

Language correction: 
Sustainability. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is subject 
to specific requirements for environmental 
performance. 

New ~aragra~h: 
"Beyond simply meeting these requirements, a ... " 

15 Language 2-5, Table "Align the plan investments and policies witR while 
correction 2-2 improving ... " 

16 Please 2-14 Define "scrip" 
define 
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# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

17 Narrative 2-21 AB 32 is global warming solutions act. SB 375 was 
determined to be stand-alone legislation. RTP 
document is not forum to address global climate 
change and references distract from RTP goal and 
purpose. "Global warming" and "global climate 
change" are not interchangeable phrases. 
References should be removed or, where 
appropriate, language should be changed to "global 
warming". 
Geeas me~emeR~ is alse a majeF seYFGe ef G.,.G 
or¥\;.,..,.;,. .. .,. +h.,.+ l'nn+rihoo+o +n nlnh ... l ,.ljl'¥\..,.+o ,.h...,. .. ,.,., -· 

18 Clarification 2-27 Not in SCAG's authority, nor funding available. 
parag·raph 4 Delete sentence: 

SGAG will 1N9Fk "'Jith lesal jYFiSEiiGtieRS a REI 
semmuRity stakeheiEieFs te seek F8S9YFGeS a REI 
~Fe,~iae assistaRGe te aEIEIFess aRy ~essiele 
geRtFifiGatieR effests ef Rew Ele~ele~meR~ 9R 
,... •i.-+inn ,.,..,.....,....., oni+i ..... .- ..... ..1 oln,..r ... hl,... """ ol .. +in .... 

19 Clarification 2-27 "The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use development 
paragraph 5 pattern accommodates over 50 percent of new 

housing and employment growth in HQTAs, while 
keeping jurisdictional totals consistent with local 
input." 

Please confirm that there are no changes to the 
local/and use inputs provided by Orange County. 
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REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

20 Clarification 2-29 "For purposes of SCAG's SCS, a Development 
Type reflects an estimated average density of 22 
residential units per acre. However, it is important to 
note that the designation is a potential ultimate 
average for the T AZ-and is not an absolute 
project-specific requirement that must be met in 
order to determine consistency with the SCS. In 
other words, the SCS was not developed with the 
intent that each project to be located within any 
given TAZ must exactly equal the density and 
relative use designations that are indicated by the 
SCS Development Type in order for the project to 
be found consistent with the SCS's use 
designation, density, building intensity and 
applicable policies. Instead, any given project, 
having satisfied all of the statutory requirements of 
either a residential/mixed-use project or TPP, may 
be deemed by the lead agency to be consistent 
with the SCS so long as the project does not 
prevent achieving the estimated average use 
designations, densities and building intensities 
indicated by the Development Type within the TAZ, 
assuming that the TAZ will be built-out under 
reasonable local planning and zoning 
assumptions." 

21 Please 
define 

3.8-5 
paragraph 3, 

Does the above PEIR language create a 
requirement for average TAZ density levels in 2035 
and a requirement that each local project not 
preclude those density levels? 

Additionally, please clarify whether in HQTAs, these 
densities could be exceeded as well as implications 
of an area that is already fully developed not 
redeveloping such that it ever achieves the 
identified densities. 
Define "open space" 
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# 

22 

TOPIC 

Revise 
language to 
clarify 

PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
4-39 Envision 2 alternative contains growth projections 

that would place housing in flight paths, locate 
housing on sites for which housing is not allowed 
due to environmental contamination, would 
significantly impact existing industrial operations 
necessary to maintain quality jobs in the region, 
and does not include development projects that are 
legally allowed due to having existing entitlement 
for development. Because this alternative does not 
consider the existing health and safety of future 
residents nor the existing legal approvals of 
development in the region, it is not possible to 
determine if the alternative is actually superior to 
other alternatives. It is simply another alternative 
for consideration. 

Please remove references to the Envision 2 (or any 
other name of this alternative) as being 
environmentally superior. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ENVISION 2 
ALTERNATIVE 

23 Revise 4-40 "Of the three alternatives, the Envision 2 Alternative 
would be considered by State CEQA guidelines as 
the environmentally superior alternative because it 
does not allow further use of land for single-family 
development. .. " 

language to 
clarify 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

ATTACHMENT 2 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Program 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California 
Association of Governments' (SCAG) draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) and associated Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). The 
2012 RTP and PEIR are comprehensive documents that reflect the 
transportation and funding challenges the region will face in the coming years, 
in addition to the program level impacts and mitigation options. These 
documents are critical to the region's ability to operate, maintain, and improve 
the transportation system. 

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) appreciates that SCAG 
has included the commitments identified in OCTA's 2010 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan, Destination 2035, as well as the demographic forecasts 
and land-use data submitted through the 2010 Orange County Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. In addition, OCTA appreciates the hard work and 
cooperation of SCAG staff throughout the RTP and PEIR development process. 

OCT A has coordinated with Orange County's local jurisdictions to identify policy 
and technical issues related to the draft 2012 RTP and PEIR that are of concern 
to Orange County. The issues that were identified through this effort, and that 
are of particular concern to OCTA, are discussed below. Some of these issues 
were previously transmitted to SCAG in a letter dated October 7, 2011. Since a 
response to the October letter was never received from SCAG, OCTA strongly 
urges SCAG to carefully review the issues below and provide specific and 
detailed responses. 

Wili Kempfon Innovative Financing and New Revenue Sources 
Ctliof Emcutiw Officer 

The draft RTP suggests that $127.2 billion of the approximately $219.5 billion 
regional shortfall can be addressed through actions at either the state or federal 
level with a $0.15 gas tax increase between 2017 and 2024. Afterthat, the 
draft RTP assumes that the state or federal government would either replace 
the gas tax with an indexed mileage-based user fee of $0.05 per mile, 

Orange County Transportation Authority 
550 South Main Street I P. 0. Box 14184 I Orange I California 92863-1584 I {714) 560-0CTA (6282) 
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beginning in 2025, or further increase fuel taxes to generate revenues 
equivalent to the mileage-based user fee . 

OCTA cannot support an increase in fees, including the introduction of a 
mileage-based user fee, until a comprehensive economic impact study is 
completed and presented to the OCTA Board of Directors (Board) for 
discussion. In addition, when considering support for any kind of a new 
user-based fee program, an emphasis must be placed on the need for a 
return-to-source criteria that guarantees funds generated within Orange County 
are reinvested in Orange County. Finally, there should also be a process for 
recognizing and rewarding areas that keep the transportation system in a state 
of good repair. 

California High-5peed Rail 

The draft RTP identifies Phase I of the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority (CHSRA) Project as a potential solution for improving interregional 
and intercity ground transportation. As described in the RTP, the project is 
planned to connect San Francisco with Los Angeles and Anaheim. This also 
assumes improvements to increase speeds along the Los Angeles-San Diego
San Louis Obispo (LOSSAN) corridor and the Metrolink Antelope Valley Line. 

This project description is consistent with the draft CHSRA Business Plan, 
which OCTA has reviewed and provided comments on (Attachment A}. OCTA 
would like SCAG to take these comments into consideration as the RTP is 
refined for adoption in April. In summary, these comments focused on the 
following: 

• OCTA supports the phased delivery approach, which includes early 
investment in the existing LOSSAN and Metrolink infrastructure 

• Rather than initially investing in the central segment, OCT A believes it is 
more prudent to begin implementation at the "bookends" of the system 

• Extending the implementation of Phase I by 13 years may jeopardize 
existing funding due to timely use criteria 

• The updated schedule should account for potential contingencies, and 
the associated potential cost increases should be addressed through 
contingency planning 

• The project's dependency on public funds could place CHSRA in direct 
competition for funding with existing transit service providers and local 
transportation agencies 
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• It is questionable whether the funding plan truly complies with the · 
requirements set out in Proposition 1A, specifically Section 2704.08(c)(2), 
items A through K 

• The operating assumption of "up to nine trains per hour" will likely result 
in an unnecessary level of service, and the projected operating surplus of 
$1 billion per year is too optimistic 

• The $171 billion alternative investment in airports and roadways does not 
account for the airport and roadway investments that will be required 
both with and without the high-speed rail project 

In addition, OCTA recommends that SCAG provide regular updates to the 
Transportation Committee and Regional Council regarding the CHSRA 
business plan, financial status, implementation progress, and any changes in 
assumptions by the CHSRA; particularly with respect to the status of the 
memorandum of understanding that better defines CHSRA's commitments to 
near-term speed improvements for the LOSSAN and Metrolink services. 

Regional High-Occupancy Toll Lane Network 

The draft RTP includes the implementation of a regional high-occupancy toll (HOT) 
lane network. This network appears to utilize existing and planned 
high-occupancy vehicle lanes to generate new revenues by selling excess 
capacity to single-occupancy drivers. The proposed regional HOT lane network 
assumes that Orange County would include HOT lanes on Interstate 5 (1-5) 
between the San Diego County border and the southern end of 
State Route 73 (SR-73); along 1-405 between the northern end of SR-73 and 
the Los Angeles County border; and along State Route 91 (SR-91) extending 
the Express Lanes west to the Los Angeles County border. 

On December 12, 2011 , the OCT A Board approved the Express Lane Planning 
and Implementation Principles (Attachment 8). OCTA requests that these 
principles be incorporated into the assumptions for segments of the regional 
HOT lane network that are within Orange County. Furthemore, the proposed 
HOT lane improvements to 1-5, and SR-91 should be subject to further study to 
evaluate right-of-way impacts, community issues, and overall feasibility, prior to 
inclusion in the constrained plan. 

East-West Freight Corridor 

Due to continuing growth at the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, and 
increasing congestion on freeways throughout the SCAG region, the draft RTP 
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highlights the need for a zero emission East-West Freight Corridor. The corridor 
would aid the movement of goods between the ports and warehousing facilities 
located inland. This reflects the findings from the Comprehensive Regional Goods 
Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy. 

Several other corridors were examined, including the SR-91, through 
Orange County and Interstate 10. After considerable study, the State Route 60 
corridor was selected for further study based on its proximity to current and 
future markets, feasibility and right-of-way constraints, future truck volumes, 
and potential for reducing truck-involved accidents. The SR-91 was not 
selected primarily due to right-of-way constraints throughout the corridor, and 
lack of good access to warehousing locations. 

OCTA supports the East-West Corridor as it appears in the Draft 2012 RTP. 
OCT A believes that the findings from the Comprehensive Regional Goods 
Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy are accurate, and OCTA 
encourages SCAG to build on the progress of the East-West Corridor based on 
these findings. 

Other Regional Strategies 

SCAG proposes a number of other investments within the draft RTP that affect 
Orange County, and go beyond the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 
OCTA recognizes that it is within SCAG's purview to plan for regional strategies 
that enhance transportation, such as the ones discussed below. It should be 
noteo that OCTA is committed to delivering the projects within the LRTP. 
OCT A will only consider additional investments after revenues are identified to 
account for these commitments. The regional strategies identified by SCAG do 
not have clear funding mechanisms, and it must be made clear that their 
inclusion in the RTP does not constitute a commitment to fund and/or 
implement the improvements. 

Examples of regional strategies include the congestion management projects 
identified by the California Department of Transportation. In Orange County, 
these corridors include State Route 57, State Route 22, Interstate 605, SR-91, 
and 1405. The improvements consist of relatively low-cost operational 
improvements such as ramp metering, auxilary lanes, and other ramp and 
interchange enhancements. These are in addition to what was already submitted to 
SCAG by the county transportation commissions (CTCs) such as OCTA, and rely on 
funding sources beyond those identified in the LRTP. 
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The draft RTP also proposes additional transit enhancements throughout 
the region. The key transit investments that go beyond what the CTCs have 
committed include expanding local bus service, additional bus rapid transit, 
and new express bus service. These improvements are not specified in the 
draft RTP, but the additional cost to the region for these services is estimated at 
about $2.6 billion. These additional costs are are covered by SCAG's assumed 
transportation funding levels, which are beyond the available and committed 
resources identified in the LRTP. 

An additional emphasis is also placed on walking and bicycling, ,which is 
referred to as "active transportation." The draft RTP proposes to increase the 
regional investment in active transportation by about $4.5 billion. When the 
committed investments submitted by the CTCs are accounted for, the total 
active transportation investment is approximately $6 billion for the SCAG 
region. Again, this additional investment is over and above resources identified in 
the LRTP, and the improvements are addressed only at the regional level. 

Transportation Induced Growth 

Throughout the draft RTP and PEIR, there are references to transportation 
projects inducing growth and influencing land-use development and demand. 
One such instance is on page 80 of the draft RTP, which states the following: 

"Transportation projects including new and expanded infrastructure are 
necessary to improve travel time and can enhance quality of life for 
those traveling throughout the region. However, these projects also 
have the potential to induce population growth in certain areas of the 
region. Although SCAG does not anticipate that the RTP would affect 
the total growth in population in the region, the RTP has the ability to 
affect the distribution of that growth." 

These types of statements are misleading for a number of reasons. For 
example, the excerpt quoted above states that the "RTP has the ability to affect 
the distribution of growth." This can be understood to imply that SCAG has the 
ability to influence growth through the development of the RTP. OCTA trusts 
that this is not SCAG's intent. OCTA recommends that such references be 
clarified, as land use decisions are within the purview of local agencies. 

Moreover, and more importantly, statements such as the above excerpt imply a 
lack of coordination between land-use and transportation agencies, especially 



Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
February 14, 2012 
Page 6 

in the light of the recent efforts to develop the Sustainable Communities 
Strategies at the subregional and regional levels. There should be an emphasis 
in the RTP on the fact that land-use and transportation agencies are 
coordinating better now than ever before. OCTA recommends that SCAG 
clarify the negative implication of the statements regarding induced growth, and 
highlight the elevated level of coordination occurring today. 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

The Draft PEIR is a program level document that is intended to serve as an 
informational document, disclosing all potential environmental impacts and 
possible mitigation measures. OCTA has coordinated with a number of 
agencies throughout Orange County who have expressed interest in reviewing 
and commenting on the draft 2012 RTP and PEIR (Attachment C). These 
agencies have identified a variety of concerns during their review of the 
documents, in particular with the list of 549 mitigation measures within the 
PEIR. The key concerns that have been identified include: 

• The Draft PEIR states that it "has made a preliminary determination that 
the proposed mitigation measures are feasible and effective." It is 
unclear how this determination was made, and this assumption could 
prove to be inaccurate if and when these mitigation measures are 
considered at a project level. Therefore, any feasibility determinations in 
the PEIR must clearly state that they only apply at the program level. 

• Several of the mitigation measures that identify SCAG as the acting 
agency propose measures that appear to exceed the purview of SCAG. 
SCAG must be mindful of local and county land-use and transportation 
authorities, and use great discretion when making commitments and/or 
suggesting policies and strategies that may impact and encroach upon 
local and county agencies' responsibilities. 

• The PEIR includes mitigation measures that restate existing 
requirements enforced by other agencies and, therefore, do not need to 
be repeated in this list of mitigation measures. 

Additionally, OCTA understands that only those mitigation measures that state 
that "SCAG shall" are required to be carried forward. Any mitigation measure 
that identifies an agency other than SCAG can be considered at the discretion 
of the appropriate agency; however, such consideration is not required unless 
the agency chooses to use the PEIR in order to tier when performing project 
level environmental analysis. 
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OCT A understands the term "can and should" to mean that the agency 
identified by SCAG in a mitigation measure has the authority to implement the 
mitigation measure, and that SCAG encourages the agency to do so. The term 
is not intended to imply that the measures are feasible nor required. 

Finally, SCAG's current Intergovernmental Review ("IGR") policy "encourages" 
-the use of the mitigation measures identified in the 2008 RTP PEIR to "aid with 
demonstrating consistency with regional plans and polices." SCAG will most 
likely update the IGR policy to refer to the 2012 RTP PEIR mitigation 
measures. As explained above, and as already recognized by SCAG, 
compliance with the RTP PEIR mitigation measures is mandatory for SCAG only. 
These mitigation measures, therefore, should not be considered in any way during 
the IGR process to determine consistency with regional plans and policies. 

While OCT A shares many of the concerns raised by partner agencies and 
stakeholders in Orange County, such as those described above, the attached 
list of comments on the PEIR (Attachment C) focuses on the issues within 
OCTA's purview that were identified through the coordination efforts. Please 
provide responses and clarifications with regard to these comments. 

OCTA appreciates SCAG's work on the RTP and PEIR to date and looks 
forward to the adoption of a complete and accurate 2012 RTP and PEIR in 
April. If you have further questions, please contact Gregory Nord, 
Senior Transportation Analyst, at (714) 560-5885. 

Sincerely, 

cs2e9~ 
Paul G. Glaab 
Chairman 

WK:gn 
Attachments 

c: OCTA Board of Directors 
Executive Staff 
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December 22, 2011 

Chairman Thomas J. Umberg 
Board of Directors 
California High-Speed Rail AUthority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chairman Umberg: 

ATTACHMENT A 

On behalf of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), we 
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the California High-Speed 
Rail Draft 2012 Business Plan (Plan). As the only public agency to provide a 
financiat contribution to the environmental clearance effort, OCTA has a vested 
interest In the California High-Speed Rail (CHSR) project, especially since 
the designated southern terminus for Phase 1 of the CHSR project is in 
Orange County. 

The Plan is a marked improvement over the 2009 Plan and attempts to address 
many of the previous areas of concern raised by the Legislature, the Peer 
Review Group, the Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO), and affected 
communities. We are pleased that the Plan includes the blended approach as 
requested by OCTA and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro) in spring 2010. The plan recognizes the importance of 
existing passenger rail service providers and the need to link those systems 
with the CHSR project. We believe this is the key to the successful 
implementation of CHSR in Southern California, and the retention of federal 
support for this project. Linking into the existing successful rail services will 
provide the needed connectivity to regional transit systems to enable the full 
potential of the CHSR system. 

While the Plan represents a more realistic assessment of the CHSR project. 
there remain areas of serious concern that should be addressed prior to 
submission to the Legislature and certainly prior to implementation. Below is a 
summary of our comments/ concerns: 

• Phased Delivery Approach: We are pleased with the. introduction of 
the phased delivery approach as it represents a more realistic delivery 
model and includes the blended operations approach as requested by 
OCTA and LA Metro; however, this approach begins with construction _in 
the Central Valley Instead of the Anaheim to San Fernando Valley and 
San Francisco to San Jose segments, often referred to as the bookends 

Omnge CotaJly T1'8Mp011atfon Authodty 
5508outfl MfllltSINJt/P.O. Box 14184/Drange/Cslifomls 9281J3..1584/(714)~A (6282) 
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of thE· system, which show much higher ridership and revenue. as well CJS 

providing connectivity to the rnost urbanized areas of the state. While 
there may be requirements whrch ;ustify initial expenditures on the 
Central Valley, we believe it more prudent for the Californ~a ~Huh-Speed 
Rail Authority (CHSRA) to begin with project implementation at the 
bookends of the system. This approach will maximize the investment of 
the scarce state and rederal funds and provide critical connections to the 
existing passenger rail systems in southern and northern California. If 
new track is constructed outside of the bookends in southern and 
northern California, it should be added between the San Fernando Valley 
and Bakersfield to connect the Pactftc Surfliner and San Joaquin intercity 
rail corridors. This important infrastructure would fill the gap in passenger 
rail service which now exists between Los Angeles and Bakersfield. 

• Project Schedule: We understand that the updated schedule aligns 
with the phased delivery approach, adding 13 years to the full Phase 1 
project. Unfortunately, this change in schedule leads to significant cost 
increases due to inflation and escalation and it puts the existing funding 
sources in jeopardy due to timely use. Additionally, the updated schedule 
includes no contingency for project delay that may be caused by 
environmental clearance, legal challenges, gaps in funding, or limited 
availability of construction materials and qualified technical resources. 

• Cost Increase: While we are aware that the previous cost estimate was 
in base year dollars and the updated cost estimate now includes normal 
escalation and inflation, the cost increase is significant. As stated in the 
business plan, the increased cost also does not address worst case 
scenarios for mitigations that may be required through the environmental 
process nor is it based on the high end of the range presented in 2010 
dollars. These potential cost changes could be significant and should be 
addressed through contingency planning. 

• Funding/Financial Plan: The funding plan is largely speculative and 
lacks any firm commitment of funding beyond the initial construction 
section. The current secured funding is not adequate to build either of 
the Initial Operating Sections, which the Plan states are the driving force 
behind attracting any private funding and future public funds. 
Additionally, the Plan relies heavily on scarce public funds on the front 
end of the project and could place the CHSRA in direct competition with 
existing rail service providers given the identified potential fund sources. 
This is of great concern to OCT A as it will directly impact existing and 
future planned programs. Specifically we are very concerned about the 



Chairman Thomas J. Umberg 
December 22. 2011 
Page 3 

assumptions on the use of federal Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality and Regional Surface Transportation Program funds that OCTA 
utilizes for highway and transit projects. In addition, the use of federal 
New Starts funds for the high-speed rail (HSR) program presents direct 
competition to OCT A and other local transportation agencies that rely on 
this program for the development of new fixed-guideway projects. 

• Compliance with Proposition 1A: Proposition 1A Section 2704.08(c)(2) 
specifically states that any funding plan submitted to !he Legislature 
"shall include ... all of the following," and items A through K are listed. 
Subdivision H requires that. "The corridor or usable segment thereof 
would be suitable and ready for high-speed train operation." "Conidor" is 
specifically defined in Section 2704.01 and refers to a "high-speed train 
system," which is defined in Subsection (e) of 2704 .01 as a "system with 
high-speed trains and includes ... power system, rolling stock ... " among 
other items. Additionally, Subsection K of 2704.08(c)(2) requires that, 
"The Authority has completed all necessary projectMievel environmental 
clearances necessary to proceed to construction." As noted by the 
LAO's November 29, 2011 report on the Plan, it would appear that there 
are serious questions that need to be fully analyzed as to whether the 
funding plan truly complies with the requirements set out in 
Proposition 1A. 

• Operational Assumptions: The operating assumptions include some 
very aggressive service levels of up to nine trains per hour. This is likely 
to result in unnecessary frequency. The projected operating surplus of 
over $1 billion per year is also speculative and based on an optimum 
number of trains; in our view, it is simply too optimistic. 

• Cost Comparisons: The cost comparisons made in the Plan are based 
on a theoretical maximum of HSR capacity. More concerning is that the 
Plan does not include a build vs. no·build option for HSR and ignores 
existing capacity and other tools for managing congestion; in addition, 
the Plan compares a $98 billion investment in HSR to a $171 billion 
future investment in airports/roadways for equivalent capacity, but does 
not account for the roadway/airport work investment that will be required 
both with and without HSR. 

The CHSR project represents the single largest public works project in 
California history, requiring extensive coordination and investment. OCT A is 
pleased to see the enhanced level of coordination between the CHSRA and 
existing service providers and railroad owners. However, we have grave 
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concern over what appears to be missing elements and unrealistic components 
of the Plan. We also urge the CHSRA to address the serious concerns 
regarding the Plan raised by the LAO prior to submission of this Plan to the 
Legislature. OCT A would further appreciate adequate responses to the issue 
raised In the letter. This project has the potential to provide significant 
improvements to California's transportation infrastructure, but must be done 
with prudent planning and judicious use of public funds. 

Patricia Bates 
Chairman 

PB:jlb 

c: Board of Directors 
Executive Staff 



ATTACHMENT B 

Express Lane Plan·ning and Implementation Principles 

User Experience 

1. Express lane ·projects shall be designed and implemented to provide safe, 
reliable, and predictable travel times. 

2. Express lanes shall be planned and implemented to support improved regional 
connectivity. 

3. Design and management of the interface of express lane facilities with existing 
freeway, high-occupancy vehicle, and express facilities shall seek to achieve a 
consistent, seamless user experience. 

Existing System 

4. Express lane projects shall not be implemented to replace committed projects 
to be funded with local transportation sales tax revenues. 

5. Although Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration c~mtrol highway 
operations, OCTA does not intend to replace existing mixed-flow freeway 
lanes with express lanes. . · 

6. Existing high-occupancy vehicle lanes may be functionally encompassed 
within an express lane project, provided: 

a. The total number of lanes is increased by the project; and 
b. Both vehicle throughput and average vehicle occupancy levels can be 

maintained and/or improved. 

Operations 

7. Express lane operations policies shall: 
a. Assure coverage of capital and operations costs as well as maintenance 

responsibilities. 
b. Maximize overall corridor throughput and efficiency through congestion 

pricing. 
c. Promote increased average vehicle occupancy, including incentives for 

carpools, vanpools, and transit services. 

Revenues 

8. Any express lane project revenues in excess of what is needed for annual 
debt payments, financing requirements, and operations responsibilities shall 
be used for congestion relief projects and expanded transit options in the 
same corridor area. 

9. Continued operations of express lanes, beyond bond retirement dates, shall 
be subject to demonstrated congestion relief measured by vehicle throughput 
and average vehicle occupancy levels in the corridor. 

12/12/11 



ATTACHMENT C 

m 
OCTA 

Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan -
Program Environmental Impact Report 

OCT A Comment #1 
MM-AQ1 -This mitigation measure states that SCAG shall implement Transportation Control 
Measures (TCMs). However, page 26 of the Transportation Conformity supplemental report to 
the draft 2012 RTP states that "Although project implementation remains an enforceable 
commitment by project sponsor agencies, SCAG is responsible for assuring the timely 
implementation of TCMs." OCTA recommends modifying this mitigation measure to describe 
SCAG's role as being limited to monitoring the timely implementation of TCMs, consistent with 
the language from the Transportation Conformity supplemental report. 

TCMs shall be implemented as appropriate by SCAG and can and should be 
implemented by local agencies and project sponsors as appropriate. TCMs included in 
the Plan are identified in the Transportation Conformity Appendix to the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS (starting on page 26). CAA Section 108(f)(1}(A) lists the following sixteen 
measures as illustrative of TCMs: 
I. Programs for improved use of public transit; 
II. Restriction of certain roads or lanes to, or construction of such roads or lanes for use 

by, passenger buses or HOV; 
Ill. Employer-based transportation management plans, including incentives; 
IV. Trip-reduction ordinances: 
V. Traffic flow improvement programs that achieve emission reductions; 
VI. Fringe and transportation corridor parking facilities, serving multiple occupancy 

vehicle programs or transit service; 
VII. Programs to limit or restrict vehicle use in downtown areas or other areas of emission 

concentration, particularly during periods of peak use; 
VIII. Programs for the provision of all forms of high~occupancy, shared~ride services, such 

as the pooled use of vans; 
IX. Programs to limit portions of road surfaces or certain sections of the metropolitan area 

MM-AQ1 to the use of non-motorized vehicles or pedestrian use, both as to time and place; 
X. Programs for secure bicycle storage facilities and other facilities, including bicycle 

lanes, for the convenience and protection of bicyclists, in both public and private areas: 
XI. Programs to control extended idling of vehicles; 
XII. Programs to reduce motor vehicle emissions, consistent with Title II of the CAA, 

which are caused by extreme cold start conditions; 
XIII. Employer~sponsored programs to permit flexible work schedules; 
XIV. Programs and ordinances to facilitate non-automobile travel, provision and utilization 

of mass transit, and to generally reduce the need for single-occupant vehicle travel, 
as part of transportation planning and development efforts of a locality, including 
programs and ordinances appticable to new. shopping centers, special events, and 
other centers of vehicle activity; 

XV. Programs for new construction and major reconstruction of paths, tracks or areas 
solely for the use by pedestrian or other non-motorized means of transportation, when 
economically feasible and in the public interest; and 

XVl. Programs to encourage the voluntary removal from use and the marketplace of pre-
1980 model year light duty vehicles and pre-1980 model light duty trucks. 

The Plan has been prepared to facilitate implementation of TCMs and they also serve as 
air quality mitigation measures for the purposes of the PEIR. 

1 



OCT A Comment #2 
MM-BIOIOS45- OCTA recommends revising this mitigation measure to indicate that SCAG will 
accept CTC adopted conservation and mitigation strategies for determining priority conservation 
areas and in developing regional mitigation policies . 

r
-------1 SCP..G shall develop a conservation strategy in coordinatiOn with local jurisdictions and 

agencies including CTCs to determine pnority conservation areas and develop regional 

j
. mitigation polic•es SCAG shalf produce and maintain a list/map of potential conservation 

l 81~0 opportunity areas based on most recent land use data. These conservation opportunity 
areas may be used by local jurisdictions and project sponsors as priority areas for 
mitigating impacts to open space resources. SCAG's forthcoming regional conservation 

__ Ianning polic"t will include additional in!9.!!!1_aJ~_n on conserv_jltion opportu~.!!Y_are9,~ 

OCT A Comment #3 
MM-LU9 - SCAG has no land-use authority to implement this mitigation measure. OCTA 
recommends removing any reference to SCAG implementing the coordinated mitigation 
programs. 

OCT A Comment #4 

mitigation programs for regional 
ro·ects. 

MM-PS34 - This mitigation measure is unclear regarding the specific funding opportunities and 
programs that would be affected. Any new requirements implied through this mitigation 
measure that affect funding for transportation projects are not supported by OCTA. 

SCAG shall consider consistency with ongoing regional open space planning In funding 
o rtunities and r rams administered b SCAG. 

OCT A Comment #5 
MM-PS118- OCTA recommends revising the language In this mitigation measure to read as 
follows: 

"SCAG shall continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide 
direction on specific approaches, models, and levels of perfollTiance for regionally significant 
projects to be consistent with regional plans." 

SCAG shall continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide 
MM-PS118 direction on specifiC approaches and models and to specify levels of performance for 

regionally significant projects to be consistent with regional plans. 

2 



OCT A Comment #6 
MM-TR6- OCTA recommends revising this mitigation measure to indicate that SCAG will defer 
to the CTCs to plan and coordinate at the project level. 

---1 SCAGshall establish transportation infrasi'ructure practices-thaCpromote-an(:f'en-hance--
1 security SCAG shall work with transportation operators to plan and coordinate 
transportation projects. as appropriate. w1th DHS grant projects. to enhance the regional 
transit security strategy (RTSS). SCAG shall establish transportation infrastructure 

MM-TR6 practices that identify and prioritize the design, retrofit. hardening, and stabilization of 
cntical transportation infrastructure to prevent failure, to minimize Joss of life and property, 
injuries, and avoid long term economic disruption. SCAG shall establish a Transportation 
Security Working Group (TSWG) with goals of 2012-2035 RTP/SCS consistency with 

1...-----'--'-R_TS~, and to find ways SCAG pro.9.@~_?n enhance R"!:§§. ·----

OCT A Comment #1 
MM-TR15- OCTA recommends revising the language to indicate that SCAG will coordinate 
closely with CTCs and local agencies when developing advocacy strategies regarding 
congestion pricing. 

OCTA Comment #8 
MM-TR21 - SCAG has no authority to "ensure that new developments incorporate both local 
and regional transit measures into the project design that promote the use of alternative modes 
of transportation." Please modify the language to remove the "SCAG shall", and to state that 
"Local agencies can and should ensure" this effort "to the extent feasible" . 

Transportation Planning: SCAG shaH and local jurisdictions can and should ensure that 
MM-TR21 new developments incorporate both local and regional transit measures into the project 

design that promote the use of alternative modes of transportation. 

3 



Exhibit A: Illustrative 2012 RTP/SCS PEIR Mitigation Measures that Propose New Taxes and/or Fees 

Mitigation EiR Mitigation Measure Language 
Measure Page# 
MM-BIO/OS55 ES-24; MM-BI0/0555: Conservation Area Development: Local jurisdictions or agencies can and should establish programs and 

3.3-57 funding mechanisms to create protected conservation areas, including: 
• Imposing mitigation fees for development on lands that would otherwise be conservation areas, and use the funds 
generated to protect other areas from development; 
o Proposing for voter approval a small tax increment (e.g., a quarter cent sales tax, perhaps for a finite time period 
that could be renewed) to fund the purchase of development rights in conservation areas, or purchase of the land 
outright. 

MM-LU80 ES-44; MM-LUSO: Local jurisdictions can and should review fee structures and other opportunities to provide financial and 
3.8-24 administrative incentives to support desired land uses, development patterns, and alternative modes of transportation. 

MM-LU81 ES-44; MM-LU81: Local jurisdictions can and should promote desired land uses by scaling developer fees based on desired criteria, 
3.8-24 for example: 

• Increasing or reducing fees proportionally with distance from the city center or preferred transit sites; 
o Increasing or reducing fees based on the degree to which mixed uses are incorporated into the project; 
o Reducing fees for creative re-use of brownfield sites; 
o Increasing fees for the use of greenfield sites. 

MM-POP4 ES-48; MM-POP4: Project sponsors shall mitigate impacts to affordable housing as feasible through construction of affordable units 
3.10-11 (deed restricted to remain affordable for an appropriate period of time) or payment of any fee established to address loss of 

affordable housing. 

MM-TR60 ES-70; MM-TR60: Transit and Multimodallmpact Fees: Local jurisdictions can and should assess transit and multimodal impact fees 
3.12-38 on new developments to fund public transportation infrastructure, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian infrastructure and other 

multimodal accommodations. 

MM-TR80 ES-72; MM-TRSO: Bicycle and Pedestrian Project Funding: Local jurisdictions can and should pursue and provide enhanced funding 
3.12-41 for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and access projects, including, as appropriate: 

• Apply for regional, State, and federal grants for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects; 
• Establish development exactions and impact fees to fund bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 
o Use existing revenues, such as State gas tax subventions, sales tax funds, and general fund monies for projects to 
enhance bicycle use and walking for transportation. 

MM-TR96 ES-74; MM-TR96: Municipal Parking Management: Local jurisdictions can and should implement a Parking Management Program to 
ES-75; discourage private vehicle use, including: 
3.12-43 • Encouraging carpools and vanpools with preferential parking and a reduced parking fee; 

o Institute a parking cash-out program; 
• Renegotiate employee contracts, where possible, to eliminate parking subsidies; 
• Install on-street parking meters with fee structures designed to discourage private vehicle use; 
o Establish a parking fee for all single-occupant vehicles. 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPl\IIENT DEPARTMENT 

Planning Division 

Southem California ~soc:iation of Governments 
B1 6 West Seventh Street, 12~ Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 .. 3435 

Deer Mr. lkhrata: 

The following comments are offered on the draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (draft RTP/SCS} and the associated 
Appendices and draft Program Environmental Impact Report (draft PEIR). 

We would like to commend SCAG and its staff who worked hard to prepare the draft 
RTP/SCS, the PEIR., and associated documents as this was a monumental task. We 
appreciate the continued cooperation of SCAG staff throughout this process and the 
many mentions throughout the document where the RTP/SCS expressly states that It 
incorporates the Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy (OC SCS) into the 
RTP/SCS document. 

The City of Newport Beach has reviewed the draft RTP/SCS and the draft PEIR. 
However, the length of the comment period was not adequate to allow for a 
comprehensive review and formulation of detalled comments. 

We are aware of the review completed by the Orange County Council of Govemrnents 
(OCCOG) and the concerns addressed In the letter from OCCOG are consistent with 
the City of Newport Beach's concerns. 

It is requested that the adoption of the gro'Nth forecast numbers by the Regional Council 
and/or Joint Policy Committee be at the county level, consistent with past RTPs. 
Planning documents need to be flexible. As time paenses, what Is possible and fecuslble 
for any given project changes. These changes can be due to market conditions, new 
information or data, or infrastructure available that may shift when and where 
development is possible. Smaller geographic levels, such as at the subregional, city, 
census tract, TAZ, parcel, or grid cell would llmltjuriadlctlonal control over land use. 

The OCCOG Board approved the update to the OCP .. 201 0 dataset used In the OC 
SCS. OCP-2010 Modified was officially approved by the OCCOG Soard on January 26, 
2012, and Is a data amendment to the OC SCS. The dataset Includes the 2010 Census 
population and housing data, along with the 2010 EDD Benchmark data, consistent with 

3300 Newport Boult:Va.rd • Poet. Office Bo~ 1768 · Newport Beac::h. CaUforntn 92658-8915 
Telephone: (949) 844-3200 ·Fax: (949) 844-3229 · www.newportboachca.gov/plannlng 
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SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. The dataset was provided to SCAG staff In 
December 2011, which should be inCQrporated Into the 2012 RTP/SCS, PEIR, and 
related documents. To be consistent with the MOU on subregional delegation between 
OCTA. OCCOG. and SCAG, all documents, tables, maps, narratives, modeling rune, 
PEIR alternatives (including Alternate C/3/Envlslon 2), and datasets shoutd be updated 
with the OCP .. 201 0 Modified numbers. 

As indicated in the PEIR on page 1-6, state law states that It Is appropriate to Indicate In 
mitigation measures that they "can and should" be implemented. Under the law. this is 
explained as the entity has the jurisdiction to Implement the measures and, therefore, 
should Implement lt. However, due to the assertions throughout the PEIR that 
mitigation measures have been determined to be feasible, the term "can~ could be 
Interpreted to read that the measures are also feasible. In order to make it clear that the 
mitigation measures are a menu of options for which feasibility has not been established 
for any given project, It Is requested that the "can and should" language be changed In 
all mitigation measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read "should consider 
where practical and feasible". It would be appropriate to identify on page 1-6 in the 
discussion of this language that for all mitigation measures It Is assumed by the draft 
PEIR that the entJtles Identified to Implement the mHigation do have the authority to do 
$0, 

Again, we thank SCAG for all of the time and effort put into this process. If you have any 
questions~ feel free to contact me at 949--644 ... 3297 or bwisneskl@newportbeachca.gov. 

RTP/SCS and PEIR Comment Letter 
City of Newport Beach 
Pag&2 
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303 EAST "B" STREET, CIVIC CENTER 

PAULS. LEON 
MAYOR 

SHEILA MAUTZ 
MAYOR PROTEM 

ALAN D. WAPNER 
JIM W. BOWMAN 

DEBRA DORST-PORADA 
COUNCIL MEMBERS 

Mr. Hassan lkhrata 

Executive Director 

February 14, 2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 West Seventh Street, 1ih Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

RE: Comments on 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

CALIFORNIA 91764-4105 (909) 395-2000 
FAX (909) 395-2070 

CHRIS HUGHES 
CITY MANAGER 

MARY E. WIRTES, MMC 
CITY CLERK 

JAMES R. MILHISER 
TREASURER 

Thank you for allowing the City of Ontario the opportunity to review and comment on Southern 

California Association of Government's (SCAG's) draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan I Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). On behalf 

of the City of Ontario I would like to express our sincere appreciation to you and SCAG staff for their 

professionalism, inclusiveness, and dedication to the immense task of coordinating and creating the 

region's first RTP/SCS regional plan. We support approval of the RTP/SCS Plan with some level of 

clarification and/or changes described below. 

Overall, a recurring theme of our concerns is that the documents need to make clear SCAG's philosophy 

and intent on maintaining local government's sole control of land use decision making, including the 

review and establishment of mitigation measures under CEQA. Under your leadership SCAG has forged 

collaborative efforts with county and local governments to discuss and plan for difficult, complex, 

regional issues. The success of your approach in recent years, in no small way, can be attributed to the 

recognition by SCAG of the land use authority of cities and counties within the region and of local home 

rule. We need to ensure that the RTP/SCS and PEIR reflect that basic understanding. 

Specifically, our comments are: 

1. We understand and have supported SCAG's efforts to incorporate city growth plans into the 

regional planning process. However, as in the past, we believe that the RTP/SCS growth forecasts 

www.ci.ontario.ca.us 
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should be adopted at the county level, not the city or sub-city (TAZ) level. This would allow more 

flexibility in dealing with inevitable changes in socio/economic trends within the region and sub

region. 

2. We have questions regarding the use ofTAZ level data in the CEQA Incentive program discussed on 

page 148. We are not convinced that the land use scenarios and development types created by 

SCAG for each TAZ are accurate. We a I so would like to cia rify that the only use of TAZ level data to 

be used by SCAG in the future would be for the CEQA Incentive program and not for growth 

projections. 

3. The draft PEIR is somewhat confusing and problematic. It is our understanding that the mitigation 

measures were supposed to be designed to be a menu of options available to lead agencies to 

consider when reviewing and approving local transportation and development projects, but not as 

mandatory or required. This is critical because specific environmental review of local projects is the 

appropriate and legal purview of local agencies. The Plan will be implemented over several years 

and circumstances involved with site specific development will inevitably change over time and 

must be taken into account by local agencies responsible for caring out CEQA laws. We 

recommend that SCAG amend language in the document to specifically and clearly state that the 

mitigation measures as proposed are intended to assist local agencies in their independent decision 

making process and are not considered mandatory. We also recommend that the Mitigation 

Monitoring Program be revised to reduce the burdensome nature of the reporting process. 

4. In a separate letter (dated February 13, 2012 from Jerry L. Blum, Planning Director) we requested 

that two important projects for Ontario be included in the 2012 RTP. These projects were 

requested via SANBAG and SCAG's consultant previously. 

We appreciate your consideration of our comments in the final RTP/SCS and PEIR and look forward to 

your responses. As always, we commend SCAG for its leadership in these regional activities and the 

transparent and collaborative manner in which you operate. We share your commitment to a stronger, 

more cohesive, and prosperous region as expressed in the 2012 RTP/SCS. If you have any questions 

regarding this matter please contact myself or Jerry L. Blum, Planning Director at 909-395-2199. 

City Manager 

c: City of Ontario City Council 

Otto Kroutil, Development Director 

Jerry Blum, Planning Director 

Louis Abi-Younes, City Engineer 

Jacob Lieb, SCAG 



CITY OF ORANGE 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

ADMINISTRATION 
(714) 744-7240 

fax: (714) 744-7222 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 

PLANNING DIVISION 
(714) 744-7220 

fax: (714) 744-7222 

BUILDING DIVISION 
(714) 744-7200 

fax: (714) 744-7245 

Southern California Association of Govemments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

www.cltyoforange.org 

CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION 
(714) 744-7244 

fax: (714) 744-7245 

Subject: Program EIR for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 

Mr. Lieb: 

The City of Orange has received the Notice of Availability for the Draft PEIR for SCAG's 
RTP/SCS. The RTP/SCS provides land use and transportation recommendations in an effmi to 
achieve a coordinated balance of land uses and transportation improvements such that vehicle 
trips and trip lengths and energy and water consumption are minimized. 

The City has reviewed the EIR and has the following comments: 

1. The City of Orange concurs with the comments submitted on the RTP/SCS Draft PEIR 
by the Orange County Council of Governments. 

2. The City of Orange supports the Modified 2008 RTP Alternative. Use of a scenario that 
reflects the most recent existing General Plan and land use input, as well as growth 
projections reviewed and accepted by local jurisdictions is both practical and realistic. 
Alternatives that do not reflect our existing General Plans are not realistic scenarios. 

3. Page 2-27 of the Project Description includes a discussion of the anticipated pattem of 
future residential development. In the case of the City of Orange, our community is 
essentially built-out. Because of the stability of our established single-family 
neighborhoods, the majority of new residential development will occur in the form of 
multi-family units in areas served by transit. Much of the land zoned to accommodate 
this future residential development establishes a minimum density of 30 units per acre, as 
described in the text. New residential development in the form of small-lot single family 
subdivisions will be limi ted, and not in geographic areas of the City that fall within 
HQT As. Therefore, in the case of our community, the language in the Project 
Description is misleading. 

ORANGE CIVIC CENTER • 300 E. CHAPMAN AVENUE ORANGE, CA 92866·1508 
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4. Page 2-29 of the Project Description explains that a "Development Type" that assumed 
an average TAZ density of 22 dwelling units per acre was assumed for purposes of the 
SCS. The expected buildout (2030) density of areas of the City subject to the residential 
land use designations of the 2010 City of Orange General Plan are generally much lower 
than 22 dwelling units per acre. Land in the City of Orange that could accommodate 
residential development, either in residential or mixed use districts, represents 
approximately 43% of the City's Planning Area. Only 4% of that 43% is expected to 
develop at an average density at or above 22 dwelling units per acre. These lands fall 
under the City's Urban Mixed Use land use designation, and represent areas of the City 
that are served by major transit corridors. Here, the General Plan identifies an expected 
buildout density of 48 dwelling units per acre. 

The remaining residential development is expected to occur at densities ranging from 1.8 
dwelling units per acre in the City's equestrian/semi-rural neighborhoods to 16.3 
dwelling units per acre in the Medium Density Residential, Neighborhood Mixed Use, 
and Old Towne Mixed Use districts. The future intensification of residential density in 
Orange is influenced by the National Register-listed Old Towne Orange Historic District 
and Eichler Homes Tracts which are candidates for listing as historic districts, and stable, 
high-quality Post-War housing tracts that are not anticipated to experience widespread 
redevelopment in the foreseeable future. 

Therefore, the text should be revised to acknowledge that the assumed average residential 
density may not be realized in a uniform manner across the SCAG region due to local 
conditions unique to individual jurisdictions. 

5. The text of the EIR should clarify that the transportation projects of the RTP, taken 
together with the SCS, function to concentrate growth in already urbanized areas in the 
form of infill development. Therefore, the program set forth in the proposed RTP is a 
departure from past RTPs with respect to their potential for growth inducement. Rather, 
the improvements of the RTP/SCS are designed to accommodate growth that is being 
projected for the SCAG region. 

Mitigation Measures 

6. Generally, implementation of the proposed Mitigation Measures (MM) in the PEIR and 
particularly within the period of time specified for the RTP/SCS will create significant 
challenges for local agencies. The sheer number and complexity of the required 
measures are a challenge and are compounded by the fact that most of the measures 
require financial and staffing commitments well beyond the City's available resources 
and abilities. As such, implementation of all mitigation measures will likely be infeasible 
from a financial and a practical standpoint. 

The City suggests that the MMs identified in the PEIR are useful as a tool and a guideline 
for local agencies regarding the types of sustainability measures that could be 
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implemented. However, decisions about which measures are reasonable and feasible to 
implement in each community should be left to local agencies. Therefore, the City 
requests that the ElR be revised to better communicate SCAG's intent in this regard and 
address the role of local agencies in measure implementation. The City also requests that 
SCAG reconsider whether many of the measures are appropriate as CEQA mitigation 
measures given the uncertainty surrounding their feasibility. The City believes that many 
of these measures would be more appropriate as "regional guidelines", not required 
CEQA mitigation measures. 

Further, many of the proposed Mitigation Measures include language reading that project 
sponsors "can and should" undertake various actions. It is unclear what is intended by 
this. If this language is intended to be binding (i.e., "shall"), then clarification is needed. 
Presuming that the "can and should" language is intended to mean "shall", then the City 
is concerned that SCAG's PEIR may commit local agencies to take actions that may not 
be financially feasible due to the lack of existing policies or fees, the need to develop new 
policy documents or fees, available staffing and financial resources, local philosophy, and 
other practical considerations. Representative examples of the measures of concern to 
the City of Orange include: 

MM-AVlO MM-BIO/OS56 MM-LU84 
MM-AVll MM-BIO/OS57 MM-PS97-112 
MM-AQ19 MM-BIO/OS59 MM-TR21 
MM-BIO/OS21 MM-LU57 MM-TR74 
MM-BIO/OS36 MM-LU58 MM-TRSO 
MM-BIO/OS50 MM-LU64 MM-TR90 
MM-BIO/OS52 MM-LUSO MM-TR91 
MM-BIO/OS53 MM-LU81 MM-TR93 
MM-BIO/OS54 MM-LU82 MM-TR96 
MM-BIO/OS55 MM-LU83 MM-TR97 

7. Regarding MM GHG-10, development of a Climate Action Plan by local agencies is a 
costly undertaking and can have varying levels of support from jurisdiction to 
jurisdiction. Realistically, preparation of a Climate Action Plan may be entirely 
dependent on an agency's ability to be awarded funding through competitive grant 
programs. Therefore, the feasibility and implementation of this measure is uncertain with 
respect to addressing GHG impacts. 

Furthermore, the project specific mitigation measures identified in MM-GHG9 as 
recommended by the Attorney General may not be feasible to implement at a local level 
due to local physical conditions, financial resources, and other practical considerations. 
The City believes that this mitigation measure should provide for greater flexibility in 
local Climate Action Plans than is described in the measure. 

8. In the case of MM-GHGlO, project sponsors may not have the ability to utilize 
alternative fueled vehicles for project development (e.g., appropriate vehicles may not be 
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available for the type of work required). Furthermore, is it not clear whether it is the 
measure's intent that items like the energy conservation plan involve ongoing monitoring 
and/or reporting over time. If so, project sponsors may not have the resources or ability 
to track effectiveness of the measure, particularly during the operational phase of the 
project. 

9. Implementation of a Climate Protection Summit/Fair as identified in MM-GHGll and 
school outreach identified in MM-GHG12 is dependent on financial and human resources 
for execution. Therefore, the feasibility of these measures is uncertain. 

10. It is unclear in MM-LU3 how SCAG will "ensure" that growth is consistent with the RTP 
and general plans. Consistency of growth with a general plan falls within the purview of 
local jurisdictions. More information is needed regarding the manner in which this 
mitigation measure is intended to apply to local general plan amendments proposed over 
time. 

11. With respect to MM-LU6, local jurisdictions may or may not avail themselves of 
SCAG's planning services given the varying levels of acceptance among local agencies 
of the Compass Blueprint program. Therefore, the effectiveness of this measure is 
uncertain. 

12. Local jurisdictions, in and of themselves, should not be held accountable for the creation 
of new housing consistent with RHNA. While local agencies are obligated through the 
Housing Element process to provide opportunities for the creation of housing, in Orange 
the development community (private and non-profit) brings housing projects to fruition. 

13. Mitigation measures MM-LU16 and -LU17 are funding dependent and may or may not 
be feasible to implement, particularly with respect to securing funding for agency 
preparation of specific plans and creating open space and parks. 

14. Because many cities in the SCAG region have achieved, or are approaching, buildout 
conditions, it is unclear what the expectation is of calling for local jurisdictions to 
establish an urban growth boundary. The language of this mitigation measure should be 
clarified to indicate the circumstances under which it is applicable. 

15. The reduction of required road widths as identified in MM-LU50 may not be achievable 
in many jurisdictions due to competing interests among local fire, public works, and 
planning departments. While the goal of this measure is a worthwhile pursuit, the 
ultimate feasibility of local agency implementation is uncertain. 

16. The form-based codes called for in MM-LU60 and MM-LU72may not be appropriate for 
all local jurisdictions. This mitigation should allow for greater flexibility with respect to 
the design of develop standards for mixed-use areas. 
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17. The mixing of affordable housing units called for in MM-LU61 may be influenced by 
project factors beyond the control oflocal agencies such as project funding and nature of 
the developer (private vs. non-profit). While local jurisdictions may have the ability to 
work with developers on mixing unit types, the language of this mitigation measure 
should be revised to encourage the mixing of unit types rather than making the mixing a 
requirement. 

18. Clarification is needed for MM-LU66. As written, it is overly broad and fails to address 
whether or not public transportation is available in proximity to development projects, 
and what is meant by "incorporating" public transit in project design. 

19. The transit corridor service frequency of maximum 15 minute headways described in 
MM-LU68 is not within the control of local jurisdictions. Therefore, including that 
language in the measure leaves the feasibility of implementing this measure in question. 
Additionally, while local jurisdictions can provide the opportunity though its land use 
policy for housing to be constructed, they cannot ensure that housing will be built. 

20. While the content ofMM-LU78 is aligned with the OCSCS and SCAG SCS, the extent to 
which local jurisdictions are going to be able to bring the list of bulleted items to fruition 
is uncertain. In some instances the listed action items involve the need to develop design 
guidelines, land use changes, reclassification of streets, and fundamentally change the 
circulation structure of established neighborhoods. Local agencies should be offered the 
flexibility to pursue those strategies that are most appropriate for their community. 

21. Similar to previous comments, there maybe items on the bulleted list in MM LU-79 that 
a local jurisdiction may be unable to fulfill. Although all of the items are aligned with the 
SCS, some involve the need to revise existing, or develop new, City specifications or 
zoning code provisions. The potential exists for developer and community resistance to 
certain measures, which may result in lack of local support. As with MM-LU78, local 
jurisdictions should be granted some flexibility in the implementation of this measure. 

22. The language of MMLU-85 calls for local jurisdictions to make fundamental changes to 
its standard roadway specifications. The subject of right-of-way widths is complex based 
on regional transportation plans, unique circumstances in individual communities, and 
coordination/maintaining consistency with sub-regional transportation master plans. 
Certain aspects of this measure may be implementable, while others may not. Therefore, 
the language at the start of this measure should provide local agencies with flexibility in 
their pursuits of the listed items. 

23. The language of MM-POPl should be revised to indicate that SCAG "should" rather 
than "shall" work with member agencies to implement form-based growth strategies 
focused on HQTAs. While there may be opportunities to address SCAG's growth 
policies at a local level, the direction to work together should not be a mandate for local 
government agencies, as there may be localized conditions that serve to both further 
and/or inhibit achievement of SCAG's growth strategies. 
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24. MM-PS19 calls for local jurisdictions to prepare a Needs Assessment to determine 
adequacy of community open space if a project could result in a loss of open space and 
recreational lands. However, there is no guidance in the mitigation regarding the findings 
of such an assessment. Additionally, it is unclear what the nexus is between the impact 
and preparation of a Needs Assessment. Therefore, as written, this mitigation represents 
cost and effort to a local jurisdiction that may not result in a gain or replacement of open 
space. Furthermore, many local jurisdictions struggle with shortfalls in community open 
space, but due to the built-out character of the community, do not have reasonable 
opportunities to create new open space. 

25. MM-PS-30 addresses services that go beyond the identified impact to parks and 
recreation facilities. It is unclear how public education, housing, health care, social 
services, law enforcement, and fire protection relate to the impact. 

26. MM-PS44 directs local jurisdictions to require the use and recycle of construction and 
demolition waste. This measure should incorporate the phrase "when feasible" should 
unique project circumstances or condition of waste materials preclude reuse and 
recycling of waste. 

27. There does not appear to be a nexus between the identified impact to solid waste services 
and facilities and MM-41, -PS-42, -PS-46, -PS47, -PS49, -PSSO through -PS54. These 
measures call on local jurisdictions to develop ordinances and practices related to 
ongoing community-based operations. 

28. A number of the activities identified in MM-PS56 go beyond the authority of local 
government agencies such as increasing use and mileage ofHOV, HOT, and BRT lanes, 
requiring electric truck refrigerator units, and reducing locomotive fuel use. 

29. The feasibility of MM-PS72 is questionable. Calling for local jurisdictions to 
"strengthen" local building codes to achieve high levels of energy efficiency could also 
be perceived as a disincentive for new development (commercial or residential). 
Therefore, implementation of the mitigation may not be practical or feasible, and would 
vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

30. MM-PS89 calls for local jurisdictions to adopt a Heat Island Mitigation Plan. 
Development of such a plan will involve a commitment of staff time and financial 
resources. In this time of limited resources, and considering varying local environments 
and perspectives, adoption of such a Plan may not be practical or feasible. 

31. MM-PS91 calls for local jurisdictions to require energy audits prior to the sale of 
commercial or residential buildings. This mitigation is not only cumbersome, but also 
seems to overreach the authority of local government, and its role in property 
transactions. 
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32. Dedicated staff time and financial resources would be needed for local jurisdictions to 
implement MM-PS92 that are not available. The feasibility of implementing this 
mitigation is questionable. 

33. MM PS-97 through PS-112 are of concern to the City as they appear to require local 
jurisdictions to require private developers to incorporate renewable energy and other 
"green building" systems into local projects. Such mandates will find differing levels of 
acceptance from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and many require staffing and financial 
commitments that may not be available to local agencies. As such, the City believes this 
measure is infeasible as a required mitigation. 

34. MM-TR3 calls on SCAG to conduct Smart Growth workshops, and local jurisdictions to 
conduct related project-specific workshops. Local agencies may not have staff or 
financial resources to conduct such workshops. Additionally, the physical conditions, 
land use economics and local dynamics may not warrant project-specific Smart Growth 
workshops. Therefore, the feasibility of this mitigation is questionable. 

35. MM-TR30 calls for local agencies to ensure the cleanliness and enhancement of transit 
vehicles, provide shuttle service to public transit, and other activities that represent a 
commitment of human and financial resources. Because such resources are not readily 
available, the likelihood that this mitigation would be implemented is questionable. 

36. The actions identified in MM-TR35 are highly dependent on local community dynamics. 
An expectation that all local jurisdictions will adopt a comprehensive parking policy that 
discourages private vehicle use and encourages use of alternative transportation is not 
realistic. 

37. Local jurisdictions and transit agencies are not likely to have the financial resources 
available to them to provide free or low-cost transit passes to employees, or free rides to 
residents and customers as called for in MM-TR3 7. This type of transit subsidy is not 
feasible on a wide-spread basis, and would vary widely from city to city. 

38. Mitigation measures such as MM-TR45 and MM-TR46 that propose local agencies 
conduct public education and encouragement on alternative transportation options for 
reducing emission will require dedicated staffing and financial resources. Individual 
local agencies may not have the ability to dedicate staff and financial resources to take a 
proactive role in educating the public about the GHG reduction strategies identified in 
MM-TR46. Further, purchasing, creating incentives to purchase or providing facilities 
and infrastructure to encourage use of low or zero emission vehicles as stated in MMTR-
47 and MM-TR50 all require significant financial investments that may not be feasible 
for local agencies. 

39. MM-TR48 through MM-TR52 require investments to be made in local infrastmcture that 
support alternative fuel vehicles. Implementation of these infrastmcture improvements is 
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largely dependent on unidentified funding sources. Therefore, implementation of these 
mi tigation measures is questionable. 

40. Implementation of MM-TR56 is largely dependent on inter-agency coordination, public
private coordination, and subsidies for transit. The complexity of this effort would 
involve the need for a substantial commitment of staff and financial resources. 
Therefore, implementation of this measure to the extent expected in the mitigation may 
not be feasible. 

41. The role of local jurisdictions in making the transit improvements called for in MM
TR57, -TR59, -TR60, and TR-72 is limited. Responsibility falls largely to the local 
transit authority (in our case, OCTA) to pursue these efforts, with local jurisdictions 
participating in a collaborative manner when feasible. Therefore, the measures should be 
revised to clarify the role and capacity of local jurisdictions. 

42. Measures included in MM-TR-83 intended encourage use of alternative transportation 
(such as eliminating minimum off-street parking standards for new buildings) could in 
some environments result in increased on-street parking demand and impacted street 
parking conditions. Therefore, implementation of this measure may not be reasonable in 
some circumstances. 

43. Many of the mitigation measures presented appear to be regulatory agency requirements 
(e.g., water quality mitigations, California Green Building Code requirements). A 
distinction should be made between those actions that are truly mitigation measures 
versus those that are regulatory agency requirements. 

Thank you for the oppmiunity to comment on the PEIR for the RTP/SCS. The City looks 
forward to receiving the Response to Comments upon completion. 

Sincerely, 

Alice Angus 
Community Development Director 

cc: John Sibley, City Manager 
Joe DeFrancesco, Public Works Director 
Dave Simpson, Executive Director, OCCOG 
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February 9, 2012 

Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Subject: Comments on the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

The City of Rancho Santa Margarita appreciates the opportunity to 
review and provide comments on the draft 2012 RTP/SCS and the 
PEIR. The City has completed its review of these documents and 
provides the following general comments: 

• Concern with the timeline. We recognize the immense efforts 
it took to prepare these documents. They are incredibly 
complex documents establishing important and far-reaching 
policy for the region. However, because of this importance and 
complexity, we would like to express concern about the timing of 
the release of the documents and hope that preparation of 
future RTP/SCS documents will take into account the need to 
accommodate adequate review, discussion and revision time for 
all of the documents. The timeline of document releases, public 
comment period, and time allowed for the response to 
comments results in an inability to have credible discussion 
regarding possible changes because the timeline does not allow 
for recirculation or full discussion of requested changes. The 
documents were released over the holiday season and included 
the release of draft PEIR document on December 30, 2011. 
The minimum 45-day public comment period closes on 
February 14, 2012. Only a few weeks are provided to prepare 
responses to comments and amend the documents to ensure 
that the Regional Council may consider the certification of the 
PEIR and the approval of the draft RTP/SCS on April 4, 2012. 
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• It is requested that the adoption of the growth forecast 
numbers by the Regional Council and/or Joint Policy 
Committee be at the county level, consistent with past 
RTPs. Planning documents need to be flexible. As time 
passes, what is possible and feasible for any given project 
changes. These changes can be due to market conditions, new 
information or data, or infrastructure available that may shift 
when and where development is possible. Smaller geographic 
levels, such as at the subregional, city, census tract, TAZ, 
parcel, or grid cell would limit jurisdictional control over land use. 

• Please define what is meant by various terms in the 
RTP/SCS and draft PEIR. Because mitigation measures are 
intended to be implementable and measurable in order to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the measures, it is important for 
the measures to clearly indicate what actions are expected to be 
undertaken. These include, but are not limited to: 

o Urban Growth Boundary 
o Parking Cash Out 
o References to benchmarks 
o Smart growth principles 
o SCRIP 
o Active Transportation 
o Gentrification 
o Greenfield 
o Open space 

• The OCCOG Board approved the update to the OCP-201 0 
dataset used in the OC SCS. OCP-201 0 Modified was officially 
approved by the OCCOG Board on January 26, 2012 and is a 
data amendment to the OC SCS. The dataset includes the 2010 
Census population and housing data, along with the 2010 EDD 
Benchmark data, consistent with SCAG's updated growth 
forecast dataset. The dataset was provided to SCAG staff in 
December 2011 and this is the formal notice of the update 
which should be incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS, PEIR, 
and related documents. To be consistent with the MOU on 
subregional delegation between OCTA, OCCOG, and SCAG, all 
documents, tables, maps, narratives, modeling runs, PEIR 
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alternatives (including Alternate C/3/Envision 2), and datasets 
should be updated with the OCP-201 0 Modified numbers. 

• Finally, the City has participated in providing comments through 
the OCCOG Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Rather than 
incorporating those comments into this comment letter verbatim, 
the City requests that the comments provided by the OCCOG 
TAC be incorporated into the City's comments by reference. 

The City plans to continue its active participation in the 2012 RTP/SCS 
approval process through OCCOG TAC; however, the City requests 
that SCAG continue to provide the City with any additional information 
on the project as it becomes available. Should you have any 
questions, please call me at (949) 635-1800 x6704. 

Sincerely, 

~2 ::::::::.c:: 
Nate Farnsworth 
Senior Planner, AICP 

---. ... 

cc: Steven E. Hayman, City Manager 
Kathleen Haton, Development Services Director 
E. Max Maximous, City Engineer 
Jacob Lieb, SCAG 
Peter Herzog, OCCOG Board of Directors Chair 
Dave Simpson, Executive Director for OCCOG 
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Department 
Planning Division 

February 14, 2012 

Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Jacob Lieb 
Southern Ca1ifornia Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY (NOA) OF DRAFT 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
PLAN (RTP)/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (RTP/SCS) AND DRAFT 20ll 
FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AMENDMENT #11-24 (FTIP) 
AND DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (PEIR) FOR THE 2012-
2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
STRATEGY 

Dear Ms. Lin and Mr. Lieb: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the two Notices of Availability (NOA) for the above noted projects. As a 
member organization of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the City of Riverside has been 
and continues to participate in the development of the RTP and SCS including reviewing and providing input on the 
documents and the Draft PEIR. City staff is aware of the hard work that has resulted in these two documents and 
commends SCAG for preparing a forward thinking plan for our region, where I in 17 Americans live and 40 percent of 
all shipping containers west of the Mississippi River enter the country through the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. 

On February 8, 2012, SCAG staff graciously held a teleconference meeting with the Planning Directors Technical 
Advisory Committee of the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG). During the teleconference meeting, 
many of City staffs questions were answered. However, some unanswered questions remain and need to be addressed 
due to the importance of the RTP/SCS and the SCS's connection to Compass Blueprint funding and CEQA streamlining 
advantages, both stemming from SB 375 and SB 226 for cities whose general plans are consistent with the SCS. 

For these reasons City staff has the following questions concerning the documents: 

I. The SCS includes projected land use patterns for 2035 using High Quality Transportation Corridors. In the City 
of Riverside, this includes Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Metrolink Lines similar to the City's General Plan 
2025. However, the land use patterns in the SCS were applied at the Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ), 
which incorporate large areas of land that may contain drastically varying land uses or developable land. Using 
this map for consistency with the City's General Plan 2025 would be very problematic. For instance, 
maintaining land use consistency between the General Plan and the prescribed TAZ map along the Alessandro 
Boulevard BRT corridor would force the City to direct growth to areas such as the Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park (a natural open space conserved by the County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan) 
and along hillsides and arroyos, which have already been developed to their maximum density based upon their 
natural characteristics. The area near the La Sierra Metrolink Station is another part of the City where increasing 
density using the prescribed TAZ map would result in directing density into a protected area. The City's 
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Greenbelt, a protected agricultural area which lacks the infrastructure to support the proposed density. 
encompasses a large section of the City in this area and would be impacted by the proposed growth. Other 
specific comments related to the proposed TAZ map are as follows: 

a. Generally. the SCS map is in conformance with the City's General Plan 2025 and its intent. However, 
using TAZ's rather than parcels and following the logistics of the City's natural characteristics causes 
some problems in creating General Plan consistency. 

b. Page J 48 of the RTP/SCS describes how consistency within a TAZ can be averaged. However, the 
projected growth in some of the TAZ's located within the City of Riverside is not feasible due to 
various constraints, including a lack of infrastructure, habitat conservation efforts, and topography. The 
City's General Plan accounts for these constraints and is consistent with the overall intent of the SCS, 
however it directs density to where it is appropriate along these same corridors. This is consistent with 
Smart Growth principles, which advocate for protecting sensitive open space areas and placing density 
in urban areas where infrastructure already exists. 

c. The City aims to be consistent with the SCS but cannot achieve this at the T AZ level. Is Ill ere another 
option? Especially since the City's General Plan 2025 currently meets the overall intent of the SCS, but 
does so based upon the City's natural characteristics. 

2. Socio-economic Data for Riverside County was revised by SCAG based upon the 2010 Census. These revisions 
were presented to the Executive Committee of WRCOG and approved in December of 2011. Will the plans and 
Draft PEIR be updated to reflect this new information? 

3. Page 3.13-25 of the Draft PElR, Table 3.13-6 incorrectly reflect data on the City of Riverside Wastewater Plant. 
This data should be updated to reflect that the City's Plant has a current fl ow of 34 mgd with a capacity flow of 
40 mgd and will have a capacity flow of 52 mgd by 2035. 

The City is deeply concerned about being able to meet consistency with the SCS in order to take advantage of Compass 
Blueprint Programs and CEQA streamlining provisions in the future. The current draft. unfortunately, creates conflicts 
with the City's existing land uses. SCAG's equal commitment to this goal for all cities would be deeply appreciated. 

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Gus Gonzalez, Associate Planner, at (95 i) 826·5277 
or by email at ggonzalez@riversidQ£a. gov. 

Sincerely, 

s&¥ 
Interim City Planner 

c: Ronald Loveridge. Mayor 
Riverside City Council Members 
Scott Barber. City Manager 
Belinda Graham. Assistant City Manager 
Deanna Lorson, Assistant City Manager 
Kristi Smith. Supervising Deputy City Attorney 
Anthony Beaumon. Deputy City Attorney 
Dan Chudy, Interim Community Development Director 
Tom Boyd, Interim Public Works Director/City Engineer 
Steve Libring. Traffic Engineer 
Rick Bishop. Executive Director. WRCOG, 4080 Lemon Street. 3rd FJoor. MS I 032. Riverside. CA 92501-3679 



CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
MUNICIPAL WATER DEPARTMENT 

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS 

TONI CALLICOTT 
President 

Commissioners 
B. WARREN COCKE 
NORINE I. MILLER 

LOUIS A FERNANDEZ 
WAYNE HENDRIX 

February 8, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 

"Trusted, Quality Service since 1905" 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 900 1 7 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

STACEY R. ALDST ADT 
General Manager 

ROBIN L. OHAMA 
Deputy General Manager 

MATTHEW H. LITCHFIELD, P.E. 
Director of Water Utility 

JOHN A CLAUS 
Director of Water Reclamation 

DON SHACKELFORD 
Director of Finance 

RE: SCAG REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
STRATEGY/DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

The San Bernardino Municipal Water Department (Department) has reviewed the draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) prepared by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG). The Department's comments regarding the draft PEIR are 
as follows: 

• The Department has reviewed Chapter 3.13 ("Water Resources") and generally concurs 
in the impact analysis and proposed draft mitigation measures proposed for the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS. Please notify the Department of any revisions to the proposed mitigation 
measures within Chapter 3.13 in the event that such revisions are made during 
consideration and/or adoption of the RTP/SCS. 

• At Table 3.13-5, "San Bernardino Municipal Water" should be "San Bernardino Valley 
Municipal Water District". 

• At Page 3.13-17, please note that the Department is in initial planning stages for a 
Recycled Water Project at its San Bernardino Water Reclamation Facility. The 
Department expects to recycle up to 24 million gallons of treated wastewater per day 
within the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed using a combination of tertiary and 
advanced treatment technology. The Recycled Water Project may be constructed during 

300 North "D" Street, San Bernardino, California 92418 P.O. Box 710,92402 Phone: (909) 384-5141 
FACSIMILE NUMBERS: Administration: (909) 384-5215 Engineering: (909) 384-5532 Customer Service: (909) 384-7211 

Corporate Yards: (909) 384-5260 Water Reclamation Plant: (909) 384-5258 
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the planning horizon of the RTP/SCS, and as such should be reflected in the PEIR, if the 
current recycled water statistics within the SCAG service area do not include the project. 

If you have any questions or need further information regarding the Department's comments, 
please contact Mr. Greg Gage, Engineering Manager, at (909) 384-5386. 

Sincerely yours, 

:2?.~ 
Director, Water Utility 

MHL:GGG:swd 

cc: Stacey Aldstadt, General Manager 
John Claus, Director, Water Reclamation 
Greg Gage, Engineering Manager 
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City of San Clemente 
City Manager 
George Scarborough, City Manager 
Phone: (949) 361-8322 Fax: (949) 361-8283 
scarboroughg@san-clemente.org 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Subject: Comments on Draft 2012 SCAG RTP/SCS/PEIR 

Dear Mr. lkhrata, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft 2012 Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(DPEIR) for the 2012 SCAG RTP/SCS. The City of San Clemente requests a response to 
the following comments: 

The City concurs with OCCOG and OCTA comments 

The City of San Clemente concurs with the comments SCAG will receive from the Orange 
County Council of Governments (OCCOG) and Orange County Transportation Authority 
(OCTA). The City requests SCAG to respond all of their comments and to act upon any 
changes advocated by these agencies, of which the City is a member agency. 

The General Plan and Zoning maps for the City are not accurate. 

SCAG's website allows member agencies to review the maps that would be used for the 
Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR. We reviewed the latest map files and concluded they are not 
accurate. The City worked closely with SCAG staff on several occasions to ensure SCAG 
has accurate maps for the City of San Clemente. Please update the map files to reflect 
the comments we previously provided. 

City Manager 100 Avenida Presidio San Clemente, CA 92672 
http:/ /san-clemente.org 
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Growth forecast numbers should be at the county level consistent with previous RTPs. 

The 2012 RTP-SCS, like other planning documents, has been written based on 
assumptions, market conditions, forecasts, projects lists, budgets, datasets, public 
opinion, and other information that can change after the 2012 RTP-SCS is adopted. 
Therefore, it is important for the 2012 RTP-SCS to project growth at the county level so 
cities and counties have the flexibility to respond to these changes when future land use 
decisions are made. If smaller geographic levels are used (e.g. subregions, cities, census 
tracts, Transportation Analysis Zones, parcels, or grid cells), it is less likely the 2012 
RTP/SCS will forecast actual growth patterns. Therefore, please keep all growth forecast 
numbers at the county level. This has been the precedent for previous RTPs. 

OCP-2010 modified numbers should be used 

On January 26, 2012, the OCCOG Board of Directors approved an updated version of the 
OCP-2010 dataset for use in the OC SCS. The dataset includes the 2010 Census 
population and housing data, along with the 2010 EDD Benchmark data, consistent with 
SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. The updated OCP-2010 dataset was provided 
to SCAG staff in December 2011. The City requests for all 2012 Draft RTP/SCS/PEIR 
documents, tables, maps, narratives, modeling runs, PEIR alternatives (including 
Alternate C/3/Envision 2), and datasets to be updated with the latest OCP-2010 
numbers per the OCTA/OCCOG/SCAG Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that 
established Orange County's subregional delegation. 

The OC SCS should be fully integrated into the regional RTP/SCS 

The RTP and appendices include numerous references to the OC SCS and SCAG's total 
use of the document. Yet numerous other references suggest SCAG may have modified 
elements of the OC SCS data. SCAG should include a statement, maps, tables, charts, 
and other information that is necessary to confirm all of the OC SCS land use, 
socioeconomic and transportation data was incorporated into the regional RTP/SCS 
without changes. SCAG staff told the OCCOG Board (at several meetings) the OC SCS 
data has not been and will not be altered. The OC SCS is to be integrated into the 
regional SCS without changes per the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
OCCOG and SCAG. 

Mileage-based user fee 

The draft RTP suggests $127.2 billion of the approximately $219.5 billion regional 
shortfall can be addressed through actions at either the state or federal level with a 
$0.15 gas tax increase between 2017 and 2024. After that, the draft RTP assumes the 
state or federal government would either replace the gas tax with an indexed mileage
based user fee of $0.05 per mile, beginning in 2025, or further increase fuel taxes to 
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generate revenues equivalent to the mileage-based user fee. The City of San Clemente 
cannot support an increase in fees, including the introduction of a mileage-based user 
fee, until further economic analysis is completed and presented to the City for 
discussion. In addition, when considering support for any kind of a new user-based fee 
program, an emphasis must be placed on the need for a return-to-source criteria, as 
well as a process for recognizing and rewarding areas which commit additional local 
revenues. 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

• The Draft PEIR states that SCAG "has made a preliminary determination that the 
proposed mitigation measures are feasible and effective. Therefore, it is reasonable 
to expect that local governments will actually implement them." It is unclear how 
this determination was made. Was this studied? If so, please provide the analysis 
that was used to prove cities and counties have the ability, staffing, and financial 
resources to implement all of the mitigation measures. 

• At the January 26, 2012 SCAG workshop, and at other meetings, SCAG explained that 
"This PEIR offers a "toolbox" of mitigation measures for future project-level 
environmental analyses." ... It also includes suggested mitigation measures for local 
agencies to consider for implementation, if appropriate and feasible." The PEIR 
contains text that contradicts this. The document states local agencies "can and 
should" implement the mitigation measures SCAG proposes. The use of the words 
"can and should" implies local agencies have the feasibility and obligation to 
implement the mitigation measures. SB 375 is not to supersede local agencies' 
authority to regulate land uses. California Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) 
states " ... Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy shall be interpreted as 
superseding the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within the 
region ... " To address these inconsistencies, the "can and should" language should 
be changed in mitigation measures to read "can and should consider where 
applicable and feasible" when local and regional agencies, other than SCAG, are 
identified. This will clarify SCAG's intent to make the mitigation measures a menu of 
options for local agencies to use when land use decisions are made on projects. 

• Several of the mitigation measures that identify SCAG as the acting agency propose 
measures that appear to exceed the authority of SCAG. 

• SCAG must be mindful and use great discretion when making commitments and/or 
suggesting policies and strategies that may impact and encroach upon local and 
county agencies' responsibilities. Any such changes should be evaluated and 
supported by local agencies. Commitments should not be made on behalf of local 
agencies without the consent of City Councils and County Supervisors. 
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• Several mitigation measures indicate that local jurisdictions or other entities should 
implement new fees or propose taxes to pay for a variety of programs or for 
acquisition of land for preservation. Increases to fees or taxes are issues that could 
require voter approval and, thus not be approved. They also represent prescriptive 
means to accomplish the mitigation. It is requested that such measures be 
reworded to indicate that a new or increased fee, new tax, or other increase is only 
an option as a way to implement the mitigation. Also, please clarify whether it was 
assumed that these additional fees were considered feasible and if the new fees that 
are suggested were considered in the financial plan or economic analysis of the RTP. 

Indicate local jurisdictions are not required to demonstrate compliance with the PEIR. 

Please amend the text on page 1-5 of the draft PEIR to indicate that local jurisdictions 
are not required to demonstrate compliance with the PEIR. The document currently 
reads: "Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with documentation of compliance with 
mitigation measures through SCAG's monitoring efforts, including SCAG's 
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process." 

The City of San Clemente appreciates SCAG's work on the RTP and PEIR. Again, thank 
you for the opportunity to comment on the planning documents. We look forward to 
the adoption of a complete and accurate 2012 RTP and PEIR in April. If you have further 
questions, please contact Jim Pechous at (949) 361-6195. 

Sincerely, 

George Scarborough 
City Manager 

cc: City Council 
CDD (Jim Holloway, Jim Pechous, Jeff Hook, Christopher Wright) 
Margaret Lin, SCAG 
Dave Simpson, OCCOG 
Marika Modugno, OCCOG TAC Chair 
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Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 

CITY OF SANTA ANA 
PLANNING & BUILDING AGENCY 

20 Civic Center Plaza (M- 20) 
P.O. Box 1988 • Santa Ana, Cali forn ia 92702 

(714) 667- 2700 • Fax (714) 973- 1461 
www.santa·ana.org 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventeenth Street, 12111 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-2435 

RE: Comment on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Program 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL 
Maria D. Huizar 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of 
Govenunents (SCAG) draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and related Program 
Enviromnental Impact Report (EIR). We would like to also acknowledge the significant effort 
made by SCAG, in cooperation with the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG), 
in crafting the "first" SB 375 Sustainability Communities Strategy (SCS) for incorporation 
into the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. 

In review of the draft 2012 SCAG Regional Transpmtation Plan and Program EIR, the 
following are three key areas we would like bring to your attention: 

1. The growth forecast numbers included the draft 2012 Regional Transpmtation Plan should 
allow for reasonable market flexibility. Thus, it is recommended that the growth 
projections be incorporated and adopted at a County level. Adoption of population, 
employment and housing growth projection at any smaller geography could introduce 
unnecessaty and unintended challenges for cities and the development community to make 
reasonable adjustments to land use approvals; and potential inconsistency with the adopted 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

2. The Orange County Projections (OCP) are developed evety tlu·ee to four years in 
cooperation with each individual jurisdictions in Orange County, to reflect the anticipated 
growth for our communities. We respectfully request that the Regional Transportation 
Plan be refined to include the latest "OCP 201 0-Modified" version that incorporates the 
2010 Census and more recent State employment data. 
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3. Several mitigation measures within the RTP Program Environmental Impact Repmt 
inappropriately uses the terms "will and shall" in describing the measures. For example, 
Mitigation Measure 76 (M-TR76) states, "Street standards will include provisions for 
bicycle parking within the public right ofway." Given local policies and ordinances to 
support them are not in place at this time, stating "will include" in these mitigation 
measures in the Program EIR are not appropriate. It is suggested that this language in the 
measures be replaced with "can and should". 

The City of Santa Ana appreciates the significant resources and collaborative effort required to 
develop the 2012 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan; particularly with the SB 375 
requirement to incorporate a Sustainability Communities Strategy to integrate land use and 
transportation planning to promote sustainable communities. We appreciate the opportunity 
to comment on this landmark regional planning document. Should you needs any clarification 
regarding our comments, please feel free to contact Associate Platmer Melanie McCann at 
714.667.2746 mmccann@santa-ana.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jay M. Trev no 
Executive irector 
Planning and Building Agency 

MGM/ GHG/2012RTP!Letterfebl4.2012 

cc: Raul Godinez, PW A Executive Director 
David Simpson, Orange County Council of Governments Director 
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Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 

City of 

SANTA CLARITA 
23920 Valencia Boulevard • Suite 300 • Santa Clarita, California 91355-2196 

Phone: (661) 259-2489 • FAX: (661) 259-8125 

www.santa-clarita.com 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

. 
Subject: Comments Regarding the 2012 Draft Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 

Transportation Plan Program Environmental Impact Report 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Regional Transportation Plan (R TP) 
and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Regional Transportation Plan. 
The City of Santa Clarita (City) has identified questions and comments in three chapters of the 
RTP and on several mitigation measures included in the PEIR. For ease of reference, comments 
and questions appear in italics. 

The purpose of the RTP is to provide a blueprintfor future transportation projects and strategies 
throughout the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region through 203 5. 
Included within the RTP is a financial plan that identifies funding available to support the 
region's transportation investments, including transit, highways, local road improvements, 
systems preservation, and demand management goals. Central to the financial plan is the 
identification of funding resources the RTP identifies as "reasonably available" for future 
projects. The City has prepared the following comment regarding the financial plan included 
within the RTP (Chapter 3): 

Based on its identification as a "reasonably available "funding resource, the City requests 
additional information on increased gas taxes or mileage-based user fees as mandatory 
action items. Over 50 percent of commuters that live in the City work outside of the Santa 
Clarita Valley. As a result, an increase in gas tax or a mileage-based user fee could result in 
significant financial impacts on the local labor pool (Page 95, Table 3.3). 

As required by Assembly Bi1132 and Senate Bill 375, this cycle's RTP includes a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS). The SCS functions as a mechanism to ensure the SCAG region 
can achieve mandated greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions of 8 percent per capita by 2020 and 13 
percent per capita by 2035. The draft SCS included in the RTP concludes these targets can be 
met through a specific land use scenario, called Scenario 2. The scenario was compiled using a 
variety of data inputs, including a series of workshops hosted by SCAG in a number of 
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communities throughout the region and by working directly with staff at local jurisdictions. The 
SCS then models GHG based on a variety of factors. Central to Scenario 2 is a shift from larger 
lot residential development to smaller lot residential development, including more emphasis on 
multifamily housing. In addition, the scenario assumes a much higher level of infill and mixed
use development than historical development patterns. The City has prepared the following 
questions and comments regarding the SCS (Chapter 4) of the RTP: 

For clarity, the scenarios in the RTP should be titled in a consistent manner with the 
alternatives included in the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) background 
documentation. The City assumes "Scenario 2 "from the RTP is the same as "Alternative B" 
in the SCS Background documentation. 

Throughout the chapter, the RTP refers to Appendix 19. SCAG staff has indicated Appendix 
19 is now referred to as the "SCS Background Documentation, " however, this is not 
reflected in the current draft (Page 112). 

Whereas, Santa Clarita agrees with the assumptions contained in land use Scenario 2 for the 
region, it should be noted it is unlikely a similar pattern will occur in the Santa Clarita 
Valley. Although the City's new General Plan, adopted in June 2011, stresses mixed-use and 
transit-oriented development, significant green-field development is still contemplated within 
the time horizon ofthe RTP (Page 115, Figure 4.3). 

It is unclear how the two areas identified in Ventura County can be considered "urban 
areas" on par with those identified in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino 
counties. By comparison to those areas identified in Ventura County, the State Route 14 (SR-
14) corridor between the cities ofSanta Clarita, Palmdale, and Lancaster services a local 
population of over 700,000 residents and represents a substantial proportion of the new 
growth in Los Angeles County (Page 125, Exhibit 4. 5). 

One of the three High Quality Transit Areas referenced in the exhibit is the Downtown 
Newhall area. This area is defined by the Downtown Newhall Specific Plan and is the 
primary focus of the City's former Redevelopment area. However, given the uncertainty 
surrounding former redevelopment areas, it is unlikely this location will be able to provide 
the same type of transit-oriented development and infill contemplated by the Downtown 
Newhall Specific Plan (Page 134, Exhibit 4.9). 

The RTP includes future projects in at least two sections: the Constrained List, which is 
comprised of projects that have identified funding, and the Strategic Plan, which is comprised of 
projects requiring more study and which lack identified funding. The City has prepared the 
following comment regarding projects included in the Strategic Plan and not included in the 
Constrained List (Chapter 7): 

SCAG should consider including the Orangeline High-Speed Transit Project (Union 
Station to Santa Clarita) in the Constrained List rather than the Strategic Plan, due to the 
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fact the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority has recently 
accelerated the evaluation of rail improvements along the Antelope Valley Line (Page 196, 
Table 7.1.). 

As part of our review, the list of Constrained Projects was compared to the schedule of projects 
included on page nine of the "MeasureR Highway Program" report released in January 2012 by 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). The City has identified 
two discrepancies between the two documents and is seeking clarification. The discrepancies are 
as follows: 

Metro's list of highway projects indicates completion of Interstate 5 (I-5) truck lanes (Phase 
1)from SR-14 to Pica Canyon Road by 2014, while the Financially-Constrained RTP Project 
List indicates completion ofthis same project by 2016 (RTP Technical Appendices, page 
154). 

Metro's list of highway projects indicates completion of I-5 truck lanes and HOV lanes 
(Phases 2 and 3) from SR-14 to Parker Road by 2025, while the Financially-Constrained 
RTP Project List indicates completion of this same project by 2017 (RTP Technical 
Appendices, page 155). 

The PEIR evaluates potential environmental impacts associated' with the adoption ofthe RTP. 
The PEIR is a first tier document for later CEQA review of individual projects included in the 
program. Included in the PEIR is a list of over 500 mitigation measures to help reduce identified 
impacts. 

In general, the document is unclear regarding whether mitigation measures that impact local 
governments are mandatory or voluntary. It is also unclear which. agency will be monitoring 
mitigation measures that impact local governments and what the process for local governments 
to demonstrate compliance will be. As a result, the City seeks clarification on whether potential 
lack of compliance with mitigation measures impact local government's ability to receive future 
transportation funding. 

The City has prepared the following questions and comments regarding mitigation measures 
contained in the PEIR: 

Mitigation Measure GHG9 identifies the need for member cities and counties to adopt 
Climate Action Plans (CAP) and outlines no fewer than 14 information items that should be 
included in the CAPs. The City is in the process of creating its own CAP with an anticipated 
completion date of summer 2012 and seeks clarification on the following points: 

It is unclear if and/or how the City should link its current Climate Action Plan (CAP) process 
with this item and if the City is able to take credit for any GHG reductions included locally 
within the SCS. 
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Mitigation Measure LU84 states that local jurisdictions should provide incentive funding and 
other incentives to support desired projects. The City is requesting clarification on the 
following point: 

The City seeks clarification on the definition of "desired land uses and projects." 

Mitigation Measure LU85 calls for local governments to reduce street widths to Pre-World 
War II dimensions. 

The City feels reducing street widths to Pre-World War II widths is impractical and not 
financially feasible. 

Mitigation Measure PS78 calls for local governments to encourage green-building practices 
in development projects and encourages the use of Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) standards as models. However, with California's adoption of the CalGreen 
Building Code in 2010, the LEED model has become largely obsolete. The Chy has prepared 
the following comment: 

The City's preference would be for SCAG to incentivize cities to adopt Tier 1 or Tier 2 
guidelines included inCa/Green rather than reference a variety of independent programs. 

Understanding the RTP is a regional document encompassing six counties and nearly 200 
cities, it is important to note not all of the identified mitigation measures can be applied to 
each of the member jurisdictions equally given their wide range of socioeconomic, urban, 
geographic, and demographic conditions. The City has prepared the following comment 
regarding three mitigation measures: 

The City feels the following mitigation measures are more appropriate for dense, urban 
centers than for suburban and rural areas of the SCAG region: TR59, TR63, and TR83: 

We look forward to working with you and your staff now and in the future on this and other 
projects. Should you have questions, please contact me at (661) 284-1429 or at mewman@santa
clarita.com. I am available at your convenience. 

e an, 
Director of Public Works 

RN:DP:lep 
S:\CD\Dave Peterson\Green Team\375\RTP SCS Document 2012\RTP and PEIR Comments 2 14 12 REDRAFT !.doc 

cc: Jeff Hogan, Interim Planning Manager 
Andrew Yi, City Traffic Engineer 
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February 1, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 

(II\' Of SOIJTD PASADENA 
OFFICE OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

1414 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030 

TEL: 626.403.7230 FAX: 626.403.7211 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435 

Re: Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and Program Environmental Impact Review (PEIR) 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

On behalf of the City of South Pasadena, we ask you to please accept these comments on 
SCAG's 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and associated Transportation Conformity Report and Draft Program Environ
mental Impact Review (PEIR). 

I. SCAG's welcome deletion of a surface SR-710 north extension should be accompanied 
by a land-use action to require State disposition of the hundreds of properties now 
surplus to the surface route. 

The City expresses appreciation to the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) for ending the SR-710 as a surface project in its 2008 RTP and maintaining that 
standing in the proposed plan and draft PEIR. SCAG should now recognize the California 
Legislature's intervening repeal of Section 100.4 of the Streets and Highways Code, which 
deprived the SR-710 corridor cities of their right to disapprove of a street-closing surface 
freeway, and the attendant legislative findings that the surface route will likely never be built. 
Under these premises, the RTP's land-use actions and strategies should include a requirement
to attain SB 375 criteria by creating affordable and other housing in transit corridors-that the 
hundreds of State-owned properties acquired for the surface route be released to private 
ownership. This overlooked measure affords a rapid means of creating such housing, in a 
relatively high-density environment, within the Gold Line transit corridor. 

II. SCAG should follow the State's designation of an unbuilt SR-710 project as an 
extension and not a gap closure. 

In the 1974-1998 EIS/EIR documents on the surface route, the project was 
characterized as the extension of the 710 north of Valley Boulevard. LA METRO adopted that 
terminology when the project changed from surface to tumlel and was made a subject of 
MeasureR. Both the Legislature and the Bureau of State ~udits continue in 20ll·tor~fer to 
the unbuilt SR-710 project as an "extension." SCAG however continues, as it didin2008, to 
refer to the project as a "gap closure," presumably on the premise that part of the 710 freeway 

OLD WATERING TROUGH 
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was completed south of the I-210 interchange. The 1976 judicial order that allowed the 
freeway component between I-210 and Del Mar Boulevard to be opened to traffic, however, 
treated this constructed freeway component as part of the I-210 project, as its opening was 
funded by an I-210 contract, and traffic was allowed not on the (then) route 7 freeway, but 
instead in the "Route 7 Corridor." In the words of the court, "only the southern portion of the 
Long Beach Freeway has been completed and it now terminates at Valley Boulevard .... " 
North of Valley to the I-210 interchange is described as the "uncompleted northerly portion." 
(City of South Pasadena v. Volpe (C.D. Cal. 1976) 418 F.Supp. 854, 858.) 

Moreover, opening of that freeway portion was conditioned on the premise that opening 
the freeway segment "will have no effect on the decision as to the ultimate freeway location 
and will not foreclose reasonable alternatives to the proposed ultimate Route 7 Freeway." (418 
F.Supp. at 864.) 

To label the uncompleted 710 as a route "gap closure" ignores the reality that the 
freeway construction north of Del Mar was never accomplished in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) and the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), and use of that portion was only allowed by the court as part of the 210 interchange 
and not to be used to justify completing a 710 freeway. The term "gap closure," designed to 
create a sense of inevitability or priority for this project over competing ones, must be removed. 

HI. The Plan and DEIR do not meet the legal requirements of the Clean Air Act, the 
National Environmental Protection Act or Title 23 of U.S. Code. 

SCAG is the federally designated metropolitan planning organization under U.S. Code 
Title 23 §134(d)(l) charged with creating the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). This 
plan (the RTP), and an affirmation of its conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
for air quality, is required for the utilization of federal aid funding in the Los Angeles region. 
Regulations require that the plan be financially constrained, cover at least a 20-year horizon, 
and include all projects of "regional significance." The plan must be updated every 4 years and 
be responsibly modeled to determine that the proposed network meets air-quality conformity 
requirements. Based on our review, we do not believe this basic standard has been met. 

Test 1: Financial Constraint1 

Federal regulations require that the RTP be financially constrained and include specific 
financial strategies to ensure implementation of all phases of all projects included in the plan to 
achieve air-quality conformity.i 

Projects for which the state or region cannot demonstrate adequate anticipated funding 
may not be included in the air-quality conformity model. To do so would result in incorrect 
and potentially unattainable air-quality forecasts, which could not rightfully be concluded to 
meet conformity requirements. 

The extension of SR-710, incorrectly referenced as the "SR-710 Gap Closure" project, 
is included in the Draft RTP/SCS. The project is described as an 8-lane toll facility in a tunnel 

1 23 CFR Part 450. 
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and reported to cost $5.64B projected for completion in 2030? At present only $780M has 
been secured. Tolling authority has been raised as a potential revenue source. However, a 
robust financial strategy to fully close the $4.86B financial gap, as is required by federal 
standards, has yet to be produced. 

The financial ability to implement the gap-closure project, as described and modeled in 
the Plan, is speculative at this point. Based on SCAG's own guidelines/ such projects are not 
eligible for inclusion in the constrained plan but may be maintained in a strategic plan. 

The inclusion of speculative projects in the RTP does not meet the federal requirement 
for a fiscally constrained plan and results in the modeling of a questionable network, thus 
failing to meet federal or SCS requirements. 

Test 2: Regional Emissions Analysis 
The emissions generated by the proposed network must be demonstrated to meet the 

emissions budgets prescribed by the State Implementation Plan (SIP).4 Additionally, SB 375 
requires SCAG to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy that achieves (and maintains) 
greenhouse gas emission reductions of 8% per capita by 2020 and 13% per capita by 2035. A 
primary goal of SB 375 is to significantly reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a tool for 
greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

Questionable assumptions are made regarding the air-quality benefits and VMT 
reductions that may be achieved by a network, including the SR-710 highway expansion. The 
assumed results include congestion relief, reduced VMT, and lower greenhouse gas emissions. 
These assumptions are not borne out by recent research5 and comparable peer regions. 
Research in California has concluded that a 10% increase in highway capacity leads to a 9% 
increase in VMT. 6 A recent and extensive study utilizing Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) data also concluded that new or expanded interstate facilities correlate with VMT 
increases nearly on a one for one percentage basis and that the increase is above and beyond 
VMT that shifts from alternative routes or other modes. 7 The new facility will attract 
additional drivers, additional trips, and convert some transit trips to drive trips, eliminating 
most assumed air-quality benefits. 

2 SCAG Draft 2112-2035 Regional Transportation Plan, 163. 
3 SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft PEIR, 2-4. 
4 42 usc § 7506. 
5 Relevant studies include: 

Fulton, Lewis et al. "A Statistical Analysis of Induced Travel Effects in the U.S. Mid-Atlantic Region." 
Journal a/Transportation Statistics, Volume 3, No. 1, April2000. 
Lee, Douglass B., Jr., et al. "Induced Traffic and Induced Demand." Transportation Research Record, 
1659, 1999,68-78. 
Johnston, Robert A. et al. "Applying an Integrated Model to the Evaluation of Travel Demand 
Management Policies in the Sacramento Region." Mineta Transportation Institute, San Jose State 
University, September 2001. 
Cervero, Robert. "Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced Travel: A Path Analysis." Journal of the 
American Planning Association, Volume 69, No.2, June 2003, 145-163. 

6 Hansen, Mark. "Do New Highways Generate Traffic?" Access, No.7, Fall1995, 16-22. 
7 Duranton, Gilles, and Turner, Matthew A. "The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US 
Cities." American Economic Review, Volume 101, No.6, October 2011,2616-52. 
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A comparable case in the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 
(MWCOG) region had just such a result with the 1991 widening of I-270. This project was 
included in the regional network and analyzed in the regional air-quality model, which assumed 
the added capacity would reduce congestion, improve mobility and provide air-quality benefits. 
It further assumed that the majority of trips on the new facility would be diverted from the 
smaller streets on the network and therefore assumed no change in VMT projections and no 
reduction in transit mode share. Within just 8 years of project completion, however, congestion 
levels had returned to previous levels-in some segments 1 0 years earlier than the model 
predicted. Dramatic residential development followed the facility expansion, despite regional 
modeling assumptions that local land-use plans could control such growth. The corridor 
paralleled the heavy rail transit "red line," and despite increases in population along the transit 
corridor, transit ridership dropped by more than 6% during the first three years after the 
additional lanes opened. The added cars and early congestion meant air-quality impacts were 
worse than the model had predicted. In 2001, 1 0 years after the widening opened, for the first 
time ever, the regional transportation plan for the Washington Region failed to meet federal 
Clean Air requirements and all planning had to be put on hold. 8 

Given this research and evidence, the plan has not demonstrated that the regional 
emissions analysis is reasonable and based on justified and demonstrated assumptions and 
cannot be concluded to meet air quality conformance standards. 

IV. By erroneously specifying only one SR-710 extension alternative-a straight line 
tunnel-the Plan and DEIR threaten program-level conformity and unlawfully prejudice 
future project-level environmental analyses. 

The draft PEIR should assess impacts of the proposed system as a whole. Although it 
does not isolate the impacts of individual projects nor differentiate their unique impacts or 
benefits to the system as a whole, regulations require consistency between the project described 
and analyzed at the program level and analysis at the project levelY 

A project design concept and scope must not have changed significantly from that 
included in the metropolitan transportation plan for which the determination of conformity was 
made, and projects must be described in sufficient detail to determine emissions.9 

Once included in an approved plan, the lead agencies may include, by reference, the 
program level PEIR purpose and need in their project-level environmental clearance documents 
and may further use the PEIR as the basis for their regional and cumulative impacts analysis. 

NEP A and CEQA regulations prescribe a rigorous and transparent process that explores 
and objectively evaluates a number of project alternatives capable of meeting the project 
purpose and need. This process for the SR-710 extension project remains in its early stages, 
and an agency-preferred alternative has not yet been determined or stated, as several viable 
alternatives are still under consideration. The proposed Plan includes the toll-tunnel alternative 

8 "Clean Air Issues Put Transportation Planning Process on Hold." The Region, National Capital Region 
Transportation Planning Board, Volume 41,2002, 10-15. 
9 42 usc §7506. 
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in the constrained plan while the transit and "tunnel alternative" options remain in the strategic 
plan. 

According NEP A, "interim action prejudices the ultimate decision on the program when 
it tends to determine subsequent development or limit altematives."10 

Given the requirement for program-level conformity consistent with project-level 
analysis, inclusion of the SR-710 extension as portrayed as a straight-line tunnel route is not 
appropriate. LA METRO has yet to propose a specific tunnel alignment, or for that matter any 
preferred project in the corridor. Even if LA METRO does advance a tunnel, the straight-line 
route is likely not to emerge as the most favorable of the tunnel alternatives, and indeed, LA 
METRO's environmental review may end up rejecting the tunnel option entirely. A tunnel 
option that avoids the steep grade rising into Pasadena and that avoids the Raymond Fault 
could emerge as more favorable both environmentally and economically, and earn less 
community opposition, than the direct route. That routing should produce different traffic 
patterns and modeling outcomes than a project on the assumed direct route. 

Therefore, SCAG's inclusion of a single alternative to the SR-71 0 project in its RTP and 
draft PEIR would prejudice the environmental review process. This circumstance additionally 
establishes why a specific SR -710 project cannot be included in the constrained plan at this 
time. 

V. Even though the proposed RTP and its shift of truck traffic to the East-West Corridor 
vitiates the asserted need for an SR-710 tunnel, the plan and draft PEIR should 
emphasize elimination of non-local truck traffic in preference to a direct rail loading at 
the ports. 

In promoting the SR-710 tunnel within the last decade, officials have emphasized the 
need for truck-borne freight to move out of the LA Basin, claiming that such freight haulers (as 
opposed to commuters or drivers of light trucks) would find the projected tolls acceptable. In 
light of the draft RTP's emphasis of moving heavy truck traffic originating in the San Pedro 
Bay ports not along the 710 corridor north ofl-10, but instead by an East-West Corridor to the 
Inland Empire, the plan and draft EIR cannot consistently maintain that an SR-710 freeway 
extension deserves priority or even inclusion. 

As beneficial as it may be, in comparison to existing conditions, to shift truck-borne 
freight traffic off the northern portions of I-710, the RTP and draft PEIR must consider and 
adopt an even more vigorous approach that is necessary to meet SB 375's mandate of 
greenhouse gas reduction. Specifically, the plan and PEIR must assess and include the benefits 
of loading containers onto rail cars directly off the ships at dockside, thereby eliminating even 
further the case for new highway construction to relieve truck-induced traffic congestion. As 
pointed out in a recent The Economist essay, to maintain their standing in the face of a widened 
and deepened Panama Canal, "California's ports must compete on speed .... " They cannot do 
so as long as the RTP and draft PEIR continue to "clog up stretches of the I-710 freeway .... " 
("California Ports: The Fickle Asian Container." The Economist (Jan. 28, Feb. 3, 2012, 30.) 

10 40 CFR §1506. 
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The City of South Pasadena requests that the SCAG RTP and PEIR remove the SR -710 
north extension. With its inclusion, the Plan has not demonstrated that it can meet two of the 
four required tests of conformity-sufficient financial resources for the project have not been 
demonstrated, and assumptions regarding regional emissions are flawed. The reported impacts 
of the planned network are based on suspect assumptions. Inclusion of the project at this time 
will bias future project-level NEPA and CEQA review if and when an SR-71 0 tunnel alignment 
becomes LA METRO's preferred alternative. Finally, while the circulating draft RTP and 
PEIR vitiate the need for any SR-710 extension that will produce tolls and relieve congestion, 
SCAG must discard its emphasis on accommodating any truck traffic from the ports and redraw 
its plan and assessments to anticipate the direct ship-to-rail transport that enables air-quality 
conformity and successful port competition. 

Sincerely, 

~/~ (j.C!!_---
Michael A. Cacciotti Philip C. Putnam 
Mayor Mayor Pro Tern 

£Lfs~ -~/~f) ~Uc/j}~~~-t/4~w£J Marina Khubesrian, M.D. Richard D. Schneider, M.D. 
Councilmember Councilmember Councilmember 

i 23 CFR § 450.322 (b) (11) [the Metropolitan Transportation Plan shall] "Include a fmancial plan that 
demonstrates the consistency of proposed transportation investments with already available and projected sources 
of revenue. The fmancial plan shall compare the estimated revenue from existing and proposed funding sources 
that can reasonably be expected to be available for transportation uses, and the estimated costs of constructing, 
maintaining and operating the total (existing plus planned) transportation system over the period of the plan. The 
estimated revenue by existing revenue source (local, State, and Federal and private) available for transportation 
projects shall be determined and any shortfalls identified. Proposed new revenues and/or revenue sources to cover 
shortfalls shall be identified, including strategies for ensuring their availability for proposed investments. Existing 
and proposed revenues shall cover all forecasted capital, operating, and maintenance costs. All cost and revenue 
projections shall be based on the data reflecting the existing situation and historical trends. For nonattainment and 
maintenance areas. the financial plan shall address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the 
implementation o(projects and programs to reach air quality compliance." (emphasis added) 

ii 42 USC §7506 Limitations on certain Federal assistance-- Clean Air Act Section 176(c) 
Sec. 7506(c) (2) (C) a transportation project may be adopted or approved by a metropolitan planning 
organization ... only if it meets ... the following requirements--

(i) such a project comes from a conforming plan and program; 
(ii) the design concept and scope of such project have not changed significantly since the conformity 
fmding regarding the plan and program from which the project derived; and 
(iii) the design concept and scope of such project at the time of the conformity determination for the 
program was adequate to determine emissions. 



February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Associataion of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7-34 3 5 

RE: Draft RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

SCAG 
FEB 21 2012 

MAIL RECEIVED 

The City of Stanton appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 2012-2035 Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) and associated appendices. As a member city of the 
Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG), the City would like to extend its support of 
the OCCOG response letter regarding the subject documents in its entirety. In addition, the City 
would like to provide the following comments regarding the RTP/SCS and PEIR: 

It is requested that SCAG continue to utilize growth projection data at the County level as it has 
done in previous RTP processes. The growth projections for the 2012 RTP identify population, 
housing and employment data for the six-county SCAG region, from 2008 (existing) to 2020 and 
2035. These growth projections represent the best available information from local jurisdictions, 
the business community and landowners. However, as time passes, what is feasible for any given 
project can change. The triggers for change to adopted growth projections can range from factors 
such as market conditions, new information or data, infrastructure availability, changes in 
funding availability (such as the dissolution of redevelopment agencies statewide), and changes 
to jurisdictional boundaries resulting from future annexations and incorporations of previously
designated unincorporated territory. SCAG should continue to adopt the growth projections for 
the 2012 RTP at a countywide level, consistent with past approvals of Regional Transportation 
Plan growth forecasts. County level geography accommodates internal adjustments to changing 
conditions as described above, without compromising the integrity of the overall growth 
projections. However, approving the growth projections at any lower level of geography, such as 
at the city level, would be challenged with continual revisions and shifts to the total number of 
housing, population and employment within a city, among cities, and between cities and counties 
as a result of the factors described above. Adoption of the data at a level lower than the county 



would limit jurisdictional control and create inflexibility in a regional planning document. In 
addition, the level of geography in which the RTP/SCS growth forecast is adopted should not be 
determined by other processes. For example, the RHNA allocations must be consistent with the 
RTP/SCS; state law does not require that they be identical. The RTP/SCS can be adopted at the 
county level and the RHNA process may proceed independently until it is completed after the 
appeals, trades, and transfers are completed. The RHNA allocations that were derived from the 
growth forecast can still be determined to be consistent with the RTP/SCS, even if changes are 
made to the city totals during the appeals, trades, and transfers process. 

In regards to the Projection data utilized in the RTP/SCS and the PEIR, on January 26, 2012, the 
update to the Orange County Projection (OCP-2010) dataset known as "OCP-2010 Modified" 
was officially approved by the OCCOG Board of Directors and is a data amendment to the OC 
SCS. The dataset includes the 2010 Census population and housing data, along with the 2010 
EDD Benchmark data, consistent with SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. The dataset was 
provided to SCAG staff in December 2011 and this letter also serves as the formal notice of the 
update that should be incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS, PEIR, and related documents. 

As part of the SCAG SCS, it was indicated that the OC SCS was incorporated in its entirety 
without modification. However, there are strategies in the Orange County SCS that are not 
included in the regional SCS. Similarly, there are some strategies in the regional SCS that are 
not consistent with the strategies in the OC SCS. This creates confusion and clarification is 
needed. Under SB 375 and only within the SCAG region, subregional councils of government 
were allowed to prepare subregional SCS's that SCAG is then required to incorporate into the 
regional SCS. In Orange County, the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) and 
the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) developed a countywide or subregional 
SCS (OC SCS) that was to be incorporated in whole into the SCAG SCS. SCAG has 
incorporated the OC SCS in its entirety into the regional SCS as an appendix to the regional 
SCS, but it is unclear what the standing is of the OC SCS. The OC SCS contains a set of 
strategies that were agreed upon by local governments, agencies and other stakeholders within 
Orange County and was accepted by SCAG and should represent the SCS that is applicable to 
the Orange County region. Please clarify the roll of the OC SCS in the regional SCS, and when 
there are inconsistencies in the regional SCS and the OC SCS, whether the OC SCS would be the 
prevailing document for the Orange County subregion. 

In the Mitigation Monitoring Program, it is stated that "Lead Agencies shall provide SCAG with 
documentation of compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG's monitoring efforts, 
including SCAG's Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process." However, it is unclear how 
SCAG intends to implement the Mitigation Monitoring Program with regard to the proposed 
mitigation measures, as may be implemented by local agencies. In addition, it is infeasible for 
SCAG to require local jurisdictions to report when such mitigation measures are considered for 
any project. Noting that the SCAG region includes 6 counties, 14 subregional entities and 191 
cities, this reporting requirement would surely fall short of expectations. Given this identified 
infeasibility, please clarify what obligations local agencies may have regarding SCAG's 
mitigation monitoring efforts. 



On pages 1-5 and 1-7 in the introduction of the PEIR, the language should reflect that Lead 
Agencies will determine the feasibility and applicability of measures and that the measures are 
intended to offer a menu of options available should a lead agency opt to utilize them. The PEIR 
makes the assertion on page 1-7 of the Project Description under the Transportation Project 
Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation sections that the draft 
PEIR has made a preliminary determination that all of the mitigation measures in it are 
considered feasible. SCAG has not identified any analysis that supports the feasibility of the 
mitigation measures that are to be undertaken by entities other than SCAG and SCAG staff has 
stated on numerous occasions that the mitigation measures were intended to be a menu of 
options for consideration by lead agencies. 

As indicated in the PEIR on page 1-6, state law provides that it is appropriate to indicate in 
mitigation measures that they "can and should" be implemented where the authority to 
implement the measures rests with agencies other than SCAG. The language conveys to local 
agencies an affirmative obligation to address each mitigation measure, irrespective of whether 
such agencies deem the measures applicable to a particular project or duplicative of their own or 
other governmental agencies' regulatory measures. The City recognizes that SCAG's use of the 
words "can and should" are derived from CEQA, at Public Resources Code sections 21081 and 
2155.2(b)(5)(B)(ii) and CEQA Guidelines, including section 15091(a)(2). Nevertheless, given 
the express limitations of SB 375 upon respective local agencies' land use authority, any 
language seemingly imposing affirmative obligations contrary to SB 375 is inappropriate. As 
such, the use of the language "can and should" for mitigation measures addressed to local 
agencies is inappropriate and should be modified to clearly reflect the mitigation measures as a 
menu or toolbox for implementation where determined feasible by the local agencies. 

Several mitigation measures indicate that local jurisdictions or other entities should implement 
new fees or propose taxes to pay for a variety of programs or for acquisition of land for 
preservation. Increases to fees or taxes are issues that could require voter approval and, thus not 
be approved. They also represent prescriptive means to accomplish the mitigation. As such, any 
mitigation measure that indicates local agencies should implement new fees should be reworded 
to indicate the imposing of fees is only an option as a way to implement the mitigation measure. 

It is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of existing regulation or 
processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements). Under the California Environmental Quality Act, it 
is intended that measures be identified that will mitigate impacts of the project. Existing 
regulations are already assumed to be abided by in the evaluation of the impact and the 
significance of the impact is after all existing regulation is applied. Therefore, mitigation 
measures should address those actions that need to be undertaken in addition to existing 
regulation in order to mitigate the impact, and the mitigation measures that simply restate 
existing regulation are not valid mitigation for purposes of CEQ A. 

In regards to overall document consistency, the alternatives in the PEIR should be consistently 
named. Throughout the document, the alternatives are identified with numbers (e.g. Alternative 
1, 2, or 3), with letters (e.g. Alternative A, B, or C), or specific names (e.g. Envision 2). 



Finally, there are several mitigation measures proposed which may not be applicable to certain 
projects or local agencies. As such, for project specific mitigation measures, or mitigation 
measures assigned to local agencies, the mitigation measures should be reworded to include the 
wording "if applicable." 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact Kelly Hart of my staff 
at (714) 890-4228. 

~bh?~ 
Community Development Director 



·office of the City Council 

February 8, 2012 

Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

SUBJECT: REVIEW DRAFT 2012 SCAG RTP/SCS AND DRAFT PEIR 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft 2012 Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the 2012 
SCAG RTP/SCS. 

The City of Tustin has prepared the following comments for your consideration at this time: 

• Most of the proposed mitigation measures go above and beyond the strategies of the 
Orange County SCS and requirements of the RTP and Senate Bill 375. For example, 
Mitigation Measure "Greenhouse Gas Emissions 5" states that "SCAG shall assist ARB 
and air districts in efforts to implement the AB 32 Seeping Plan." lmplementati9n of the 
AB 32 Seeping Plan goes above and beyond the scope of SB 375 and the RTP. 
Therefore, this mitigation measure, and others like it that exceed the scope of the RTP 
and SB 375, should be removed from the PEIR. 

• Proposed mitigation measures are already required by State and Federal law or are 
regulated by other agencies such as the South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
California Department of Housing and Community Development, California Department 
of Fish and Game, and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards should be removed 
from the PEIR. 

• Many of the proposed mitigation measures, including "Land Use 3," "Land Use 1 0" and 
"Land Use 42" are contrary to local control. Mitigation Measure "Land Use 10" is one of 
the most compelling examples. It reads "Local jurisdictions can and should provide for 
new housing consistent with the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) to 
accommodate their share of the forecasted regional growth." This mitigation measure is 
problematic and should be removed or revised because State Law and the RHNA do not 
require local jurisdictions to ensure that housing units are actually built. 

• Many of the proposed mitigation measures impose taxes or fees that are financially 
infeasible for local agencies to implement or impose an undue burden on the building 
industry. For example, Mitigation Measure "Transportation, Traffic and Security 60" 
states the following: "Transit and Multimodal Impact Fees: Local jurisdictions can and 

Mayor John Nielsen • Mayor Pro Tern Al Murray • Jerry Amante • Deborah Gavello • Rebecca "Beckie" Gomez 
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should assess transit and multimodal impact fees on new developments to fund public 
transportation infrastructure, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian infrastructure and other 
multimodal accommodations." A second example is Mitigation Measure "Transportation, 
Traffic and Security 37" which reads "Local jurisdictions and transit agencies can and 
should provide public transit incentives such as free or low-cost monthly transit passes 
to employees, or free ride areas to residents and customers." Requiring these types of 
fees and incentives will increase the cost of development and negatively impact the local 
economy. Therefore, all such measures should be removed from the PEIR. 

• The use of the words "can and should" throughout the PEIR and the Draft RTP/SCS 
implies that the proposed mitigation measures are feasible, and that local jurisdictions 
are expected to implement them. The following statement from page 1-7 of the 
Introduction makes this intent clear: "Local governments routinely implement the types 
of mitigation measures identified in this Draft PEIR during project design, CEQA review, 
and/or project construction. This Draft PEIR has made a preliminary determination that 
these mitigation measures are feasible and effective. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
expect that local governments will actually implement them." There is no analysis in the 
Draft RTP/SCS to demonstrate that every local jurisdiction within the SCAG region has 
the ability, staffing, and financial resources to implement all of the mitigation measures. 
SCAG should replace the words "can and should" with "should" in all of the mitigation 
measures in the PEIR and throughout the SCS Chapter of the Draft RTP/SCS. This 
change in wording would be consistent with SCAG staff's representation at the Orange 
County Council of Governments January 26, 2012, Board meeting that the mitigation 
measures are intended to be a "tool box" of options. 

• The Draft RTP/SCS assumes that the transportation projects outlined in the document 
have the potential to induce growth in certain parts of the region. This concept is 
evidenced by Mitigation Measure "Biological Resources and Open Space 47" which 
reads "Project sponsors can and should ensure that transportation systems proposed in 
the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS avoid or mitigate significant impacts to natural lands, 
community open space and important farmland, including cumulative impacts and open 
space impacts from growth associated with transportation projects and improvements." 
This measure is not consistent with the OCSCS and the approved growth projections 
and patterns embodied within the Orange County Projections 201 0 Modified. Therefore, 
all references to induced growth should be removed from the PEIR. 

• It is stated on page 80 of the Draft RTP/SCS that "the RTP has the ability to affect the 
distribution of that growth." This statement appears to contradict SCAG's agreement 
pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding with the Orange County Council of 
Governments (OCCOG) that the strategies and local land use policies of the Orange 
County SCS will be respected. The RTP/SCS should acknowledge that the local land 
use plans in Orange County will not be changed through the RPT/SCS. 

• Many of the mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR are draconian and need to removed 
and/or revised. One prime example is Mitigation Measure "Land Use 85." It reads in 
part "Local jurisdictions can and should reduce heat gain from pavement and other 
hardscaping including: Reduce street rights-of-way and pavement widths to pre-World 
War II widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for local streets, and 30 to 35 feet for collector 
streets, curb to curb) ... " Although reduced street widths may be appropriate in some 
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cases and have been implemented in many jurisdictions, it is inappropriate and 
counterproductive to require reduced street widths as a mitigation measure in the PEIR. 
Reduced street widths, for example, generally do not provide space for on-street parking 
which may result in greater, additional paved areas provided in separate parking lots. 

• The Draft RTP/SCS suggests that $127.2 billion of an approximately $219.5 billion 
regional shortfall can be addressed through actions at either the state or federal level 
with a $0.15 gas tax increase between 2017 and 2024. After that, the report assumes 
that the state or federal government would either replace the gas tax with an indexed 
mileage-based user fee of $0.05 per mile, beginning in 2025, or further increase fuel 
taxes to generate revenues equivalent to the mileage-based user fee. 

The City of Tustin cannot support an increase in fees, including the introduction of a 
mileage-based user fee, until further economic analysis is completed and until and 
unless there can be an explanation of the return to source principles which will be used 
for the distribution of funds collected thereunder. In addition, when considering support 
for any kind of a new user-based fee program, an emphasis must be placed on a 
process for recognizing and rewarding areas which commit additional revenues. 

• The Draft RTP/SCS proposes a number of investments that affect Orange County and 
go beyond the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The City will only consider 
additional investments after revenues are identified to account for these commitments. 
The regional strategies identified by SCAG do not have clear funding mechanisms, and 
it must be made clear that their inclusion in the RTP/SCS does not constitute a 
commitment to fund and/or implement the improvements. 

• The Sustainable Communities Strategy ("SCS") is recognized as a key portion of the 
2012 RTP/SCS, and serves to meet responsibilities associated with SB 375. It is clear 
the SCS "Goals and Benefits" involve significant local jurisdiction participation and 
efforts. It is critical for the RTP/SCS to recognize the need to sufficiently fund local 
agency efforts to assure successful outcomes. 

• Tables 4.3 - 4.7 of the RTP/SCS identify "Action/Strategy" efforts related to the SCS, 
with local jurisdictions being identified as responsible parties for many of the tasks. 
Without proper funding for local jurisdiction efforts we believe the effectiveness of the 
"Action/Strategy" measures will be compromised. 

• In general, current policies and goals of the RTP/SCS identify projects and funding 
necessary to successfully implement elements of the RTP/SCS. There are also 
RTP/SCS goals which essentially require development "from the ground up" at the local 
level. We agree the most efficient and effective efforts toward meeting these RTP/SCS 
goals will begin with the local jurisdictions. 

There needs to be sufficient levels of funding (which do not appear to be addressed in 
the current RTP/SCS draft) to allow local jurisdictions to adequately initiate these 
specialized efforts. From a practical perspective, this funding would be expected to yield 
some of the most immediate and timely results in meeting RTP/SCS goals. They would 
consider measures which could include, but not be limited to: 
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o Programs for improved use of public transit 
o Responsiveness to demographic changes 
o Improved management of existing transportation infrastructure and roadways 
o Employer-based Transportation Management Plans 
o Trip-reduction efforts including promotion of telecommuting 
o Carpool/transit parking near transportation corridors 
o Better "place marking" which includes an increase of walkable environments 
o Support of bicycle programs including bicycle storage and bike lanes 
o Bridging gaps between mass transit options and shipping and service centers 
o Programs for new construction and reconstruction of non-motorized 

transportation paths 

• Measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled will involve local jurisdictions and employers 
to implement many strategies which include but are not limited to measures such as: 

o Increasing rideshare and work-at-home 
o Investing in non-motorized transportation facilities 
o Developing appropriate land use strategies 
o Encouraging universal employee transit access passes 
o Synchronizing traffic signals 
o Using LED technology for new traffic signals and street lights 
o Allocating convenient parking areas, loading areas and larger parking spaces for 

vans and HOV 
o Creating ride-sharing programs and provide parking near public transportation 
o Enhancing safety and cleanliness at transit stations 
o Providing shuttles to transit 
o Providing incentives, education and publicity to encourage use of transit 

It will be necessary to provide funding to local jurisdictions for implementation and/or 
management of these and other associated measures. 

• Table 3.6 shows that the 2012 RTP/SCS anticipates relatively low levels of funding for 
local streets and roads, including $1.1 billion for FY2011-FY2015, $1.1 billion for 
FY2016-FY2020, and $1.2 billion for FY2021-2025. Funding is increased to $7.9 billion 
for FY2026-FY2030 and $9.6 billion for FY2031-FY2035. However, local street and 
road improvements offer the best opportunity for quickly improving mobility and realizing 
RTP/SCS goals. They also provide economic benefits which could translate into 
additional funding in the future. Funding for these programs should be increased and 
accelerated in the near future. 

• One City of Tustin project which has both local and regional significance does not 
appear to be included in the RTP/SCS. It is therefore requested that the following 
project be added to the RTP/SCS: 

o Tustin Ranch Road extension from Walnut Avenue to Warner Avenue, including 
a new grade separation over Edinger Avenue and the OCTA/SCRRA Railway. 

• In addition, the RTP/SCS should identify the regional transportation infrastructure 
deficiencies broken down by county for purposes of transparency. 
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Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2012 Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the 2012 
SCAG RTP/SCS. If you have any questions regarding the City's comments, please call Elizabeth 
Binsack, Community Development Director at (714) 573-3031. 

cc: JHasan lkhrata, SCAG 
Dave Simpson, OCCOG 
Tustin City Council 
Jeffrey C. Parker 
Doug S. Stack 
Elizabeth A Binsack 
Dana Ogden 
Scott Reekstin 

SR:environmental etc\SCAG 2012 RTP SCS and PEIR Letter.doc 



 
 

   

 
February 14, 2012 
 
Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
 
Subject: CVAG and WRCOG Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

& Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) 
 
Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 
 
On behalf of the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) and the Western Riverside 
Council of Governments (WRCOG), we commend SCAG for its undertaking of an update to the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and for preparing the region's first Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) pursuant to SB 375.  CVAG and WRCOG are taking this opportunity to express our 
collective comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, and on the future use of the SCS within Riverside 
County. 
 
CVAG, WRCOG and our respective member jurisdictions worked with SCAG representatives to 
develop growth projections for the Coachella Valley and Western Riverside County subregions, and 
we appreciate SCAG's acceptance of our local input on these overall growth projections.  These 
growth forecasts for population, housing, and employment in Riverside County underwent extensive 
review by both Agencies’ members.  Both the CVAG Executive Committee and the WRCOG 
Executive Committee adopted subregional growth forecasts at the jurisdictional (i.e. City and 
County) level.  The Riverside County Board of Supervisors also approved growth forecasts for 
Riverside County at the jurisdictional level.  Neither CVAG, WRCOG, nor the Board of Supervisors 
have endorsed or approved subregional growth projections at the TAZ level, nor were any more 
ambitious TAZ level plans made generally available to and generally accepted by the local planners 
in Riverside County. 
 
We acknowledge SCAG’s usage of TAZ-level data for scenario modeling purposes during the 
development of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS.  However, we did not anticipate the TAZ data that was 
recently released by SCAG; nor do we agree that they depict a realistic land use pattern that can or 
will be achieved in Riverside County by 2035.  In most cases, the 2035 TAZ maps substantially 
deviate from our jurisdictions’ adopted General Plans, and also deviate from other land use 
approvals.   
 
We are also concerned that these maps were only recently made available to us for review.  Due to 
the schedule of the Draft RTP/SCS public comment and review period, CVAG and WRCOG were 
not given substantial time to analyze this information and consult with our member jurisdictions 
regarding the potential implications of the growth projections depicted in the 2035 TAZ maps. 
 
Accordingly, although CVAG and WRCOG support the use of the underlying projected population, 
household, and employment counts for policy purposes at jurisdictional levels, we do not support the 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12'h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition Comments on the Drafts of the 
2012 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

The Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition (CIAQC) represents several 
construction and home building trade associations with member companies that 
are located in, and perform a significant portion of the construction and building 
activities throughout, the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) region. CIAQC member associations include the Associated General 
Contactors of California and San Diego, Building Industry Association of 
Southern California, California Dump Truck Owners Association, Engineering 
Contractors Association, Engineering & General Contactors Association, 
Engineering & Utility Contractors Association, Southern California Contractors 
Association and the Southern California Rock Products Association and the 
California Rental Association. In total CIAQC represents several thousand 
companies and their employees that live and work in the SCAG region. 

CIAQC appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on SCAG's Draft 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan (RIP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS), and the draft of the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 
CIAQC recognizes that the Draft RIP is a long-range plan that includes 
transportation projects, policies and a financial plan to create a blueprint for the 
region's transportation system through 2035 and that the SCS is a component of 
the RIP with the goal to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction 
targets established by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). The RIP's 
SCS targets for GHG emission reductions from passenger vehicles was 
established by ARB to be eight percent per capita by 2020 and 13 percent per 
capita by 2035 compared to 2005 levels. The draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) contains an overview of the proposed project (RTP/SCS), 
its potential environmental effects and mitigation measures, and a summary of 
the alternatives to the proposed project. 

The Draft PEIR contains over 500 proposed mitigation measures that SCAG 
states "can be incorporated as policies in the final 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and will 

2149 East Garvey Ave. North, Suite A·11, West Covina, CA 91791 
Tel: 626 858 45·11 Fax: 626 858 46W e-mail: ciaqc@uia.net www.ciaqc.com 



help ensure feasible mitigation measures are implemented at the project level" (Introduction, 
page 1-5). CIAQC believes that the proposed mitigation measures should not become policies of 
the RTP/SCS but rather strategies that local governments, SCAG and other stakeholders may use 
or consider while preparing specific projects that help to successfully implements the SCS. 
CIAQC recommends that SCAG follow the approach for the PEIR recommended by the 
Building Industry Association of Southern California as described in the Appendix to its 
Comment Letter for this as well as the other points found in the Appendix. 

In addition, CIAQC offers the following specific comments for consideration. 

MM-AQ2 directs local air districts, local jurisdictions and project sponsors to implement 
measures adopted by ARB designed to attain federal air quality standards for PM2.5 and 8-hour 
ozone standard. CIAQC does not disagree that air quality mitigation measures should include 
approaches adopted by ARB, however, SCAG should not recommend that construction 
equipment used on projects should be Tier 3 or higher when feasible as described in MM-AQll. 
This would create an unsupportable situation with increased project costs. 

The ARB Off-Road Equipment Regulation requires construction equipment owners to 
progressively reduce the emissions from their fleets through 2023. The California off-road 
construction equipment fleet is the cleanest in the world. Over the last ten years thousands of 
vehicles with older non-certified engines have been voluntarily repowered with newer, lower 
emitting engines utilizing incentive funding provided by the state and local air districts. The 
statewide inventory of construction equipment powered by Tier 3 or higher engines is currently 
around 15 percent. This number will increase over time. However if SCAG recommends a 
blanket Tier 3 or higher equipment requirement at this time, there will be very limited supply of 
equipment available to perform work. This will create an artificial shortage of available 
equipment resulting in significant construction cost increases. This approach would also 
unnecessary redirect the use of lower-emitting equipment away from projects near sensitive 
receptors to all projects located throughout the region. 

MM-AQ15 states that local jurisdictions can and should set specific limits on idling for 
commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles. This proposed mitigation 
measure is unnecessary for construction vehicles, and that portion of the proposed measure 
should be removed. The ARB Off-Road Equipment Regulation establishes a five-minute idling 
requirement for off-road construction equipment that has been in effect since June 2008. Large 
and medium-sized fleets must also have a written idling policy. 

The ARB idling limit was set after considerable input from the regulated community about the 
unique operating characteristics of construction equipment and the instances when idling limits 
should not apply to ensure a safe work environment. The ARB idling limit does not apply when 
equipment is queuing, idling to verify that a vehicle is in safe operating condition, idling for 
testing, servicing, repairing or diagnostic purposes, idling as necessary to accomplish work for 
which the vehicle was designed (such as operating a crane), idling as required to bring the 
machine system to operating temperature, and idling necessary to ensure safe operation of the 
vehicle. SCAG should not recommend that additional idling limits be set for construction 
equipment and vehicles beyond the requirements set forth by ARB. 
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MM-AQ17 states in part that project sponsors can and should designate a person or persons to 
monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent 
transport of dust offsite. Their duties should include holidays and weekend periods when work 
may not be in progress. This proposed mitigation measure goes well beyond the requirements of 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 to control of fugitive dust 
and should not be included in the PEIR. SCAQMD Rule 403 represents the Best Available 
Control Measures (BACM) to control dust emissions from construction activities and is 
sufficient to ensure reduced particulate emissions from construction sites. 

Rule 403 also establishes requirements for large operations, which are defined as those with any 
active operations on property which contains 50 or more acres of disturbed surface area; or any 
earth-moving operation with a daily earth-moving or throughput volume of 3,850 cubic meters 
(5,000 cubic yards) or more three times during the most recent 365-day period, to identify a dust 
control supervisor that: 

(i) is employed by or contracted with the property owner or developer; 
(ii) is on the site or available on-site within 30 minutes during working hours; 
(iii) has the authority to expeditiously employ sufficient dust mitigation measures to 
ensure compliance with all Rule requirements; 
(iv) has completed the AQMD Fugitive Dust Control Class and has been issued a valid 
Certificate of Completion for the class. 

These Rule 403 dust control measures for large operations, as well as all the other provision in 
the rule, were established by SCAQMD following a thorough public process that incorporates a 
cost effectiveness threshold. The SCAG recommendation that MM-AQ17 go beyond the 
requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 appears arbitrary and does not consider nor justify the 
additional costs necessary to effectively increase construction site personnel hours by 30 percent 
or more to include weekends and holidays. 

CIAQC wishes to thank the SCAG staff for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or would like additional information or 
clarification with these recommendations. 

Michael W. Lewis 
Senior Vice-President 
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County of Orange 

California 

Thomas G. Mauk 
County Executive Officer 

County Executive Office 
333 W. Santa Ana Blvd. 
Third Floor 
Santa Ana, California 
92701-4062 

Tel: (714) 834-6201 
Fax: (714) 834-3018 
Web: www.ocgov.com 

February 10, 2012 

Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Orange County Comments to the Draft 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainability Communities 
Strategy 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata, 

The County of Orange (County) has reviewed the 2012 Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and 
associated Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). SCAG staff 
should be commended for the effort put into these regionally significant 
documents that put forth goals, policies and strategies intended to meet the 
provisions of SB 375. The County appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments and suggested revisions to these documents. 

Upon review of these documents, the County has determined that there are 
a number of policies, strategies and measures within the draft RTP/SCS 
and PEIR that detrimentally affect the County's local land use control and 
future transportation funding, and that the documents are legally 
inadequate under CEQA, SB 375, and applicable law. The overarching 
issues are described below and specific technical details are provided in 
the attached matrices. The County requests that all of the following 
changes be made so that the RTP/SCS and PEIR conform to existing law 
and County land use policies, and that the RTP/SCS and PEIR be 
recirculated for public review and comment. 1 

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy 
In 2010, the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) requested 
delegation to develop a subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) for Orange County. OCCOG entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) with SCAG that has allowed OCCOG to develop 
the Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy (OC SCS) which 
will be incorporated into SCAG's 2012 RTP/SCS. The OC SCS, 
approved by the OCCOG Board of Directors on June 23, 2011, describes 
the policies and programs that Orange County local jurisdictions will 

1 This letter is not intended as an exhaustive discussion of the PEIR's compliance with 
State law, particularly the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and SB 375. 
The County further adopts and supports the comments of other local agencies, such as the 
Cities of Irvine and Anaheim, OCTA, and others, to the extent those comments are 
consistent with this letter. 



implement to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 2005 levels by the year 2035 
and reflects current land uses, existing entitlements, proposed development (e.g., general 
plans, zoning maps, etc.) and forecasted population, housing and employment growth in 
Orange County (i.e., Orange County Projections [OCP] 2010- Modified, January 2012). 

Pursuant to the MOU between SCAG and OCCOG, the OC SCS is to be fully 
incorporated without change. Although there are several references to the OC SCS in 
both the RTP/SCS and PEIR, it remains unclear whether the data contained in the OC 
SCS has remained unchanged in each proposed alternative. Without the underlying data 
for each alternative available for review, this cannot be confirmed. It is requested that 
language, maps, tables, and charts be added to demonstrate that the underlying land use, 
socioeconomic, and transportation data for Orange County (OCP 2010- Modified) has 
been incorporated into the regional RTP/SCS and each of its plan alternatives without 
alteration as agreed to in the MOU. It is also requested that the adoption of the growth 
forecast numbers by SCAG's Regional Council and/or Joint Policy Committee be at the 
county level, consistent with past RTPs. 

A review of the policies and strategies contained in the RTP/SCS has revealed the 
potential for inconsistency with land use policies and/or County operations in the 
unincorporated area. The County requests that the RTP/SCS include language that 
acknowledges and incorporates the fifteen "OC SCS Sustainability Strategies A through 
0," contained in Chapter Three, and the "Sustainability Strategies," contained in 
Appendix F, of the OC SCS as specifically appropriate for the Orange County Subregion. 

Land Use/Local Control 
Several policies in the RTP/SCS and dozens of mitigation measures in the PEIR, appear 
to go beyond the requirements of SB 375 and extend SCAG's purview into local land use 
control, which under law is exclusively vested with the local jurisdiction in most cases. 
The police power vests a county or a city with local land use regulation and control to 
protect the public health, safety and welfare of its residents. 2 This is specifically set forth 
in the California Constitution Article XI, Section 7, which reads that "A county or a city 
may make and enforce within its limits all local police, sanitary and other ordinances and 
regulations not in conflict with general laws." Under this power a county is entitled to 
tailor regulations to suit the ever changing needs and interests of its population, which 
will be done through local ordinances and applicable CEQA processes (which are 
addressed below). Certain measures set forth in the PEIR will in effect usurp this local 
control that is enshrined in the California Constitution and preserved in SB 375. 

The PEIR also contains measures that will affect County operations which are federally 
or state regulated. There are at least 180 mitigation measures related to existing federal 
and state regulations with which local jurisdictions must comply (see attached matrix).3 

2 Berman v. Parker, (1954) 348 U.S. 26, 32-33. 

3 The attached matrix contains the collective comments of all County agencies that are impacted by the 
R1P/SCS and PEIR. Although some comments recommend edits to the mitigation measures, it is the 
overriding contention of the County that certain mitigation measures be completely removed. Those 
measures include, but are not limited to, mitigation measures as to what other local agencies "can and 
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These mitigation measures contain the phrase "local jurisdictions can and should" which 
both assumes the local jurisdiction has the authority to implement the measure and is 
required to do so. Inconsistency between proposed mitigation measures and existing 
mandates is of great concern to the County. For example, there are five California 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) in the SCAG region, including two in 
Orange County, that have issued individual and locally-specified water quality permits. 
Local jurisdictions, including the County, would be unable to implement several of the 
mitigation measures in PEIR section "3.13 Water Resources" due to their inconsistency 
with the requirements of their local water quality permit. The County requests that 
mitigation measures related to existing federal and state mandates be removed and 
language added to the beginning of each PEIR section that states that local jurisdictions 
must comply with existing applicable laws and regulations. Should SCAG not delete the 
measures that restate existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations, the County 
recommends a statement that the proposed mitigation measures would be superseded by 
such. 

Several mitigation measures will impose both funding priorities and financial obligations 
upon local jurisdictions at a time when budgets are tight and some funding sources are no 
longer available. Other measures will shift the financial obligation to project sponsors 
and residents by proposing that new taxes and fees be levied to fund programs or projects 
that "support a shift from private passenger vehicles to transit and other modes of 
transportation." New taxes will require voter approval and new fees are subject to 
Proposition 26. This analysis is outside the scope of SB 375 and SCAG is unable to 
make that determination. If a tax is defeated, the local jurisdiction cannot implement it as 
a mitigation measure which could only have been implemented with a new funding 
source. Finally, the assessment of impact fees upon new development to fund these 
measures will result in an increase in the cost of housing and infrastructure and create an 
even more difficult environment for construction to resume, particularly for affordable 
housing throughout the region. 

CEQA Considerations 

The PEIR fails to comply with the fundamental requirements of CEQA, which must be 
corrected by SCAG and recirculated for additional public review and comment.4 The 
timeframe for review of a document as large as the PEIR is inadequate considering that 
the SCS is one of the first documents of its kind and may be subject to considerable 
comment by impacted jurisdictions, legally necessitating another round of review. 

should" do, project level mitigation measures, mitigation measures duplicating federal and state law, and 
those measures that are beyond SCAG's authority to analyze under SB 375. 

4 We acknowledge that some of the CEQA issues discussed herein are currently being litigated by 
SANDAG. The County believes that the SANDAG DEIR properly deferred many mitigation measures to 
local agencies and that it is reasonable and legally defensible to do so. 
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Project Description Is Inadequate 
It is not possible from reading the Project Description section of the PEIR to determine 
what actions SCAG proposes to take that constitute the "project" as defined by CEQA.5 

The PEIR for the RTP/SCS is unreasonably broad, addressing both program level and 
project level mitigation measures, as well as subject areas beyond the scope of SB 375. 
This causes confusion as to what the actual "project" is under CEQA. Program level 
environmental documents by their nature consider initial broad policies for later projects 
or are designed to address a series of project approvals that will occur over time. By and 
large, it appears that the "project" here is something akin to adopting a range of policies 
to be imposed on activities of other entities that will promote compliance with SB 375 
and other GHG reduction legislation. In any event, the project description is so uncertain 
that it cannot be determined what actions SCAG might take, and therefore, it cannot be 
determined what potential impacts the RTP/SCS might have on the physical environment. 
When future project development is unspecified and uncertain, as is noted throughout the 
PEIR, the project description should not supply extensive detail or ambiguity beyond that 
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact. 6 

Project Level Mitigation Measures Are Improper 
The PEIR states that certain projects have not been specifically analyzed or that projects 
and project impacts are better addressed at the lead agency or local agency level. The 
PEIR also states that mitigation measures are drafted in less detail than those that would 
be part of a project EIR. However, the PEIR contains 550 detailed mitigation measures; 
nearly double that from the previously approved 2008 RTP PEIR. Of foremost concern 
are a broad array of proposed project level mitigation measures that SCAG asserts lead 
agencies "can and should" adopt. There are a number of legal and policy reasons in favor 
of deleting these mitigation measures from the PEIR, and instead, including them as an 
appendix of suggested project level considerations for a local agency in determining SCS 
consistency. 

The use of the words "can and should" in the PEIR and SCS are being interpreted by 
many local agencies as mandates to be implemented at the local project approval level in 
order be consistent with the SCS. The PEIR is not clear about what "can and should" 
means. CEQA Guidelines section 15005 defines "must," "should" and "may" to indicate 
whether a particular subject in the CEQA Guidelines is mandatory, advisory or 
permissive, respectively. Section 15005(b) states that "should" identifies policy 
considerations under the Guidelines, legislative history of the statute and court decisions 
that public agencies are advised to follow in the absence of compelling, countervailing 
considerations. Common use of the word "can" is used to express ability or opportunity, 
although this term is not defined under CEQA or any case law. It is not clear what 
SCAG' s intent is in using "can and should," and whether usage is intended to be 
mandatory, advisory or permissive. Based on a definitional interpretation of "can and 
should," the phrase appears in this context to mean that the lead agency is able to and 
recommended that the mitigation measures be imposed. Should this be SCAG's intent, 
the County notes that SCAG has no authority under any applicable law to prescribe or 

5 All references to "project" in parentheses mean SCAG's RTP/SCS program as it is a "project" defmed by 
CEQA pursuant to Pub. Res. Code § 21065 and CEQA Guidelines § 15378. 

6 County of lnyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199; CEQA Guidelines§ 15124. 
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enforce such mitigation measures. Furthermore, under CEQA, local agencies are not 
bound by the PEIR's mitigation measures as project level mitigation will be addressed by 
a lead agency at the time of project approval to the extent the mitigation is determined by 
that lead agency through the CEQA process to be feasible, effective and enforceable. 

SCAG has stated at public meetings and workshops on the RTP/SCS that the mitigation 
measures are intended as a "toolbox" or "menu" of policy considerations from which lead 
agencies could choose in approving a project.7 Even with this clarification in the PEIR, 
"can and should" is used inconsistently throughout the documents. On page 1-5 of the 
Introduction, the PEIR expressly states that mitigation measures can be implemented at 
the project level and that local lead agencies "shall be responsible for ensuring adherence 
to the mitigation measures ... " The Introduction goes on to state that "it is reasonable to 
expect that other agencies will actually implement the mitigation measures assigned to 
them." 

SCAG should not attempt to further define what "can and should" is intended to mean or 
even what it means in every instance, as the current meaning under CEQA and common 
use of the words indicate a mandate where there is not one under CEQA or SB 375. The 
applicable mitigation measures should be removed from the PEIR and added to an 
appendix to the SCS or other policy related document, making clear that they are 
permissive policy considerations that lead agencies could examine at the project level. 
The County's recommended reworking of the mitigation measures will avoid 
misinterpretation and be consistent with CEQA and SB 375's preservation of local 
control. Again, permissive or advisory policy considerations are not proper mitigation 
measures for an EIR where mitigation measures must be feasible, effective and 
enforceable. This would also remove those mitigation measures that are not specific and 
do not articulate the impacts that will be mitigated. 8 

SCAG states that it is required to find that other jurisdictions can and should implement 
mitigation measures since many changes and alterations to SCAG' s "project" are within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies.9 This argument is flawed. If 
SCAG is to clarify these mitigation measures are advisory or permissive policy 
considerations to be implemented by the local agency on a "toolbox" or "menu" basis, 
then the finding under section 15092(a)(2) has not been demonstrated because the 
measures will not in fact mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment caused 
by SCAG's "project" since they are policy tools to be evaluated by local agencies. That 
is, SCAG should defer all mitigation measures associated with what local agencies "can 
and should" do to individual project level CEQA processes and only deal with program 

7 While the County generally supports SCAG's intent to clarify in the PEIR that mitigation measures 
associated with what a local agency "can and should" do are a "toolbox" of policy considerations to 
consider at the project level, we believe that under CEQA, the mitigation measures should be removed for 
the reasons stated herein. 

8 Endangered Habitats League v. Orange County (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777. 

9 Introduction, page 1-6, citing Pub. Res. Code§ 21081(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines§ 15092(a)(2) as the 
basis of its use of "can and should." 
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level issues that are within SCAG's authority. This approach is consistent with SB 375's 
preservation of local control. 

Mitigation Measures Have Not Been Demonstrated to be Feasible, Effective & 
Enforceable 
As discussed above, the PEIR does not analyze specific projects and specific project 
impacts, yet attempts to implement a variety of project specific mitigation measures. The 
mitigation measures primarily consist of measures that SCAG thinks should be applied to 
future projects to be carried out by other entities. Such mitigation measures, of course, 
have no bearing on whatever "project" it is that SCAG is evaluating, and cannot be 
evaluated either for feasibility, effectiveness or enforceability since they would apply to 
as yet unidentified and indescribable future projects by other entities. 

An EIR must describe and demonstrate the feasibility of mitigation measures that can 
minimize the project's significant environmental effects. 10 The PEIR has made a 
preliminary determination that these mitigation measures are feasible and effective, and 
therefore, it is reasonable to expect that local governments will actually implement them. 
The County believes, however, that it has not been demonstrated that each and every 
project specific measure is feasible, practical and effective, or even that local agencies 
"can and should" approve such measures. If this was the case, then the mitigation 
measures would not now be characterized as a "toolbox" or "menu." And despite 
recognition that the PEIR cannot analyze every future project and impact, the document 
contains an exhaustive list of mandated or suggested, as the case may be, project level 
mitigation measures that local agencies "can and should" implement. CEQA, though, 
does not require analysis of every imaginable mitigation measure unless such measures 
are feasible and effective. 11 By its own admission, the PEIR has not analyzed and cannot 
analyze every potential project or impact for which it is attempting to mitigate. Thus, the 
measures are larger than the program itself and cannot therefore be characterized as 
feasible and effective. 

The County agrees that mitigation measures must be adopted for significant impacts 
recommended in an EIR unless a lead agency finds that the measure is infeasible. We 
believe, though, that it can be demonstrated that project level measures as to what local 
agencies "can and should" do are infeasible as it is outside SCAG' s authority to mandate 
since most SCS determinations will actually be made at the project level. Mitigation 
measures that are adopted must be enforceable through conditions of approval, contracts 
or other means that are legally binding. 12 A lead agency is not required to adopt a 
mitigation measure when it has no ability to enforce the measure. 13 SB 375 is clear that a 
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) does not have authority to require compliance 

10 CEQA Guidelines§§ 15121(a), 15126.4(a). 

11 Gilroy Citizens for Responsible Planning v. City of Gilroy (2006) 140 CA4th 911, 935; San Franciscans 
for Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San Francisco (1989) 209 CA3d 1502, 1519. 

12 Pub. Res. Code§ 21081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4(a)(2). 

13 Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2008) 177 CA4th 912. 
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with the SCS, and the legislation suggests that MPOs may have some ability to make 
determinations as to SCS consistency for purposes of prioritizing state transportation 
funding allocations. The County recognizes that CEQA allows program level mitigation 
measures to be incorporated into a policy or plan, 14 but it is beyond SCAG' s authority, as 
it has done here, to approve project level mitigation measures that can only be considered 
by a lead agency at the project level as such measures are not enforceable by SCAG 
pursuant to SB 375. 

All proposed mitigation measures are subject to the same standard of feasibility under 
CEQA whether the measure is proposed to be carried out by SCAG or another local 
agency. The standard does not change for measures outside of SCAG's control. Thus, 
SCAG's preliminary determination of feasibility as to those mitigation measures that 
another local agency "can and should" could raise the feasibility thresholds for future 
lead agencies that actually make those determinations. 

Significant Impacts to the Environment Are Speculative 
Since it cannot be determined from the Project Description exactly what the "project" is, 
it cannot be discerned what impacts the "project" might have, and therefore, it is 
impossible to determine whether project level mitigation measures will avoid or 
otherwise reduce the impacts of the RTP/SCS. Certainly, SCAG relies on the data 
submitted by all local agencies in its region, and it must take the data at face value and 
rely upon it as accurate. The PEIR, though, correctly notes that it cannot specifically 
identify all future projects and it cannot specifically analyze those projects that will later 
be approved by other lead agencies. Future development in many respects is unspecified 
and uncertain, and the PEIR is not required to include speculation about future 
environmental consequences of such development and how it should be mitigated. 15 "No 
purpose can be served by requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future 
environmental consequences."16 Project level mitigation measures as to what a local 
agency "can and should" do are inadequate as sheer speculation because there is no 
evidence that they will avoid or reduce the impacts of SCAG' s program and do not relate 
to known, identifiable projects. 

14 CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4(a)(2). 

15 Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of the Univ. of Calif. (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 395. 

16 Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal. App. 3d 180, 193. 
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Mitigation Measures That Are Already Required by Law 
Another reason to exclude project level mitigation measures is that many of them are 
already required by law. Although environmental documents often cite existing laws as 
mitigation measures for significant environmental impacts, this is often done at the 
project level where specific laws and regulations can be analyzed to determine whether 
the regulation or practice will actually mitigate the impact. SCAG' s region lies across 
six large counties that have varying land use circumstances. For instance, the SCAG 
region encompasses five regional water boards with differing NPDES permit 
requirements, such as low impact development requirements that are implemented 
differently depending on geotechnical issues. The PEIR mitigation measures should not 
overly generalize or speculate as to which laws and regulations should be followed, 
which can only be determined by the actual regulating body on a specific basis. 

SB 375 Considerations 
The County is deeply concerned with the broadness of the PEIR and RTP/SCS. At a 
presentation held at the CEHD meeting on January 8, 2009, SCAG then interpreted SB 
375 to only include VMT associated with vehicles and light trucks, and went on record 
that green buildings, energy efficiency, municipal operations, waste management, water 
and technology programs and measures were not within the purview of the SCS. The 
draft RTP/SCS and PEIR, however address all of these subject areas. We believe that 
SCAG's original 2009 interpretation is the legally correct one under SB 375 and that 
SCAG should amend the document to delete all references and measures to items outside 
of SB 375 that do not directly relate to VMT from vehicles and light trucks. The 
RTP/SCS and PEIR should not be used as an umbrella document for all things SCAG 
considers sustainable. 

The legislative text of SB 375 states that state transportation funding will be prioritized 
and allocated to those local agencies that are consistent with an approved SCS. The 
actual SB 375 statutes do not specifically state how this will be done and what exact 
funding will be subject to SCS prioritization. There has been no follow-up legislation or 
other policy of which the County is aware that clarifies this issue. Due to this, SB 375 
enforcement is unclear. 

We believe that SCAG should clarify and elaborate on its understanding of this issue. 
Much more information is needed as to the process, if any, that SCAG will employ to 
make SCS consistency findings. Will SCAG make SCS consistency findings for 
individual programs and projects? Will a subregional delegate who has prepared its own 
SCS, like OCCOG has with the OC SCS, have the authority to make such findings? Will 
the local programs and projects within Orange County boundaries also be subject to 
consistency findings by SCAG under its approved SCS? What types of local programs 
and projects will be subject to a SCS consistency review? These questions and many 
other must be answered prior to effective implementation of the policies set forth in SB 
375. 

The PEIR states in one sentence that "Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with 
documentation of compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG' s monitoring 
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efforts, including SCAG's Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process."17 However, 
SCAG's approved 2008 PEIR devotes several pages to what a RTP consistency process 
entails. SCAG also devotes a portion of its website to an overview of the IGR process, 
but this does not appear to incorporate SCS issues and has not been recently updated. 
The County encourages SCAG to revise the SCS/PEIR to specifically define such a 
process in enough detail and with sufficient public comment to ensure that any such 
oversight is consistent with SB 375 and is not arbitrary or capricious under State law. On 
this issue, the County recommends that there be consideration for a consistency process 
by the subregional delegate who has prepared its own SCS, like OCCOG. 

In short, many of the mitigation measures appear to go beyond SB 375's focus on 
transportation and housing, and could potentially be outside the scope of SCAG's 
authority. Again, the SCS and its mitigation measures should not be a "kitchen sink" 
approach to sustainability, but should endeavor to examine actual programmatic ways to 
reduce GHG within SCAG's control. The County is very concerned with mitigation 
measures that state local agencies "can and should" pass new taxes and fees. Such 
measures are beyond the scope of SCAG's authority to examine under SB 375 and are 
infeasible mitigation measures under CEQA. 

The County respectfully requests that Southern California Association of Governments 
review and incorporate our comments/responses into the final 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR. 
Further, as a member of the OCCOG, the County actively participated in the 
development of and supports the comments submitted by the OCCOG Executive 
Director. If you have any questions regarding this matter please call Rick LeFeuvre at 
(714) 955-0124. 

Sincerely, 

County Executive Officer 

Attachment 

cc: Orange County Board of Supervisors 
Alisa Drakodaidis, Deputy CEO, OC Infrastructure 
Jess A. Carbajal, Director, OC Public Works 
Rick LeFeuvre, Director, OC Public Works/Planning 

17 Introduction, page I-5. 
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County of Orange 
Review of Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (RTP/SCS) and Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Chapter 2-
Transportation 
Investments 

Page 60-62 

Chapter 2-
Transportation 
Investments 

Page 61 

Chapter 2-
Transportation 
Investments 

Page 61 

Chapter 2-
Transportation 
Investments 

AREA OF CONCERN: AIRPORT OPERATIONS 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Information is presented on airport ground access and airport financial and marketing 
strategies. These strategies identify potential sources of funding such as: a) charging 
fees for private vehicles picking up and dropping off passengers at congested airports; 
b) a regional funding mechanism using revenues generated at congested airports to 
support facilities and development at alternate airports (requiring new legislation); and 
c) funding a region-wide marketing effort through sources such as airport parking and 
rental car transactions. Including these specific strategies in the RTP document may 
raise expectations that these strategies are supported by airports in the region. 
However, due to the competitive nature of most airports, it may be difficult to achieve 
such support. It may also be challenging to garner airline and FAA support. 

It is suggested that the airport strategies text be revised to recognize that any 
incentives or funding mechanisms that are proposed, and which affect other airports in 
the region, should be developed through regional consensus. Although many of the 
SCS "Airport Policies and Action Steps" suggest such an approach, this should be 
stated in the strategies text as well, and it should be clear that while these strategies 
may be explored, they may or may not be pursued. Additionally, SCAG should invite 
the FAA and airline representatives to be part of any discussions which address the 
concept of using revenues from one airport to benefit another. 

A revision to the Airport Ground Access Strategy section (end of the first paragraph) is 
suggested as follows: "Potential sources of funding could include charging fees for 
private vehicles picking up and dropping off passengers at the congested airports. This 
would not adversely impact existing airport revenues and would could have a number 
of advantages ..... " 

This revision is proposed because, with respect to the third bullet, a case could be 
made that although there are advantages to passengers using public transportation, it 
is possible that parking revenues would be adversely impacted. 

The Airport Financial Strategy section should be revised to avoid making inferences 
that an issue "should not be controversial," especially related to a strategy that 
identifies a requirement for legislative changes allowing funds from one airport to be 
used at another airport(s) not operated by the same entity. It should also be clarified 
that such legislative changes would be needed at both the state and federal levels. 

The Airport Marketing Strategy section suggests that SCAG work with regional 
stakeholders to develop region-wide marketing efforts to promote alternatives to the 
use of congested airports. A variety of funding sources is suggested; however, airport 
parking and rental car transactions are specifically mentioned. These funding sources 
may or may not be supported by airports in the SCAG region and should be thoroughly 
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Page 62 
discussed and, as stated in the document, a consensus of the region's airports should 
be developed before proceeding with such a strategy. 

Chapter 2- The Airport Policies and Actions Steps identify certain actions that are recommended 
Transportation by SCAG. The sub-section, Airspace Planning and New Technologies, identifies 
Investments policies related to modifications to the regional airspace system, and airspace capacity 

and constraints. It is suggested that the wording, "in coordination with the FAA," be 
Page 62 added to each of the bullet points in this section. 

AREA OF CONCERN: PUBLIC HEALTH 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Chapter 1- Note, via additional check, connection between "Safety and Health" and "Encourage 
Vision land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation." 

Page 15, 
Table 1.3 

Chapter 2- The collection of additional data on active transportation, including greater specificity in 
Transportation destinations, geographic detail, and types of active transportation, is important in 
Investments ensuring data driven transportation systems. 

Page 53 

Chapter 2- The proposed expansion of bikeways represents an exciting opportunity to facilitate 
Transportation active transportation, improve air quality, and reduce chronic disease risk. The 
Investments connectivity of such an expanded bikeway network with transit systems, centers of 

employment, and residential areas, particularly those most likely to use and benefit 
Page 53 from such assets, is also an important part of such a plan. 

Chapter 2- The improvement of sidewalk infrastructure proposed in the RTP/SCS is likely to 
Transportation facilitate walking as sidewalk quality can be a key factor affecting walkability. 
Investments 

Page 53 

Chapter 2- Safe Routes to School: Besides their benefits in reducing congestion related to the 
Transportation drop-off and pick-up of students, Safe Routes to School initiatives can facilitate 
Investments important daily incidental walking and biking, which can substantially increase the 

chances of children meeting daily physical activity recommendations. Though the draft 
Page 54 RTP/SCS recognizes the importance of Safe Routes to School, it could better detail 

how Safe Routes to School programs, assets, and principles will be integrated into the 
plan. 

Chapter 2- SCAG's encouragement of Complete Streets is important to the local implementation of 
Transportation Complete Streets policies consistent with AB1358. Augmented and explicit support in 
Investments the RTP/SCS for physical and engineering changes that facilitate safe multi-modal, 

multi-user roadway utilization may be beneficial. Consider increasing regional 
coordination in Complete Street policy implementation to facilitate continuity across 
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Page 54 

Chapter 4-
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 150, 
Table 4.3 

Chapter 4-
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 150, 
Table 4.3 

Chapter 4-
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 150, 
Table 4.3 

Chapter4-
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 150, 
Table 4.4 

Chapter4-
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 150, 
Table 4.4 

Chapter 4-
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 150, 
Table 4.4 

local jurisdictions. 

We would be excited to participate in the Action/Strategy, "Collaborate with the region's 
public health professionals to enhance how SCAG addresses public health issues in its 
regional planning, programming, and project development activities." The inclusion of 
"Local Jurisdictions" in the "Responsible Parties" field would further bolster local 
collaborations, including those with Public Health Departments. 

The Action/Strategy "Consider developing healthy community or active design 
guidelines that promote physical activity and improved health" has considerable 
promise. The inclusion of "State" in "Responsible Parties" would bolster coordination, 
collaboration, and support in generating guidelines. 

In reference to "Engage in a strategic planning process to determine the critical 
components and implementation steps for identifying and addressing open space 
resources," please consider including increasing I preserving park space, specifically in 
park-poor communities. 

Perhaps the Action/Strategies "Encourage the implementation of a Complete Streets 
policy" and "Emphasize active transportation projects as part of complying with the 
Complete Streets Act (AB 1358)" could be tied together somehow given they will likely 
be implemented in concert. 

The Action/Strategy "Develop infrastructure plans and educational programs to promote 
active transportation options" may benefit from engaging local public health 
departments, walking/biking coalitions, and/or Safe Routes to School initiatives, who 
may already have components of such educational programs in place. 

We also had some additional suggested language. The additions are underlined: 

1. Perform and support studies with the goal of identifying innovative transportation 
strategies that enhance mobility and air quality, and determine practical steps to 
pursue such strategies. Engage local communities in planning and prioritization 
efforts. 

2. Continue to work with neighboring Metropolitan Planning Organizations to provide 
alternative modes for interregional travel, including Amtrak and other passenger 
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rail services, and an enhanced bikeway network, such as on river trails. 

3. Prioritize transportation investments to support compact infill development that 
includes a mix of land uses and housing options, including park space, where 
appropriate, to maximize the benefits for existing communities, especially 
vulnerable populations, and to minimize any negative impacts. 

Chapter 4- We also had some additional suggested language. The additions are underlined: 
Sustainable Support work-based programs that encourage emission reduction strategies and 
Communities 
Strategy 

incentivize active transportation commuting or ride-share modes. 

Page 152, 
Table 4.5 

Chapter 5- Augment Safety and Health indicators within RTP performance measures. Consider 
Measuring Up measures of obesity, non-motorized commuting, walking and biking behavior, asthma 

hospitalization rates, etc. 
Page 162, 
Table 5.1 

AREA OF CONCERN: LAND USE POLICIES 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Chapter 4- The goals and benefits of the SCS listed here go above and beyond the requirements 
Sustainable of SB 375. The provisions of SB 375 require the development of a SCS that focuses 
Communities on a reduction of vehicle miles traveled by cars and light trucks, and greenhouse gas 
Strategy emissions. A presentation made by SCAG in January 2009 indicated that "SB 375 is 

not about: green buildings, energy efficiency, municipal operations, waste 
Page 110 management, water, technology." However, all of these items have been incorporated 

into the RTP/SCS and PEIR. 

Chapter4- SCAG indicates that the policies of its Compass Blueprint program will be used to 
Sustainable determine consistency of private development and public infrastructure projects with 
Communities the SCS. A statement should be added that will clarify whether or not a project that is 
Strategy determined to be inconsistent with the policies of the SCS (i.e, Compass Blueprint) will 

be deemed ineligible for transportation funding. 
Page 119 

Chapter 4- Throughout the document the RTP is described as having "growth inducing impacts." 
Sustainable In past iterations of the RTP, its purpose was to mitigate the impacts of growth. If 
Communities transportation projects identified in the RTP are seen as inducing growth, then the lead 
Strategy agency may be required to mitigate the impacts of perceived subsequent related 

growth. 
Page 148 

RTP/SCS and There are several terms contained throughout the RTP/SCS and PEIR that need to be 
PEIR clearly defined including the following: 

• Urban Growth Boundary • Parking Cash Out 
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RTP/SCS and 
PEIR 

Introduction 

Page 1-5 

Project 
Description 

Page 1-5, 1-7 

Executive 
Summary 

Pages ES-4 
through ES-87 

Executive 
Summary 

Pages ES-4 
through ES-87 

Executive 
Summary 

Pages ES-4 
through ES-87 

Executive 
Summary 

Pages ES-4 
through ES-87 

• References to benchmarks • Smart growth principles 
• SCRIP • Active Transportation 
• Gentrification • Greenfield 
• Open space 

The alternatives discussed in the RTP/SCS, PEIR and SCS Background Document 
have been inconsistently named. The alternatives are labeled either: 1, 2 and 3, or A, 
8 and C. The appropriate name should be determined for each and these documents 
revised to ensure consistency. 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Program Environmental Impact Report 

The statement "Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with documentation of compliance 
with mitigation measures through SCAG's monitoring efforts, including SCAG's 
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process," gives the impression that these mitigation 
measures are mandatory and not merely a list of "menu options." This statement 
should be revised to reflect that these measures are advisory only. 

The strategies listed in the Project Description section are not consistent with the 
strategies listed in Chapter 4 of the RTP/SCS. Specifically, the bulleted list on the page 
is stated to represent the land use strategies of the plan, however, the strategies listed 
are not specifically identified in the regional SCS. Including different language in the 
PEIR implies additional policy. 

The PEIR indicates that the proposed mitigation measures have been determined to be 
feasible and local jurisdictions "can and should" implement them. However, SCAG staff 
has indicated that these measures are only advisory. Therefore, this language should 
be revised to reflect that it will be left to each local jurisdiction to determine the 
feasibility and applicability of each measure to future projects. 

The PEIR contains mitigation measures that appear to expand SCAG's overall purview. 
Several also appear to extend into the purview of local jurisdictions. If so, this may lead 
to loss of local control over land use policies and/or operations. 

The PEIR contains several mitigation measures that propose new funding sources 
including new fees, fines, taxes, incentives, etc., that would impose a financial burden 
on local jurisdictions and which could result in an increase in the cost of new housing 
and other development. New taxes or fees could be subject to the voter approval 
requirements of Proposition 218 as well as Proposition 26, and SCAG has no ability to 
determine the feasibility of this measure. 

The PEIR contains 190 mitigation measures that provide very specific requirements in 
areas that are already regulated by local, state or federal agencies. To avoid the 
potential for conflicting requirements, the PEIR should only require compliance with 
existing regulations. Please see the attached matrix that identifies these specific 
mitigation measures. 
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Executive 
Summary 

Pages ES-4 
through ES-87 

Executive 
Summary 

Pages ES-4 
through ES-87 

Chapter 4-
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 82-83 

The PEIR contains over 50 mitigation measures that either reflect SCAG policies or 
propose new policies intended to be adopted by local jurisdictions or other entities. It is 
inappropriate to use mitigation measures to adopt policy. Please see the attached 
matrix that identifies these specific mitigation measures. 

In several mitigation measures references are made to existing guidance documents. 
Guidance documents are there as information sources for consideration and do not 
represent regulation or establish standards that are required to be achieved. For 
example, MM-AQ19 inappropriately indicates that project sponsors should comply with 
the CARS Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (June 2005) which is only a guidance 
document. 

AREA OF CONCERN: STORMWATER RUNOFF 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The RTP/SCS describes the following measures contained in the "water resources 
mitigation program:" 

1. "Utilizing advanced water capture and filtration techniques, showing a preference 
for naturalized systems and designs to control stormwater at the source;" 

2. "Avoiding any new construction of impervious surfaces in non-urbanized areas, 
such as wetlands, habitat areas, parks and near river systems;" 

3. "Avoiding any new construction that provides access to flood-prone areas, such as 
alluvial fans and slide zones;" and 

4. "Expansion of (natural flood control systems, such as wetlands and riparian 
buffers) in areas where they do not currently exist". 

It is unclear how such measures would be implemented if they are included in this 
document. If they are to be viewed by local jurisdictions as either goals or suggested 
policies, they could be implemented on that basis to the extent they were deemed 
feasible in any given case. On the other hand, if listing such measures indicates they 
are deemed reasonable and feasible to be applied by municipalities in all new road 
projects, that is quite another matter and not supportable. 

For example, while it may be desirable to utilize advanced water capture and filtration 
techniques, there is little documented experience with engineered on-site capture and 
filtration to support a preference for "naturalized systems and designs" in every case. 

Similarly, the strongly worded measures against new construction in wetlands, habitat 
areas, parks, near river systems, and flood-prone areas may be desirable, but should 
not constitute an outright prohibition, with hundreds of vacant, older but long
established legal building sites situated in such settings. 

The word "any" should be removed from the mitigation measures to address these 
concerns. 

Finally, the suggested expansion of natural flood control systems, such as wetlands 
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and riparian buffers, in areas where they do not currently exist is supportable, as long 
as it does not in any way mandate removal of existing engineered channel stretches as 
"mitigation" for road-building. In many cases, the only reason a new road can be built at 
all is that engineered channels have reduced flood hazards to that area. 

Chapter 4- One of the "Benefits to Public Health and the Environment" regards municipal water 
Sustainable and sewer systems. The statement " ... concrete stormwater channels harm water 
Communities quality and sprawl eats into open space" is misleading, and is subject to Regional 
Strategy Water Quality Control Board regulations that vary by region. The following alternative 

language is suggested: 
Page 110 

Public health and environmental protection have long been linked to the way our region 
is planned and the way public services are delivered. Municipal water and sewer 
systems, for example, ensure clean water. At the same time, concrete stormwater 
runoff channels harm water quality as areas become more urbanized and the 
12ercentage of im(2ervious surface is increased, the hydrologic regime is dramatically 
altered. Drainage conveyances that once were natural and ri(2arian are reguired to be 
engineered as hardened flood control channels to (2rovide adeguate (2rotection of 
12rivate (2ro(2erty and (2Ublic infrastructure from the increased freguency, duration, (2eak 
flow, and overall volume of stormwater runoff. With this armoring of once natural 
channels, water guality benefits from biofiltration are lost along with 0(2(2ortunities for 
infiltration and eva(2otrans(2iration, which can lead to hydromodifcation downstream in 
sections which are not yet engineered and hardened. Many strategies contained in the 
RTP/SCS will provide widespread benefits within the region for both public health and 
environmental protection. 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Program Environmental Impact Report 

Chapter 3.13 - The PEIR includes 68 mitigation measures in the Water Resources section regarding 
Water water quality. At least 35 of these are related to stormwater runoff best management 
Resources practices (BMPs) that are currently regulated through Municipal National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permits issued by Regional Water 
Pages 3.13-34 Quality Control Boards. In the SCAG region there are five water quality control boards 
through 3.13- each with its own Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit. The regulations and 
46 requirements contained in these permits vary from each other. By listing specific 

measures in the PEIR that are not included in a project's applicable Municipal NPDES 
Stormwater Permit, the PEIR creates conflicting compliance requirements. To 
eliminate potential conflict with existing regulations, the mitigation measures regarding 
specific BMPs should be removed and replaced with a single requirement that each 
project must comply with its applicable Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit. 

Chapter 3.13 - There are no specified limits to how small a project has to be to require mitigation. 
Water Measures MM-W9, MM-W24, MM-W32 and MM-W61 all suggest local jurisdictions 
Resources regulate and limit the installation of new impervious patios, paved courtyards, pools, 

spas, open stairways, and walkways in private back yards, minimizing these as "non-
Pages 3.13-34 roof impervious surfaces around the building," or require "mitigation" such as restoring 
through 3.13- or expanding nearby wetlands or riparian buffer areas, upgrading nearby stormwater 
46 drainage facilities, or paying a "mitigation" fee for their related "impacts." However, no 

court has held that wetlands and riparian buffers are "utilities" for which such fees could 
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be imposed without voter approval. 

MM-W11 further provides that "any areas disturbed along the riparian corridor should 
be replanted with mature native riparian vegetation." This measure lacks specificity as 
to the boundaries or width of a riparian corridor. 

In many cases, areas in Southern California along riparian corridors are infested with 
invasive periwinkle, and Department of Fish and Game biologists would prefer bare 
ground after removal so that natural recruitment from the remaining specimens of 
native groundcover may occur. It is in fact impossible to replace a "mature" native 
groundcover in a riparian area without further disturbing stream banks. It is also 
unreasonable to require the replacement of a tree that has been approved for removal 
by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

MM-W12 provides that roadway construction projects comply with the CaiTrans 
stormwater discharge permit. MM-W20 suggests local road projects both comply with 
the CaiTrans permit and incorporate median strips. Orange County's Municipal 
NPDES Stormwater Permits, as issued, contain entirely different and conflicting 
requirements for road projects. Specifically, the County is required to follow the EPA 
Greenstreets Handbook for road improvement projects. The EPA Greenstreets 
Handbook does not identify median strips as an option. 

MM-W13 provides that NPDES compliance requires a "Construction-Permit-Phase 
Stormwater Supplemental Form." MM-W13 further directs "non-landscape based 
stormwater treatment measures" be compared in each individual case to landscape
based treatment measures. Orange County's Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit 
requirements for construction, new development and significant redevelopment, as 
issued, contain entirely different and conflicting requirements. The County's program 
utilizes customized forms, procedures, and means of assessment. 

MM-W17 suggests structural stormwater runoff treatment should be pursued where 
such treatment facilities will be operated by a municipality. Orange County's Municipal 
NPDES Stormwater Permit program focuses on the private sector operating all site 
specific treatment control facilities, unless they are regional in nature. 

MM-W30 requires filter fabrics over storm drain inlets for all site dewatering. If the 
approved volume of dewatering is large, it may not be possible to maintain a filter fabric 
over the inlet at all times. Reference to regional water board-approved general 
dewatering permits would represent superior language. 

MM-W48 requires the implementation of water conservation through many measures 
that are regulated under the Green Building Code. 

The following measures fail to make the critical distinction between regulating runoff 
from development sites and limiting changes to those sites. 

MM-W22 also speaks to hydrologic changes "induced" by flood plain encroachment. In 
fact, flood plain developments are engineered to survive storms of a given size, with 
protection that properly directs storm flows. There is no mechanism to assume 
standard flood engineering fails to prevent in-stream hydrologic changes, and then ask 
for more such engineerin_g. 
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Programmed 
Commitments 

Page 2, Table 
1 

Programmed 
Commitments 

Page 3, Table 
2 

MM-W29 requires that stormwater runoff never be increased to adjoining properties or 
a nearby creek. Engineered runoff flowing in a controlled manner to an adjoining 
property is almost always allowed, when the owner of that property gives consent. 

MM-W58 indicates that the purpose of low impact development is to maintain the 
existing hydrology of the site. LID, as currently practiced, replicates the pre
development runoff from a site by on-site retention, but does not mimic pre
development hydrology within a site. 

MM-W30 requires "replanting of the (graded) area with native vegetation as soon as 
possible." Replanting would occur with the approved plant palette, likely with drought
tolerant materials, but not necessarily native vegetation. 

MM-W48 establishes a minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75%, which 
would basically prohibit the use of lower cost sprayheads, which rarely attain a "DU" 
greater than 50%. 

MM-W51 and MM-W55 provide that homeowners upgrading existing homes would be 
required to install automatic sprinkler systems and soil moisture controllers. MM-W66 
appears to require existing homeowners seeking permits to improve their homes to 
cover over any area of exposed ground on their properties with mulch, or install edible 
materials for "local" consumption. All of these measures may go beyond the State 
Model Landscape Ordinance, absent a definition of significant redevelopment and, in 
the case of MM-W66, by covering all bare ground, actually prevent natural recruitment 
from specimens of native groundcover. 

MM-W65 appears to require local jurisdictions to "install forests." This requirement is 
extreme and unattainable, particularly in arid climates where forests never naturally 
existed. 

AREA OF CONCERN: ROAD TRANSPORTATION 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Highways and Arterials Supplemental Report 

With respect to Orange County, Sample Major Highway Projects listed in Table 1 for in 
the FTIP identify improvements to 1-5 (HOV Lanes from South of Avenida Pice to South 
of Avenida Vista, completion year 2020) and 1-405 (Mixed Flow Lanes from SR-73 to 1-
605, completion year 2018). It is presumed that Caltrans is lead on these projects and 
there is no local match/investment requirement. 

In Table 2, additional county commitments are identified. Therein, there is reference to: 

1. HOV Lanes- Reconfiguring the Avenida Pice Interchange at the 1-5 in San 
Clemente- completion year 2014. 

2. Toll Lanes- Constructing HOV/HOT connectors for SR-91/SR241 -completion 
year 2018. 

3. Mixed Flow Lanes - Reconfiguring_ the interchanges at Avery Parkway and La Paz 
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in Mission Viejo - completion year 2020. There is also mention of improving the 
interchange at SR-91/SR-55 and Lakeview Avenue in Anaheim- completion year 
2023. 

It is presumed that Caltrans is lead on these projects and there is no local 
match/investment requirement. (These projects are not listed in OC Public Works/?-
year Transportation Capital Improvement Program, BOS Approved on 6-28-2011.) 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Project List Supplemental Report 

Page 2, 1. FTIP ORA120357- Orange County, Traffic signal Synchronization for Bus Rapid 
Federal Transit Corridors, Route 0 
Transportation • Is funding tied to OC Public Works/Road's Antonio Parkway Corridor Traffic 
Improvement Signal Synchronization programmed for FY 2012-13? Coordination between 
Program OCTA and OC Public Works/Road is recommended. 
(FTI P) Project 2. FTIP ORA120326 Route 5 and FTIP ORA000152, FTIP 120506 and ORA120507 
List on Route 74 

(Table) 
• Comment/Question: Is funding tied to OC Public Works/Road's La Pata Avenue 

(Engineering) and La Pata Avenue NEPA (permitting) projects programmed for 
FY 2011-12, Pata Avenue Land Acquisition programmed for FY 2012-13 and La 
Pata Avenue (construction) programmed for FY 2013-14? 

3. FTIP 2A0804 and ORA082401 Route 0, Cow Camp Road from FTC to Ortega 
• Is funding tied to OC Public Works/Road's Cow Camp Road Segment 1 

(Engineering) programmed for FY 2011-12, Cow Camp Road- Segment 1 
(Construction) and Cow Camp Road Segment II (Engineering) programmed for 
FY 2012-13, and Cow Camp Road- Segment II (Construction) programmed for 
FY 2013-14 

4. FTIP ORA82406 Antonio Parkway Build Out between Ladera Planned 
Communities to Ortega Highway 
• Not shown listed in OC Public Works/? -year Transportation Capital 

Improvement Program, BOS Approved on 6-28-2011. 
5. FTIP ORA120505 Alton Parkway Improvements -Irvine Blvd to Commercentre 

Drive 
• Not shown listed in OC Public Works/? -year Transportation Capital 

Improvement Program, BOS Approved on 6-28-2011. 
• Coordination with County required -Adjacent to James A Musick Branch Jail 

6. FTIP ORA 120523 on Route 0, Placentia- Richfied Ave. -Atwood Channel Bridge 
Widening 
• Coordination with OCFCD required. 

7. FTIP ORA020826 on Route 0, Tustin Ave/rose Drive Grade Separation 
• Coordination with County and OCFCD required. 

8. FTIP ORA100603 on Route 0, Santa Ana River Trail 
• Coordination with OCFCD required. 

9. Financially-Constrained RTP Projects, 210 
10. RTP ORA 120357 Orange County Traffic signal Synchronization for Bus Rapid 

Transit Corridors- see FTIP Projects above 
11. RTP ORA120326 Route 5- see FTIP Projects above 
12. RTP ORA 120523 Richfield Avenue- see FTIP Projects above, completion FY 

2012 
13. RTP 2A0705 Signal Synchronization Program -see FTIP ORA 120357 above, 
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completion FY 2035 
14. RTP 2L220 Non-motorized, completion FY 2035 

• No projects are identified in OC Public Works/Road 7 year CIP. 
15. RTP 2A0804 Cow Camp Road, completion FY 2018- see FTIP Projects listed 

above 

Laguna Canyon Road Projects identified in OC Public Works 7 year CIP for FY 2011-
12 (SR-73 to 1-405 and SR-73 to El Taro Road) were not identified in the report nor was 
that for the El Taro Road widening from Glen Ranch Road to Live Oak Canyon 
currently programmed for FY 2014-15. 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Program Environmental Impact Report 

Chapter 3.12 -
Transportation, 
Traffic, and 
Security 

Pages 3.12-30 
through 3.12-
43 

Several of the mitigation measures include actions on the part of SCAG that appear to 
be outside of their purview or may result in the loss of local control: 

MM-TR4 - Emergency repairs are under the purview of local jurisdictions. May be 
outside of SCAG's purview. 

MM-TR5 - Is SCAG making a commitment to provide this technology to local 
jurisdictions? 

MM-TR6 - Is SCAG to become another reviewing entity with approval authority of grant 
funds such as Caltrans and OCTA? 

MM-TR7 - May be outside of SCAG's purview to plan for and respond to terrorist 
incidents and natural or human-caused disasters. 

MM-TR8 - May be outside of SCAG's purview to plan for and respond to terrorist 
incidents and natural or human-caused disasters. 

MM-TR9 - Purview of Federal and State authorities. 

MM-TR10- Purview of Federal and State authorities. May be viewed as another layer 
of bureaucracy. 

MM-TR13- May be outside of SCAG's purview to plan for regional emergencies. 

MM-TR17 -Implementing programs to reduce employee trips should be left to the local 
jurisdictions. 

MM-TR18- Providing incentives for employee ride-sharing programs is problematic 
given the current economy and budget realities. 

MM-TR19- Providing incentives for car sharing programs is problematic given the 
current economy and budget realities. 

MM-TR20 - Providing incentives for employee van pool programs is problematic given 
the current economy and budget realities. 

MM-TR21 -Regional transportation plans tie inter-modal systems together. SCAG 
should support revisions to Master Plans of Arterial Highways for local jurisdictions. 

MM-TR28 - Measures relating to Transportation Demand Management plans are 
already carried out by local entities. 
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MM-TR29- Measures relating to traffic management strategies are already carried out 
by local entities. 

MM-TR33- Traffic control plans required for encroachment permits are under the 
purview of local jurisdictions. 

MM-TR34 -What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not meeting and 
identified transportation-related benchmark? 

MM-TR35 -What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not establishing a 
parking policy that discourages private vehicle use? How would this be evaluated? 

MM-TR55 - Under the purview of regional transportation agencies to conduct public 
outreach regarding transportation issues. 

MM-TR60 -Impact fees on new development will increase the cost of housing. 

MM-TR62- Under the purview of regional transportation agencies to monitor 
congestion. 

MM-TR66 -What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not limiting delivery 
hours for local business? May cause local businesses to relocate elsewhere. 

MM-TR76 - Modifying development standards to accommodate bicycle use to this 
extent will increase costs to the local jurisdiction and increase costs of development. 

MM-TR77- Modifying development standards to accommodate bicycle use to this 
extent will increase costs to the local jurisdiction and increase costs of development. 

MM-TR78 - Local jurisdictions may not have the funding to provide these types of 
multi-use trails. 

MM-TR79 - May be outside of purview of local jurisdiction to provide bicycle safety 
training. 

MM-TR80 -Impact fees on new development to fund bicycle facilities will increase the 
cost of housing. 

MM-TR83- What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not establishing a 
parking policy that discourages private vehicle use? How would this be evaluated? 

MM-TR88 - Local jurisdictions may not have the resources to establish incentives to 
encourage the use of electric vehicles or to build outdoor wired facilities for these 
vehicles. 

MM-TR92- Local jurisdictions may not have the resources to purchase expensive 
electric or hybrid vehicles at the time replacements are needed. 

MM-TR95 - Local jurisdictions may not have the resources to provide "bicycle stations" 
which may not be used by many residents. 

MM-TR96 -What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not establishing a 
parking policy that discourages private vehicle use? How would this be evaluated? 

MM-TR97 - Local jurisdictions cannot be held responsible for the air travel completed 
by employees of businesses in their jurisdictions. 

AREA OF CONCERN: WASTE AND RECYCLING 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
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Program Environmental Impact Report 

The decomposition of municipal solid waste produces landfill gas that can be converted into electricity 
due its high heating value. Capturing landfill gas reduces emissions into the atmosphere. In addition, 
generating electricity from landfill gas provides an indirect benefit by avoiding the need to use non
renewable resources such as coal, oil, or natural gas to produce the same amount of energy. The 
practice of electrical generation from biomass sources has been recognized by the State as a form of 
renewable energy, similar to solar, wind, and hydro-electric projects. With the passage of SBX1 2 in 
2011, investor and publicly owned utility companies will be required to meet a renewable portfolio 
standard of 33% by 2020. As of 2010, most utility companies were well below 20%. The utilization of 
landfill gas to energy producing projects will play a prominent role for utility companies to achieve the 
State mandated renewable portfolio standard. In Orange County alone, the County's three active 
landfills generate 12 megawatts-hours of electricity, enough to power 9,000 homes. In addition, there 
are plans to increase that energy output to 64 megawatts-hours within the next few years. 

Page 3.11-22 California Integrated Waste Management Act, in 2011 the California Legislature passed 
and the Governor signed into law AB 341 which established a statewide policy goal of 
diverting 75% of all waste generated in the State by 2020. AB 341 builds upon AB 939 
and establishes a nexus between recycling and AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions 
Act by reducing five million metric tons of C02 equivalent by diverting approximately 
two million tons of solid waste per year. This will be achieved by requiring cities and 
counties to work with the business community and multi-family dwelling units to 
implement commercial recycling programs thereby avoiding the extraction of raw 
materials, preprocessing and manufacturing of virgin materials. In effect, this ensures 
that only residual waste that has no economic value will be landfilled. The policy 
implication of AB 341 is the development of new recycling programs and infrastructure 
while preserving the capacity of the landfills throughout the State. 

Page 3.11-22 The agency name for the California Integrated Waste Management Board has changed 
to the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CaiRecycle). 

Page 3.11-24 Under the subsection "Orange County", CaiRecycle approved Orange County's 5-year 
update of the Orange County CIWMP in January 2011. It should also be noted that 
there is now an operational materials recovery facility in south Orange County. The 
facility is located at the County's Prima Deshecha Landfill and is operated by CR&R 
Disposal. This facility accepts construction and demolition waste materials and has a 
mandatory diversion rate of 80 percent. It should also be noted that both the Frank R. 
Bowerman Landfill and the Olinda Alpha Landfill, which are both owned and operated 
by the County, have already received all necessary permits and entitlements for their 
expansions. As such, the closure date for the Olinda Alpha Landfill is in December 
2021 and the closure date for the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill is in December 2053. It 
should also be noted that Orange County has sufficient solid waste disposal capacity 
throughout the RTP/planning period (2012-2035). 

Page 3.11-25 Solid Waste Disposal and Transfer Facilities, it should be noted that Orange County 
can only accept imported solid waste materials from outside of Orange County under 
the specified terms and conditions of Orange County's bankruptcy recovery. Under the 
terms and conditions of the bankruptcy recovery, importation of solid waste materials 
will end in June 2016. 
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Page 3.11-26 Table 3.11-8: Permitted Active Solid Waste Landfills in the SCAG Region: the following 
information regarding the Orange County landfill system should be changed to the 
following: Frank R. Bowerman Landfill, closure date of December 31, 2053, maximum 
permitted daily tonnage of 11 ,500 tons per day, total landfill airspace capacity of 
266,000,000 cubic yards as of June 30, 2011, remaining landfill airspace capacity of 
198,000,000 cubic yards as of June 30, 2011; Olinda Alpha Landfill, total landfill 
airspace capacity of 148,800,000 cubic yards, remaining landfill airspace capacity of 
47,700,000 cubic yards; Prima Deshecha Landfill, total landfill airspace capacity of 
172,000,000 cubic yards, remaining landfill airspace capacity of 133,000,000 cubic 
yards. 

Page 3.11-27 Waste Diversion and Recycling: This section appears outdated with the last diversion 
rate reported in 2002. It is therefore suggested that this section be updated with 2010 
information which is available at CaiRecycle's website at 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentrai/GoaiMeasure/DisposaiRate/MostRecent/defaul 
t.htm. In 2010, California's statewide diversion rate was approximately 65% based on 
the per resident disposal rate. 

Page 3.11-28 Impacts: The waste generation and disposal projections for the 2010-2035 timeframe 
within the SCAG region should be re-evaluated. According to CaiRecycle, the amount 
of waste disposed in landfills for each resident on average was 4.5 pounds of waste per 
day. Given that the resident "equivalent diversion rate" in 2010 was about 65%, each 
resident threw away or generated 12.85 pounds per day of waste per day. This 
equates to Californians generating approximately 85 to 90 million tons of waste and 
disposing of approximately 30 million of waste in landfills. SCAG's RTP report appears 
to confuse the terms generation and disposal for purposes of estimating diversion rates 
and future waste projections. 

Similarly, the 2035 waste projection of 105.7 million pounds of waste per day within 
SCAG's region appears to be inflated. This value appears to have been calculated 
based on adding the 2010 residential and employee disposal rates. Adding these 
values together double counts the quantity of waste buried since each indicator 
represents the same waste stream. The residential and employee disposal rate 
established by Cal Recycle was simply to normalize the data based on total statewide 
generation and disposal. Therefore, these parameters were meant to present different 
ways of looking at the same data but were not meant to be additive. The amount of 
waste generated and disposed in 2035 should be based on either parameter but not 
both. 

Page 3.11-30 Mitigation Measure MM-PS37: OC Waste & Recycling does not support this SCAG 
mitigation measure which discourages the siting of new solid waste landfills. While no 
new public or private solid waste landfills in Orange County are planned at this time, the 
siting of public or private solid waste landfills within the SCAG planning area, in the 
long-term, would provide a beneficial increase in solid waste landfill capacity for those 
jurisdictions that have limited or no solid waste landfill capacity. 

Page 3.11-30 Mitigation Measure MM-PS38: OC Waste & Recycling does not support this SCAG 
mitigation measure which discourages the exportation of locally generated waste 
outside of the SCAG region during the construction and implementation of projects. In 
the long-term, waste-qy-raillandfills located outside of the SCAG re_g_ion may be viable 
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long-term options for jurisdictions that have limited or no solid waste landfill capacity. 

Page 3.11-30 OC Waste & Recycling strongly disagrees with the portion of this mitigation measure 
that states: "Disposal within the county where the waste originates can and should be 
encouraged as much as possible." As stated above, Orange County currently receives 
imported solid waste materials from private solid waste hauling companies as part of 
Orange County's bankruptcy recovery. Importation of solid wastes into Orange County 
will continue until June 2016. OC Waste & Recycling therefore recommends that 
SCAG revise this mitigation measure. 
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Mitigation Measures Duplicative of Existing Laws and Regulations 

California 
Air Quality/ Department of Federal and Federal law 

Resource 
AQMD Fish and Game State Law Agencies 

(CDFG) 

MM-AQ1 MM-810/081 MM-HM3 MM-LU14 MM-TR33 

MM-AQ2 MM-810/083 MM-HM4 MM-LU30 MM-810/0829 

MM-AQ3 MM-810/084 MM-HM5 MM-810/0830 

MM-AQ4 MM-810/088 MM-HM6 MM-810/0831 

MM-AQ5 MM-810/0810 MM-HM7 NPDES MM-810/0832 

MM-AQ6 MM-810/0811 MM-LU28 MM-AQ16 MM-810/0833 

MM-AQ7 MM-810/0817 MM-N018 MM-810/0819 MM-810/0834 

MM-AQ8 MM-810/0818 MM-P813 MM-GE05 MM-810/0835 

MM-AQ9 MM-810/0821 MM-W36 MM-W1 MM-810/0850 

MM-AQ10 MM-810/0822 MM-W37 MM-W13 MM-810/0851 

MM-AQ11 MM-810/0823 MM-W38 MM-W58 

MM-AQ12 MM-810/0824 

MM-AQ13 MM-810/0825 Flood control 

MM-AQ14 MM-810/0826 MM-HM8 

MM-AQ17 MM-810/0827 

MM-AQ18 MM-810/0828 Local Agencies 

MM-810/0814 MM-AV11 

MM-810/087 

State Law 

MM-AV3 MM-HM10 MM-P84 MM-P8107 MM-W25 

MM-AV6 MM-HM11 MM-P88 MM-P8113 MM-W26 
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MM-AV12 MM-HM12 MM-PS10 MM-PS119 MM-W27 

MM-810/0820 MM-HM13 MM-PS12 MM-PS122 MM-W28 

MM-CUL 1 MM-HM14 MM-PS14 MM-TR29 MM-W29 

MM-CUL2 MM-HM15 MM-PS16 MM-TR49 MM-W30 

MM-CUL3 MM-HM16 MM-PS35 MM-TR55 MM-W31 

MM-CUL4 MM-LU10 MM-PS36 MM-TR75 MM-W32 

MM-CUL5 MM-LU11 MM-PS37 MM-TR89 MM-W39 

MM-CUL6 MM-LU17 MM-PS42 MM-W6 MM-W43 

MM-CUL7 MM-LU19 MM-PS43 MM-W8 MM-W46 

MM-CUL8 MM-LU20 MM-PS48 MM-W9 MM-W47 

MM-CUL9 MM-LU38 MM-PS55 MM-W10 MM-W48 

MM-CUL 10 MM-LU43 MM-PS56 MM-W11 MM-W49 

MM-CUL 11 MM-LU44 MM-PS57 MM-W12 MM-W50 

MM-CUL 12 MM-LU48 MM-PS59 MM-W15 MM-W51 

MM-CUL 13 MM-LU58 MM-PS61 MM-W16 MM-W52 

MM-CUL 15 MM-N01 MM-PS67 MM-W17 MM-W54 

MM-CUL 16 MM-N04 MM-PS69 MM-W18 MM-W55 

MM-GE01 MM-N08 MM-PS71 MM-W19 MM-W56 

MM-GE02 MM-N09 MM-PS73 MM-W20 MM-W61 

MM-GE03 MM-POP2 MM-PS77 MM-W21 MM-W62 

MM-GE04 MM-POP4 MM-PS89 MM-W22 MM-W64 

MM-GE06 MM-PS1 MM-PS92 MM-W23 MM-W66 

MM-HM9 MM-PS2 MM-PS97 MM-W24 MM-W68 
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Mitigation Measures Containing Policies 

MM 810/0S 44 MM LU 56 MM PS 25 

MM 810/0S 45 MM LU 57 MM PS 37 

MM 810/0S 46 MM LU 60 MM PS 39 

MM 810/0S 48 MM LU 61 MM PS 41 

MM GHG 3 MM LU 64 MM PS 67 

MM GHG 8 MM LU 65 MM PS 68 

MM GHG 11 MM LU 69 MM PS 71 

MM LU 9 MM LU 71 MM PS 95 

MM LU 21 MM LU 74 MM PS 121 

MM LU 22 MM LU 75 MM TR 17 

MM LU 24 MM LU 77 MM TR 23 

MM LU 26 MM LU 80 MM TR 28 

MM LU 32 MM LU 81 MMTR83 

MM LU 34 MM LU 82 MM TR 85 

MM LU 41 MM LU 83 MMW34 

MM LU 42 MM NO 12 MMW59 

MM LU 47 MM NO 16 MMW60 

MM LU 48 MM POP 1 MMW65 

MM LU 51 MM PS3 

MM LU 53 MM PS 14 
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Elise Kalfayan 
 

Glendale  CA   
 
February 14, 2012 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Attention: Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Sent via email to: lin@scag.ca.gov 
 
Subject: Comments on SCAG DRAFT 2012 RTP and the Plan EIR 
 
SCAG’s draft 2012 RTP and its EIR are both flawed, do not meet AB32 and SB 375 goals, and will not move this 
region toward better mobility, an improved economy, or sustainability. 
 
The plan advocates expanding and extending urban highways, building a dedicated truck route for freight 
movement, and creating more conventional goods movement platforms such as the BNSF SCIG project. 
According to the EIR, these have “significant and unavoidable impacts.” The plan’s slate of projects will 
worsen air quality, increase congestion and safety risks on roadways, pose threats to public 
health, and degrade the environment overall and specifically of those communities adjacent to 
such infrastructure. 
 
The RTP places emphasis on goods movement, and argues that conventional roadway expansion is necessary for 
goods movement. The Plan EIR, however, only considers residential development alternatives (“with minor 
changes to goods movement and transit projects”), and does not consider goods movement alternatives. This is 
contrary to the spirit of CEQA requirements. 
 
The EIR is flawed and incomplete as it does NOT evaluate the alternative of electrified rail infrastructure for 
goods movement from the ports, which has the potential to: 

 improve air quality 

 decrease congestion and safety risks on roadways 

 reduce threats to public health 

 integrate rail infrastructure into environmental renewal projects 

 create transit corridors that link communities within the region 
 
Specific zero-emission, electrified rail freight options such as the GRID project have been proposed and 
discussed. The concept of such a system is placed in the “for future study,” unfunded section of the plan, when 
it belongs as a viable alternative analyzed in the EIR. 
 
The EIR should have offered a direct comparison between the impacts of all conventional goods movement 
expansion projects in the current draft plan, and a fast-tracked, zero-emission, electrified rail system for goods 
movement. 

Elise Kalfayan 

Postscript re the Plan’s Jobs Section: 
As economic leaders in this region are aware, the Panama Canal and other ports are working aggressively to 
capture a larger share of cargo traffic. The draft RTP’s goods movement priorities – conventional highway 
expansion and more trucks now, electrified rail later – allocates billions in public funds to projects that will 
not keep this region competitive. Money should instead be allocated to cutting-edge freight movement 
technology, putting the region’s ports in a competitive stance while contributing to AB32 and SB375 goals. 
 



EZEQUIEL GUTIERREZ, ESQ.____________________________ 
 Adelanto, California       T:    C:  

 
 
                                                           February 14, 2011 
 
President Pam O’Conner 
Board of Directors 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
818 w. Seventh Street, 12 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
RTP@scag.gov  
 
Re: Draft Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Community Strategy 2035 
    Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
                         
Dear President O’Conner:                     
 
The comments in this letter are submitted to you on behalf of residents living in 
urban and suburban areas of the SCAG region for consideration by the Honorable 
Members of the SCAG Regional Council. 
 
The extensive work by SCAG and its dedicated competent staff is commendable and 
reflects great leadership for its member jurisdictions and regional councils 
throughout California and the nation, as they grip with common challenges.  It is 
for this reason as well that concerns inherent in the Draft RTP/SCS and Draft 
PEIR are expressed in these comments. 
 
Public Participation 
 
The work of SCAG is challenging and must address extensive policies, programs and 
laws on local, state and federal levels.   
 
One requirement that was noticeably absent throughout the Draft RTP/SCS process 
was compliance with the requirements of the Environmental Justice Order of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT).  The order can be found in 62 Federal 
Register at 18380. The public participation required in the DOT Order is much 
more extensive than what was afforded in SCAG public participation efforts, as 
described in the Draft RTP/SCS and experienced by the undersigned.  The Order 
required a marked elevation of public participation by communities of concern as 
stated “during the planning and development” of the Draft RTP/SCS rather than 
providing for a passive audience to occasional presentations by SCAG staff with 
limited time given for contemporaneous comment.   
 
The non-compliant efforts were not without adverse consequence in providing for 
environmental justice; a great deal more work remains to be done, as more fully 
set forth in comments by Climate Plan and its partner coalition. It is feared 
that without addressing those concerns, the environmental impacts on the SCAG 
region will be significant and wide spread.   
 
A draft RTP/SCS that is responsive to all residents of the region would address 
the needs of the entire economic spectrum of the region, not for political 
acceptance but as the best policy for dealing with growth, regional management 
and environmental impacts.  
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
If the economy of the region is well served by this planning, and significant 
growth is encouraged, transportation demands by the entire economic spectrum of 
the region will be greatly increased.  The demands on the currently overloaded 
transportation system of the region which we have all experienced will itself be 
greatly increased into an unresolvable gridlock.   
 



Persons from communities reflecting the entire economic spectrum of the region 
commute daily and without adequately providing for them, as discussed by the 
coalition, transportation disaster in the not too distant future is certain.   
 
Without incorporation of responsive planning, through those efforts described in 
the coalition comments and through full compliance with the DOT Order, the Draft 
RTP/SCS and its related Draft PEIR are fundamentally not certifiable. 
 
Request is respectfully made that SCAG charge its staff with pursuing responsive 
planning, as recommended, so that all communities of the SCAG region and so that 
the region itself may benefit from these dedicated efforts.         
 
Thanks you. 
       
Very truly yours,  
 
Ezequiel Gutierrez, Jr. 
Attorney at Law

  



February 11, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

Re: 

G. K. Roumani 

PIER for the Southern California Association of Governments 

2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

December 2011 I State Clearinghouse# 2011051018 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on scope of the Environmental Impact Report for 

the SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

This PEIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the adoption of 

the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS by the Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) .... The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is a long-range regional transportation plan that 

provides a blueprint to help achieve a coordinated regional transportation system by 

creating a vision for transportation investment throughout the region and identifying 

regional transportation and land use strategies to address mobility needs. 

Given the broad project definition as a blueprint for other projects, my comments are limited to 

current conditions and the need for mitigation of existing and potential negative impacts to Oak 

Knoll Avenue in San Marino; the street where I live. Oak Knoll Avenue has somehow been 

designated as a "High Quality Transit Corridor". Please refer to Stephanie Johnson's response 

to the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan. 



Oak Knoll Avenue in San Marino is a two lane 28 feet narrow street fronted exclusively by single 

family homes where children live and play. The homes, built between 1920 an'd 1950, and the 

set back is close to the street. The posted speed limit is 30 mph. the posted weight limit is three 

tons, and truck traffic is prohibited. The City of San Marino General Plan, classifies Los Robles 

Avenue as a residential collector street. The street carries an unusually high volume of cut

through traffic, exceeding the capacity of a two lane residential street. Clearly, excessive traffic 

in a residential neighborhood presents numerous health (air pollution and excessive noise) 

risks, public safety issues, and is a constant public nuisance. 

Oak Knoll Avenue in San Marino does not meet the definition of HQTC. 

Regional traffic should not be directed toward Oak Knoll Ave, exacerbating the existing cut

through traffic and its impact upon the residents . 

A plan to mitigate the negative impacts to residents on streets subject to increased traffic must 

be developed and implemented as part of a regional mobility plan. The Environmental Impacts 

Report is deficient in this regard. 

Sincerely, · 

Ghassan Roumani 

SCAG_RTP _2012_PEIR 



1111111--------------------------------
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

HankFung > 
Tuesday, February 14, 2012 10:51 AM 
2012 PEIR 

2012 PEIR comments 

I have the following comments on the SCAG RTP PEIR. The following comments are made in my own 
capacity and do not represent the views of any agency or organization I am affiliated with. 

With regard to freight movement su·ategies, in the past SCAG has considered making the ti11ck only lanes 
"green lanes" for clean fhel and low emission ti11cks. This should be considered in any studies. Also, 
elecu·ification of freight rail, while cmTently not funded in the sh01i te1m, is a su·ategic long tenn improvement 
that should be su·ongly considered for implementation. This has the potential of eliminating a significant 
ammmt of emissions from diesel locomotives. Implementation of "inland p01is" with freight rail connections to 
huck facilities in the Antelope Valley and the Inland Empire have a potential ofbringing jobs into these 
economically hard hit areas. 

On air quality, the PEIR con ectly notes that denser development will result in more individuals living near 
freeways and other somces of emissions. Increasing the population near u·ansportation improvements and closer 
to businesses has the potential of greatly reducing region-wide emission levels, but with an impact to personal 
health. However, SCAG has no power to ensme that the mitigation measmes listed in MM-AQ19 are adopted 
by the local agencies approving these developments. Please identify what steps SCAG will take, either through 
State legislation or through advocacy, to ensme that local agencies comply with these measmes. 

Prui of historic resom ces is also recognizing the land use impacts of denser development on historic residential 
and commercial disu·icts. The SCAG region has several commercial and residential neighborhoods which are on 
the National Register of Historic Places. Many of these disu·icts are near u·ansit-friendly areas which are slated 
for denser development under the RTP. In the development approval process, localjmisdictions should 
recognize those impacts and mitigate appropriately. 

With respect to the Mitigation Measmes for Transp01iation, I am happy to see that SCAG is taking a leadership 
role in u·ansp01iation secmity. With a denser environment come more secmity risks. Concenu·ation of 
individuals at key u·ansit hubs provide an inviting tru·get to tenorists; however lru·ge scale secmity checks have 
the potential of delaying passengers and discomaging activity in dense population centers. In addition, bomb 
threats and hoaxes can also dismpt passenger u·affic substantially and increase the climate of feru· that 
discomages people from living and working in denser environments. SCAG should work with existing 
interagency law enforcement groups to coordinate sharing of infonnation and best practices among local 
jmisdictions. Design of u·ansit facilities should incmporate modem design featmes that enhance secmity 
without creating a prison-like environment. (MM-TR6 to MM-TR12). 

I support SCAG's supp01i for congestion pricing but this statement should emanate from the Regional Cmmcil 
and not from the staff level. There should be regional consensus on value pricing as a means not necessru·ily 
only to raise revenue, but to improve efficiencies in u·ansp01iation (MM-TR15). In addition, SCAG should work 
with its member u·ansp01iation commissions to develop a regional sma1i card u·ansit system, similar to ORCA 
in Seattle or Clipper in the San Francisco Bay Area. Cunently LACMTA is implementing their Transit Access 
Pass (TAP) system, and although there ru·e bugs the system is supposed to be deployed to all of the lru·ge u·ansit 

1 



2

operators in the County within the next five years. This system, or a compatible system, should be expanded 
throughout the SCAG region. (MM-TR16). 

Overall, SCAG should emphasize the improvements of this plan over doing nothing (“no project alternative”), 
while working with elected leaders and its Regional Council to inform residents of the benefits and costs of this 
RTP. 

Sincerely, 

Hank Fung, P.E. 

 

Covina, CA  

 
Hank 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
February 10, 2012  
 
 
 
Margaret Lin  
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)  
818 W. Seventh Street 12th floor   
Los Angeles, CA 90017  
RTP@scag.ca.gov 
 

Re: Comments on the Draft RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR  
 
Dear Ms. Lin, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR). Hills For Everyone (HFE) is a 34 year old non-profit organization that 
established Chino Hills State Park and is still working to conserve the remaining natural lands in 
the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor at the juncture of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino 
and Riverside Counties.  We have extensive experience in land use, land preservation, fire 
history and wildlife corridors and therefore offer our comments to strengthen the RTP/SCS and 
Draft PEIR. 
 
Adaptation (pg. 31 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
HFE agrees Southern California will be faced with extremes in precipitation and temperature, 
increased storm frequency, and intensity and sea-level rise.  However, we feel it is critical to 
include the impact of fire, especially as more people and roads come to the region.  Much of 
California is facing significant and extended fire seasons, which have tremendous impacts on 
both the natural environment and the developments nearby.  In essence, we have planned our 
entire infrastructure system (e.g., flood plains, water networks, transportation methods) on the 
climate being a certain way and now that climate baseline is changing.  
 
Since 1986 the number of major forest fires in California has quadrupled due to more days with 
summer-like and generally hotter temperatures.1 This increase in fires has numerous 
implications, including but not limited to: increased firefighting costs, increased danger to 
residents near the wildland urban interface, and a transition of habitat types to more flammable 
vegetation due to increased fire frequency.2 

                                                 
1 California Energy Commission. “Public Interest Energy Research Climate Change Program.” Retrieved 2 Feb 2012 from the 
California Energy Commission website: http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-092/CEC-500-2009-092.PDF  
2 Department of Justice. “Global Warming Impacts in California.” Retrieved 2 Feb 2012 from the California Attorney General’s 
website: http://www.ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/impact.php  



 
Recommendation #1 
We recommend that as a part of the SCS in the Adaptation section of the document, SCAG 
provide examples of how it and local jurisdictions plan to adapt to these new risks, especially in 
regard to wildland fires, through better land use choices.  For example as it relates to fires, fire 
officials, planners, developers, transportation agencies, and others must shift the focus from 
primarily a reactionary fire plan (i.e., fighting fires when they occur) to a preventative fire plan 
(e.g., creating buffers between communities and natural lands).  What other steps will SCAG be 
taking to adapt to climate change and to ensure public health, economic livelihoods, the 
financial sector, the insurance industry, individual comfort, natural lands and recreation areas 
will be protected? 
 
Safety and Security First (pg. 37 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
We applaud your efforts to ensure Southern California’s residents are both safe and secure on 
the region’s transportation system.  We were also pleased to see one of your two main goals for 
safety and security is to “prevent, protect, respond to, and recover from major human-caused or 
natural events in order to minimize the threat and impact to lives, property, the transportation 
network and the regional economy” (p. 37).  HFE has just completed a near 100 year analysis of 
fires in the four-county area surrounding Chino Hills State Park.  See Attachment 1, which 
documents the fire frequency of the Chino Hills. What we’ve found is that proximity of roads to 
natural lands directly increases the likelihood for fires to ignite and burn both habitat and homes. 
 
For example, as it relates to the 91 Freeway at the juncture of Riverside and Orange Counties, 
we have provided to you an analysis of the fire perimeters and points of origin for fires that 
burned in and near Chino Hills State Park. Along this freeway alone, there are 48 separate fires 
that ignited/burned. From 1914 – 1963 (49 years), 1963 being when the freeway opened, we 
have records of six fires. Since 1963 – 2012 (49 years), after the freeway opened, there were 
nearly seven times as many fires recorded (41). The average fire size for recorded fires was 
6,263 acres. It is clear to us that the safety and security of residents along this one 
transportation corridor are being significantly impacted because of 91 Freeway, not to mention 
disruption of mobility due to road closures because of fires and evacuations.   
 
Recommendation #2  
With additional roadway and other projects planned in and around the Puente-Chino Hills 
Wildlife Corridor on the 57, 91 and 71 Freeways, we ask that SCAG analyze potential fire 
prevention measures along freeways that bisect natural lands.  For example, one fire prevention 
measure would be the creation of hardscape along the roadway edges so that dry brush cannot 
ignite when transportation-related fires begin.  Reducing the fire frequency and duration not only 
protects habitat, but also allows continued and uninterrupted operation of the major 
transportation corridors and, importantly, protects life and property of local residents. 
 
Biological Resources and Open Space (pg. 79 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
We reiterate the importance of acknowledging the impact of wildland fire with a transportation-
generated point of origin on our natural lands.  Though wildlife fatalities, habitat fragmentation, 
and other habitat impacts are important—if the habitat can no longer regenerate in its natural 
and native state due to excessive fire frequency the long term preservation of the land has been 
lost.  
 
Recommendation #3 
As previously mentioned, we recommend incorporating fire prevention strategies along natural 
areas bisected by major transportation corridors.  For example, the 91, 57, 71 Freeways all 



bisect natural lands and not only inhibit natural migration and movement of large animal 
species, they become areas prone to fire ignition and therefore habitat destruction. 
 
Growth in the SCAG Region (2035) (Exhibits 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3) 
We appreciate that SCAG has included a projected population, employment, and housing 
growth maps as exhibits, but are dismayed that the maps are illegible.  In order to appropriately 
comment on this map it must be readable.   
 
From what we can decipher, the area of the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor, known as the 
Missing Middle, is shown as adding 2000 – 3500 people per square mile.  This area is 
designated as a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) in the Los Angeles County General Plan, 
thereby acknowledging its significant natural resource values. The owner, Aera Energy, has 
attempted to achieve entitlements on this property twice without success because of the SEA 
designation. 
 
Ironically, this particular development proposal’s population, employment, and housing growth 
areas contradict the goals of SB 375 and its requirement for reduced vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) since the location of the development is no where near transit; does not include a major 
employment center but instead focuses on large single family residential units; encourages 
dependency on the automobile and will, when combined, increase VMTs, not reduce them.   
 
In addition, related to Exhibit 4.2, there are no employment centers approved or proposed on 
the Aera Energy property in Los Angeles County. As noted in your Integrated Growth Forecast 
(p. 111) the “RTP/SCS depends heavily on accurate and credible forecast for future growth in 
population, housing and employment.”   It is therefore misleading to show growth when 
residential units are the only documented development feature. And likewise it is inaccurate to 
show such a large population growth in an area protected under the County’s own SEA 
program.  
 
Advanced Mitigation Policy 
While we understand the RTP is directly related to County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) 
we would respectfully request that conservation organizations, like HFE, and other related 
agencies, conservancies, and joint power authority’s (e.g., the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy, Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, and the Wildlife Corridor 
Conservation Authority) be included in determining priority conservation areas and plan 
development.  CTCs, with all due respect, do not tend to focus on nor do they specialize in 
conservation of natural lands.   
 
As the Orange County Transportation Authority will confirm, it relied upon many sources for 
establishing its priority conservation areas under the Environmental Mitigation Program of 
Renewed Measure M.  To that end, HFE would like to offer its assistance with potential 
conservation areas in the four-county region.  In addition, we believe there are similar 
conservation non-profit organizations and entities throughout the SCAG region that could 
provide useful, beneficial, and relevant information about their on-the-ground priorities.   
 
Recommendation #5 
We recommend that SCAG incorporate public workshops and outreach to effectively gather 
information from conservation organizations and other related agencies on conservation 
priorities.  This recommendation also applies to the limited scope of “agencies” in the Resource 
Areas and Farmlands section (pg. 128 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS).   
 



Additionally, we also believe there are conservation opportunities above and beyond the Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) areas to acquire, 
protect, and preserve land in perpetuity.  
 
Recommendation #6 
We recommend that SCAG expand the possible mitigation sites to include any undeveloped 
natural lands in its inventory as this would be a more inclusive list than just focusing on 
NCCP/HCP lands, which by their very nature are limited to particular areas of each county 
(where established) and related to specific residential developments, not transportation projects 
(the Orange County Transportation Authority’s NCCP/HCP is the exception). 
 
Mitigation Measures: Biological and Open Space (Section 3.3 of the PEIR) 
In addition, we have comments that we hope strengthen the mitigation measures proposed in 
the draft PEIR.   
 
First, as it relates to MM-BIO/OS2 (replanting disturbed areas with native vegetation), we agree 
avoidance should be the first approach and use of native high quality vegetation should be 
installed.  However, in working with the Orange County Transportation Authority, we believe 
there is an opportunity to ensure a better functioning ecosystem pre- and post-construction 
activity. Specifically, the Measure M2 Ordinance states its program will establish an “accounting 
process for mitigation obligations and credits that will document net environmental benefit from 
regional, programmatic mitigation in exchange for net benefit in the delivery of transportation 
improvements through streamlined and timely approvals and permitting” [emphasis added].3  
With SCAG’s potential adoption and promising opportunity for early implementation of the 
advanced mitigation program, inclusion of net environmental benefit language would improve 
program and the delivery of freeway projects at a minimum in terms of construction, timing, and 
budget.   
 
Recommendation #7 
Therefore, we recommend ensuring that, after the impacts and restoration, the affected natural 
habitat realizes a net environmental benefit.  
 
Second, as it relates to MM-BIO/OS36 (assessment of habitat linkages) we agree habitat 
linkages should be preserved and improved, but also believe utilizing existing data when 
evaluating habitat linkages will aid in the evaluation process.  It is critical that the integrity and 
functionality of the wildlife corridor(s) be preserved before construction begins and if alternative 
linkages are needed those be established and studied prior to construction commencement. 
 
Recommendation #8 
Therefore, we recommend utilizing existing data and research conducted by agencies (e.g., US 
Geological Survey, California Department of Parks and Recreation) and qualified biologists on 
assessment of habitat linkages and their function and/or risk of habitat fragmentation, 
encroachment, and urban edge effects.  In addition, during construction the wildlife corridor 
should maintain its functionality and again, if the linkage is compromised the mitigation 
measures for alternative linkages should come before the construction activities begin. 
 
Third, MM-BIO/OS38 (analysis of wildlife corridors, impacts avoided or minimized) provides a 
good place to start in analyzing wildlife movement corridors, but can be expanded to include 

                                                 
3 Orange County Local Transportation Authority. “Ordinance No. 3.” 24 July 2006. Section II Item A.5.iii, page B-5. 



determining locations where wildlife are crossing roadways that do not yet have established 
culverts, undercrossings, etc.  
 
Recommendation #6 
We recommend using roadkill data and surveys to determine where additional linkages and/or 
culverts/undercrossings are needed, but not yet installed.  This pre-construction, pre-design 
activity can yield important information during the project planning phase so that connectivity 
can be improved during project implementation. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and the PEIR.  
We look forward to working with you in the future on the SCS and the conservation policy. 
Regards, 
 
 
Claire Schlotterbeck 
Executive Director  
 
 
 
Attachment 
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Hills For Everyone Fire Research Project 
Fire Statistics for the 91 Freeway (Perimeters) 
 
Fire Location 
Of the 37 separate fire perimeters that burned along the 91 freeway 

 13 fire burned along the freeway 

 18 fires within a ¼ mile of the freeway 

 6 fires within a ½ mile of the freeway 
 
Fires before/after Freeway Opened (1963) 

 6 fires burned before the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1914‐1963) 

 29 fires burned after the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1963‐2011) 
 
Adjacency to Chino Hills State Park 
Of the 37 separate fires perimeters that burned along the 91 freeway 

 16 burned in Chino Hills State Park 

 2 burned adjacent to Chino Hills State Park (shared a border) 

 19 burned outside Chino Hills State Park (close enough to cause concern) 
 
Fire Size 
Of the 37 separate fire perimeters that burned along the 91 freeway 

 Largest Fire – 41,285.2 acres (Green River Fire – November 1948) 

 Smallest Fire –  0.1 acres (Coal Canyon – July 2003) 

 Average Fire Size  –  6,263 acres 
 
Fire Date 
Of the 37 separate fire perimeters that burned along the 91 freeway,  July was the predominant month 
when fires burned. 
 

MONTH 
No 
Data 

Jan  Feb  Mar  Apr  May  Jun  Jul  Aug  Sep  Oct  Nov  Dec 

# of Fires      2  1  1    1  8  4  2  4  4   

 
Weather Conditions 
Known weather conditions for all the fires (since 1979) 
 

WEATHER 
CONDITIONS 

Temperature 
(Daytime 
Highest) 

Temperature 
(Daytime 
Lowest 

Temperature 
(Daytime 
Average) 

Wind Gusts 
(Highest) 

Wind Gusts 
(Average) 

Most 
Common 
Wind 

Direction 

Stats  102°F  70°F  86°F  29 MPH  20 MPH  SW 

 
Corresponding Data 
Of the 37 separate fires that burned along the 91 freeway 

 22 had no known point of origin 

 15 had a point of origin 



Hills For Everyone Fire Research Project 
Fire Statistics for the 91 Freeway (Points of Origin) 
 
Fire Location 
Of the 18 separate fire points of origin that ignited along the 91 freeway 

 3 fire ignited at the Coal Canyon exit 

 15 fires ignited along the 91 freeway 
 
Fires ignited before/after Freeway Opened (1963) 

 0 fires ignited before the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1914‐1963) 

 18 fires ignited  burned after the freeway opened(48 years of fire data, 1963‐2011) 
 
Fire ignition causes 
Of the 18 separate fires points of origin that burned along the 91 freeway 

 0 were natural 

 18 were human‐caused 
 

CAUSE  Unknown 
Vehicle 

Fire/Crash 
Arson 

Downed 
Powerlines 

Caltrans 
Machinery 

Incendiary 
Device 

Prescribed 
Burn 

Reignited 

# of Fires  8  4  2  1  1  1  1 

 
 
Corresponding Data 
Of the 18 separate fires that burned along the 91 freeway 

 11 have no matching fire perimeter 

 7 have a matching fire perimeter 



Hills For Everyone Fire Research Project 
Fire Statistics for the 91 Freeway (Points of Origin and Perimeters) 
 
Number of Fires 
There was recorded data for 37 perimeters and 18 points of origin.  In some cases the data set was 
complete and included both a perimeter and a point of origin.  In other cases, we had only one or the 
other (a perimeter and no point of origin, or a point of origin with no perimeter).  To provide an accurate 
count of actual fires we only included a single record of any given fire.  Therefore there are 48 separate 
fires that ignited/burned along the 91 freeway. 
 
Fires ignited before/after Freeway Opened (1963) 
Of the 48 separate fire perimeters and/or points of origin 

 1 unknown date 

 6 fires ignited or burned before the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1914‐1963) 

 41 fires ignited or burned after the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1963‐2011) 
 
Fire Date 
Of the 48 separate fire perimeters and points of origin that burned along the 91 freeway, July was the 
predominant month when fires were ignited or burned. 
 

MONTH 
No 
Data 

Jan  Feb  Mar  Apr  May  Jun  Jul  Aug  Sep  Oct  Nov  Dec 

# of Fires  10    2  2  2  5  1  11  4  2  5  4   
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ISO SOUTII Nl 'T il STREET 
EL CE!'\TRO, CA 922~3-2850 

February 14, 2012 

Margaret Lin 

AIR POLL 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. i 11 Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

DISTRICT 

TELEPHONE: (760) ~82-~606 
FAX: (760) 353-990~ 

RE: Comments on Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan - Sustainable Communities 
Strategy & the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mrs. Lin: 

The Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (Air District) has finalized the review of the 
Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) - Sustainable Communities Strategy and 
its Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) and is here by providing its 
comments. 

RTP 

Section: Executive Summary 

• The list of transportation investment projects found in page 5 and 6, calls for many 
beneficial projects within the SCAG region which would ultimately reduce VMT, traffic 
congestion and vehicle emissions. On top of the priority list and one of the most 
expensive projects is the passenger high speed rail system which is schedule to provide 
services to most of the SCAG region with the exception of Imperial County. As 
indicated in Table 1.7 found on page 28 of the RTP, the Imperial County is currently 
classified non-attainment for 2008 8-hour Ozone standard, as well as non-attainment for 
the PMI 0 and PM2.5 standards which is why it is very import.ant and crucial that projects 
such as the high speed rail system are built and tied into the Imperial County to alleviate 
the same issues other SCAG regions are having and expect to have in future years. As it 
stands, the Air District will not benefit from the emission reductions a high speed rail 
system can provide. For this reason, the Air District would like to request a cost
feasibility analysis and/or a detailed explanation which demonstrates why tying a high 
speeds rail system to the Imperial County is not beneficial. 

• The current financial plan found on page 7 calls for an estimated $110.3 billion revenue 
source from a proposed mileage-based user fee beginning in 2025. If this revenue source 
is ultimately approved and implemented, Imperial County residents will be at an 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY I AFFIR~ IATIVE ACTION DIPLOYER 



enom1ous disadvantage and end up paying more into this funding source due to the 
county's geographical location and lack of transportation resources available in the area 
(currently high-speed rail not proposed). Even though the Imperial County' s population 
has continued to grow at a fast rate during the last couple of years (page 17), it still 
continues to heavily rely on goods and services that are mainly provided in metropolitan 
areas such as San Diego, Riverside and L.A. Counties. As mentioned in the first 
comment, the Air District is in desperate need of transportation improvements that will 
not only allow easier, faster and safer services to other SCAG regions but that it will also 
reduce air emissions in the Imperia l County region. 

Section: 02- Transportation Investments 

• The Air Quality section on page 79 provides several measures that are necessary to 
address air emissions necessary to achieve RTP goals. One of the measures is to have 
"ARB measures that set new on-road and off-road engine standards and accelerate 
tumover of higher emitting engines from the in-use fleet" among others. It is important 
for SCAG to continue working with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and to 
discuss these types of measures in a consistent basis to ensure new engine standards and 
the tumover of higher emitting engines will be feasible for both the private and public 
sector in the upcoming years. In 2008, CARB adopted the Truck and Bus regulation 
which requires diesel trucks and buses that operate in Califomia to be upgraded to reduce 
emissions. Heavier trucks must be retrofitted with PM filters beginning January 1, 201 2, 
and older trucks must be replaced starting January 1, 2015. By January 1, 2023, nearly all 
trucks and buses will need to have 2010 model year engines or equivalent. Ultimately, the 
Air District would like to know if the emission reductions found on Table 3.2: Criteria 
Pollutant Emission By County - Existing Conditions (201 2) VS Plan (2035) have been 
approved by CARB and will be included in their emissions inventory. 

DPEIR 

• On Page 3.2-1 2, it is stated that the entire portion of the Imperial County is maintenance 
for 8 hour ozone. This statement is incorrect, the Imperial County is in attainment of the 
1997 8-hour ozone standard however it is in non-attainment of the 2008 8-hour ozone 
standard . 

As stated on the DEIR, it is impm1ant to note that future projects within the Imperia l County 
geographical area will be required to comply with local rules and regulations to minimize 
construction and operational emissions. The Imperial County CEQA Air Quality Handbook 
provides guidelines which assist in identifying when an air quality analysis is necessary, the type 
of analysis that should be performed, the level of signi ficance of the impacts predicted by the 
analysis, and the mitigation measures needed to eliminate or reduce the overall air quality 
impacts. The CEQA Handbook also provides emission thresholds for both project construction 
and operations which assist in determining whether the project may have a significant air quality 
impact. 



In conclusion, the Air District looks forward to working with SCAG and other regions to ensure 
the current and proposed transportation plans four our region not only improves mobility, the 
economy and provides sustainability but that it also commits to reducing emissions from 
transportation sources as well as construction sources ultimately improving air quality in the 
entire region. 

Respectfully 

&Q 
Brad Poiriez 
Imperial County, APCO 

CC: Mark Baza, Executive Director, ICTC 
APCD Board of Directors 



Chris Cannon, Director of Environmental Management 
Port of Los Angeles 425 South Palos Verdes Street 
San Pedro, Ca. 90731 
 
Re:  Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) Project 
PublicComment-Please include in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dear Mr. Cannon 
  
       My name is John M. Fentis, and I am a retired prosecutor from the City of Long Beach where I 
worked for 25 years.  I was the founder and supervisor of the Long Beach City Prosecutor Environmental 
Crimes Unit in 1991 which I managed and directed until my retirement in 2005.  Currently, I am the 
Environmental Project Director for the California District Attorneys Association, and I provide training 
and educational information to our State's environmental prosecutors designed to ensure continuing 
compliance with California's Environmental laws.    I am also proud to be a standing member of the 
Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ) Task Force located in the San 
Bernardino/Riverside area and chaired by Ms. Penny Newman who was instrumental in the 
establishment of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control as a result of her work on the 
Stringfellow Acid Pits.  The nature of this work has led to the evolution of an environmental justice task 
force which is a collaboration of government and the public designed to address other environmental 
issues which includes every citizen's right to breathe clean air.  I have witnessed first hand how the 
diesel particulate matter which is endlessly spewed from the railyards located in San Bernardino has 
impacted those who live in this area.  I have also witnessed children who carry their own portable 
oxygen units with them in mid-July so as to address serious asthma issues as a result of the rail activity in 
the region.  The cancer rates in this area are alarmingly higher than any other location within Southern 
California.  It is no secret that virtually all of the consumer goods that arrive in the Ports of Los Angeles 
and Long Beach ultimately reach the San Bernardino/Riverside area for repackaging and redistribution 
to the remainder of the nation.  The transportation of these goods to the rest of the nation is completed 
on the facilities provide by BNSF Railway Corporation. 
       I have examined the Environmental Impact Report that has been assembled in an effort to address 
the increased infrastructure necessary to accommodate the American consumer's insatiable need for 
material goods, and I must confess that I am extremely disappointed by the lack of creativity, the lack of 
sensitivity, and the inability to understand the environmental tragedy that we, as the the public, 
continue to impose upon the citizens of the San Bernardino/Riverside area.  I am extremely fortunate 
and grateful for the opportunity to live in a time where we receive our e-mails wirelessly, where we can 
see ourselves on a computer screen while we have a conversation, where we read our most influential 
materials on an IPAD, and where we can listen to our music without commercial interruption on our 
IPODs.  I examine your EIR, and I must confess that I view it as a step back to a more neanderthal period 
of human development.  In the face of all of the technological advances that I have described, it is 
extremely disappointing to see SCAG append its future to freeway expansion and reliance upon even 
more truck and railway transportation which is powered by oil.  That being said, I am wise enough to 
know that your EIR efforts here are really not the product of creative thinking.  They are really the 



continued agenda of those with political influence who wish to make more money and control the 
movement of goods through traditional means without regard to any sensitivity to the environmental 
needs and concerns of others. 
       There is a superior, more creative, and more efficient means to address the future.  The notion of 
trains which transport people and goods upon electrified platforms is not new.  In fact, it has been 
developed for quite sometime now.  There is no reason why goods which come into the two of the 
largest ports in the world cannot be unloaded through a process which places the containers onto an 
electrified train and moves them to the San Bernardino/Riverside area for repackaging and 
redistribution as described above.  I have met the developers of an exciting new project known as GRID 
which calls for the construction of a superdock which would be located in Long Beach (or Los Angeles) 
and is capable of storing 7000 containers and loading them onto electrified trains which leave directly 
from the dock area to the destination i have mentioned.  Phase 2 of this project calls for the 
construction of a tunnel which would also ship these containers via electrification to the 
aforementioned location.  These containers could then be taken from the arrival point by electrified 
truck for the short trip to the packaging warehouses that I have described.  Use of this system would 
negate our incessant need to constantly expand our existing freeway system and allow us to turn to 
more eco-friendly means of development.  It is my understanding that you have been made familiar 
with the GRID project.  It has been unconditionally endorsed by the Sierra Club and has garnered 
significant support from industry and labor throughout the region.  Truly, this is a more sensible 
approach and means of addressing the problems associated with future economic growth which face 
our region during the next 40 years. 
       Please take this opportunity to create a model that will be the envy of the rest of the nation.  Our 
President has called for the improvement of our nation's infrastructure.  We cannot achieve this through 
our usual reliance upon oil and increase traffic upon our highways.  The dangers that they pose to the 
public are too numerous to include in this commentary, and I would be happy to provide you with some 
statistics related to the number of prosecutions emanating from the container traffic which comes out 
of our ports.  Overweight trucks which are lacking in timely inspections coupled with restricted 
enforcement efforts only serve to compound the problem.   At least have the courage as a forward 
thinking entity charged with responsible municipal development to examine the opportunity that GRID 
provides for future development.  I truly believe that you will find it to be a superior alternative to the 
solutions that I have found in your EIR.  Many thanks in advance for your consideration of my 
commentary. 
 
 
John M. Fentis 
Deputy City Prosecutor (retired) 
Long Beach City Prosecutor 
Environmental Crimes Unit 
Current Environmental Project Director 
California District Attorneys Association 
(310) 666-3032 



1111111--------------------------------
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Joyce Dillard > 
Tuesday, February 14, 2012 4:49 PM 
2012 PEIR 

Comments to Draft RTP PEIR due 2.14.2012 

Your Alternative 3- Envision 2 Alternative does not included all the municipalities General Plans and 
Elements including Circulation Element, Land Use Element, Conservation Element, Safety Element 
and Housing Element with their own mitigation and monitoring. 

In fact, the City of Pasadena is preparing a General Plan without any CEQA documentation fi led with 
the State 
Clearinghouse. 

You need to address the issues in AB 162 Wolk and the Department of Water Resources 200-year 
floodplain management. Extreme weather conditions, atmospheric rivers, fi res, floods are a concern 
of the Department of Water Resources. 

Watersheds, Basin Plans, Integrated Regional Water Management Plans and Wetlands Protection 
and Significant Biological Areas should be mapped. Alluvial Fans (Cal State San Bernardino) are now 
a factor in planning and land use and hazard and public safety. Beneficial Uses of Water should be 
mapped. 

What are the migratory bird patterns, fish restoration and wetlands areas that are significant to 
maintaining watersheds. 

Total Daily Maximum Loads (NPDES) pollutants should be identified. Geology and soi ls need to be 
mapped for the entire region. 

Use of Rainwater Harvesting, not a Title 22 Water, may be a larger problem if the State Department 
of Publ ic Health and the Federal EPA do not address their responsibilities. Outbreak of disease, 
whether aviary or human, would cause extreme problems in dense areas and with public 
transportation. 

The CIRCULATION ELEMENTS of the regional cities GENERAL PLANS should be addressed as 
they expand to an overview of the regional needs and has a direct relationship to land use. This will 
also address the Military needs and national defense issues which are underplayed for the region . 

Per the Governor's Office of Planning and Research "Update to the General Plan Guidelines
Complete Streets and the Circu lation Element:: 

.. . circulation element shall contain objectives, policies, principles, plan proposals, and/or standards 
for planning the infrastructure to support the circulation of people, goods, energy, water, sewage, 
storm drainage, and communications. 

South Coast Air Quality District is not in compliance with the EPA and the State Implementation 
Plans. Where is the scientific monitoring to determine if all this density and increased transit plays a 
key role or is just a waste of taxpayer funds. Monitoring 
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 stations should be identified.  Placing bicycle paths near monitoring stations will not change air 
quality. 
 
How are Diesel Engine omissions from trains addressed and under what authority as responsible 
party. 
  
Please address the oil and gas issues, as Los Angeles and Orange Counties are unique in having oil 
fields and methane issues underground. 
 
Aging infrastructure and governance issues should be identified whether from a municipality or public 
utility.  Joint Powers Authorities and delivery of utilities should be addressed as to jurisdiction and 
incorporated in the Circulation Element. 
 
The reduction of municipal budgets has decreased the reliability of Fire, Police and Emergency 
Services.  Each municipality should be reviewed for their current capabilities of protecting Public 
Health and Safety. 
 
Joyce 
 Dillard 

 
Los Angeles, CA  
 



Southern California Association of Governments 
Attention: Margaret Lin 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
 
Re: draft SCAG 2012-2035 regional transportation plan/ SCS and PEIR 
 
The SCAG PEIR / RTP is flawed in the same way as the SANDAG RTP / EIR – they are 
inadequate under CEQA law. 
 
The joining motion filed by the Attorney General of the State of California in the lawsuit against 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan states that 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the plan does not adequately analyze or 
prevent air pollution and climate concerns, and prioritizes expanding freeways while delaying 
public transit projects.  
 
The SCAG is similarly flawed and will not stand up to CEQA challenge. 
 
 
I oppose all items in the draft RTP that recommend the expansion or extension of 
highways, for the following reasons:   
 
The fundamental law of highway congestion (Anthony Downs, 1962, 2004, 1992; and confirmed 
most recently by  Gilles Duranton and Matthew Turner of the University of Toronto ) states that 
the travel speed of an expanded highway reverts to its previous level before the capacity 
expansion and that the extension of interstate highways is met with a proportional increase in 
traffic in the U.S.   
 
SCAG’s assumption that  highway expansion reduces congestion and improves pollution levels 
is grossly inaccurate.   The traffic modeling fails to fully account for generated and induced 
traffic. And therefore exaggerates the benefits of expansion and the does not reflect the severity 
of future congestion problems.    
 
The draft RTP anticipates adding 948 centerline miles and 7419 lanes miles which would be a 
4.4% and 11.1% increase respectively. 
 
The SCAG RTP will increase pollution, truck traffic, congestion, accidents, health impacts and 
environmental risks throughout the Southern California region. 
 
I oppose the 710 gap closure project as it is un-defined and is not eligible to be on the 
Constrained Plan. 
 
The proposed SR-710 Extension Toll Tunnels, at $5.6 BILLION already underfunded by at least 
50%, must be moved from the Constrained Plan to the Strategic Unfunded Plan in the 2012 
RTP because there are no committed, available, or reasonably available funds as required by 
federal law for inclusion in the Constrained Plan. 
 
There is enormous internal inconsistency with the SCAG’s six possible construction zones yet 
all actual estimates based only the previously defined Meridian Route alignment. 
 



I oppose plan items in the draft RTP t hat recommend increased convent ional roadway 
and rail yard capacity for goods movement. The RTP should instead include existing 
zero-emission goods movement alternat ives. 

Goods movement must be accomplished via electrified freight rail not trucks. 

Goods movement proposals in the draft RTP are inconsistent with reg ional, state, and federal 
air quality and congestion targets stated in the plan. 

The plan states that to attain federal ozone standards, the reg ion will need broad deployment of 
zero and near-zero emission transportation technologies in the 2023 to 2035 timeframe (p.74). It 
also acknowledges that conventional goods movement practices contribute to excess ozone 
and poor air quality (p. 68) and negative impacts in neighboring communities and throughout the 
region. 

However, the plan allocates billions of dollars to expanding conventional goods movement, 
saying "truck-only freight corridors are effective as they add capacity in congested corridors, 
improve truck operations and safety.and provide a platform for the introduction and adoption of 
zero-emission technologies." 

Yet the plan does not require zero-emission technology. 

Regards, 
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February 14, 2012 
 
President Pam O’Connor and Members 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017  
 
Dear President O’Connor and Regional Council Members: 
 
We thank the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and its staff for the hard 
work on the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  Latino 
Health Access is particularly pleased to see that important health and equity indicators were 
included in the strategy positively impacting the health of our community.  
 
The high levels of air pollution and health problems experienced in the Southern California 
region require strong action to transform transportation and land use planning.  The Los 
Angeles region continues to be rated as the most polluted area for ozone in the country by the 
American Lung Association and the public health toll remains high.   
 
We trust and rely on the research by the American Lung Association in California.  The agency 
quantified the respiratory health benefits of smart growth strategies in the Southern California 
region. Their analysis showed that the six-county Southern California region could avoid over 
$16 billion in cumulative health and societal costs through smart growth strategies that reduce 
the growth in the region’s vehicle trips by 20 percent by 2035. While large, these benefits may 
represent a small fraction of the greater benefits that accrue with more physically active 
transportation options, as envisioned and quantified by the California Department of Public 
Health’s I-THIM modeling project. Understanding the potential benefits of given planning 
scenarios will help to identify plans that provide the greatest reductions in harmful emissions 
and chronic illnesses.  
 
As an agency we see firsthand the effects that obesity and diabetes has on the lives on our 
clients and recognized the need for greater focus on a shift to active transportation modes like 
walking, cycling and transit that reduce pollution emissions and gets people out of their cars 
and into a more physically active lifestyle. 
 
We join the American Lung Association in offering the following comments and 
recommendations to ensure that the Sustainable Communities Strategy and future 
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transportation investments place sufficient emphasis on promoting active transportation 
modes and transit oriented development, measuring and improving health progress, and 
ensuring that health and equity are imbedded in the decision making process for this plan and 
future planning efforts.  
 
Key Health Recommendations for SCAG SCS 

 Increase active transportation investments to more than $12 billion a year.   While we 
appreciate the increase in active transportation funding included in the draft SCS, we 
believe more funding is needed.  A recent study by the Los Angeles County of Public 
Health estimated that up to $40 billion could be needed to build out all of the current 
bicycle and pedestrian projects in Los Angeles County alone. SCAG, in coordination with 
health departments and organizations, should conduct a Comprehensive Needs 
Assessment for the Southern California region to determine the infrastructure needs to 
develop a network of bicycle and pedestrian pathways and transit connections. Analysis 
is also needed of how SCAG’s bicycle and pedestrian per capita investment compares 
with other regions.  

 Improve Assessment of health benefits through new modeling approaches. Utilize the 
new California Department of Public Health I-THIM screening tool to analyze the 
potential chronic disease reductions that can be achieved in the SCAG region based on 
increased transportation-related physical activity such as walking and biking.  This model 
was used in the San Francisco Bay Area region to determine reductions in heart and 
respiratory disease, breast cancer and other health effects linked to active 
transportation scenarios.  We urge SCAG to incorporate this tool in regional planning 
and decision making for transportation investments. 

 Include the attached list of 13 health and equity metrics in the SCS and monitor over 
time, including expanded public health targets. In addition to monitoring premature 
mortality, SCAG should also assess reductions in asthma incidence and exacerbations 
due to traffic related pollution (NOX) and other targets through collaboration with local 
health departments, the South Coast Air Quality Management District, academic 
researchers and community based organizations. Improvements to the targets should 
be monitored and reported to the public every two years.  Additional comments on the 
targets already included by SCAG in the SCS will be sent in a separate comment letter. 

 Focus investments on completing transit systems and building out transit 
infrastructure, rather than highway expansion, including the following: 

o Doubling Metrolink ridership by 2020 and double it again by 2035 
o Expanding  Bus Rapid Transit and regional bus service 
o Enhancing TOD planning and 1st-mile-last-mile investments near Metrolink 

stations 
o Doubling the bicycle network to 24,000 miles and improving pedestrian 

environment 

 Front load active transportation funding. SCAG should commit to a higher amount of 
transportation funding for bike and pedestrian infrastructure, especially in the early 
years of the 25-year RTP process. SCAG should work with local transportation agencies 
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to prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects and ensure the majority of funds are spent 
prior to 2020.  

 Increase investments in zero emission freight transportation in order to reduce diesel 
emissions and exposures in communities near freight corridors and rail yards. Ensure 
that funding mechanisms are in place to expedite the implementation of the zero and 
near-zero emission freight and truck strategies and infrastructure. Prioritize spending on 
projects that deliver maximum health benefits for residents of the region, especially 
those living along the freight corridor. 

 Evaluate the number and type of new developments that could be located in close 
proximity to freeways and high traffic roadways in the SCAG region under the new RTP. 
Work with air district, health departments and universities to develop and implement 
best practice policies for developments located near heavy traffic areas to reduce 
exposures to air pollution. 

As health and medical organizations and professionals, we recognize that strong government 
policies to control harmful emissions and that dramatically increase options for active 
transportation are critical to improving public health and quality of life in Southern California. 
We stand ready to assist you in implementing a truly health protective, equitable and 
sustainable plan for Orange County and all of Southern California. 
 
Signed, 
 
Dolores Gonzalez-Hayes 

Dolores Gonzalez-Hayes 
Director of Policy 
Latino Health Access 
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MAJESTIC REALTY CO. 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 

Executive Director 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 W. th Street, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

RE: PEIR Comments 

Dear Hasan: 

R.E. License #00255328 (CA) 

13191 Crossroads Parkway North • City of Industry, CA 91746-3497 
Office (562) 692-9581 • FAX (562) 695-2329 

This letter is in response to the request for comments relating to the Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) by February 14, 2012. First, we want to join the many others that have congratulated your 

team's efforts relating to the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities 

Strategy {SCS). 

We realize that these draft documents represent several different endeavors and lots of hard work. Our 

comments here relate specifically to the PEIR but we do want to acknowledge all the efforts involved to 

get us to this point and specifically to meet the mandatory deadlines. 

As a business leader with daily responsibilities of running a business, we find the timing of this draft to 

be a challenge for us. Frankly we have not had adequate time and/or resources to fully study all the 

proposed mitigations and more importantly, the potential unintended consequences. Therefore, we 

have had to would rely on many of our partners- governing agencies and global supply chain partners 

to take the lead from their various perspectives. Unfortunately, many of the comment letters are just 

now being finalized so there has not been the opportunity for business to review and contrast the 

various positions and to contribute to help find the solutions for truly balanced, sustainable future. 

From our perspective, the long list of mitigations with wording of "can and should" would much better 

serve when listed in an appendix as a menu-only format. Many proposed mitigations are just not 

appropriate for all types of development--- for example, the WWII street width does not inherently 

seem appropriate or nor desirable for modern truck turning radius requirements; the same with 

reference to edible landscaping--- this does not seem appropriate for a master- planned business park. 

There is mention of requiring solar--- we have been working on a wide-scale, early adoption of solar for 
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the triple net sector of commercial real estate and to date, we have not found an economically 

sustainable model available for privately-held, long-term portfolio owners. Contrary to our initial 

thoughts, we have found this to be very complicated and the lack of wide spread early adoption in our 

region is indicative of some of the challenges. To make sense on a large scale, we will need a reliable 

feed in tariff and the utility grids need to become "two way streets". There are price tags for all of 

these items that need to be addressed before we simply require solar on all buildings. 

The reference to an "Urban Growth Boundary" does not include a clearly defined term and causes us 

concern when it comes to supply chain-related development issues. Master planned 

industrial/warehouse and distribution-oriented business parks may not economically fit within those 

boundaries. Urban growth boundaries tend to have winners and losers and given the magnitude of 

goods movement in our region, an urban growth boundary could actually encourage longer and longer 

drays. Additionally, the East West Freight Corridors needs to include an analysis of the first and last 

mile to be truly an effective solution. We have heard discussions around the first and last mile when it 

relates to bike paths, but it is even more important to have these discussions around goods movement 

and all forms of mobility. Like others, we are also concerned with the suggestion that guidelines from 

agencies such as CARB with their Good Neighbor Land Use guidelines which are outside their specific 

authority will become mandated. 

This is not intended to be an all-inclusive list, but rather to share our concern for the complexity of many 

of these issues and the need to clearly balance all the various sectors. We have some concerns 

regarding the RTP/SCS strategies. We are not sure that the plans, strategies and mitigation measure will 

have all the positive benefits envisioned. In fact, we suspect some may have potentially negative 

economic and environmental consequences for the region. In light of the severe recession in California 

with high unemployment and business flight, we are concerned that many of these policies, strategies 

and potential mitigations may continue to exacerbate the current issues. Further, the reports should 

look at environmental degradation resulting from deterioration of infrastructure, buildings and business. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our thoughts. 

Sincerely, 

Fran Inman 

Sr. Vice President 

Majestic Realty Company 
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February 13, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Subject: Review Comments on SCAG RTP/SCS Draft PEIR Water Resources 
Mitigation Measures 

Dear Mr. lkhrata, 

This letter provides comments on the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PDEIR) that 
SCAG prepared, pursuant to California Environmental Policy Act (CEQA) 
requirements, for its proposed 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012-2035 RTP/SCS) Plan (the Plan or the 
Project). SCAG describes the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan as "a long-range regional 
transportation plan that provides a blueprint to help achieve a coordinated regional 
transportation system by creating a vision for transportation investment throughout 
the region and identifying regional transportation and land use strategies to address 
mobility needs" (2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan Draft PEIR, Page ES-1). With a long
range planning horizon of more than 20 years, the Plan provides conceptual-level 
descriptions of proposed highway, arterial goods movement and transit projects and 
programs that would be designed and implemented to meet the goals, policies and 
performance indicators adopted in the proposed Plan. 

The SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan was developed in compliance with Senate 
Bill 375 (SB 375), the California Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection 
Act and Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. In 
order to encourage development that reduces greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
the Plan proposes coordinated modifications to regional transportation system 
investments and land use strategies that will address mobility needs, reduce vehicle 
trips and length, and improve land use efficiencies. Key provisions are compact 
growth, increased jobs/housing balance and transit-oriented development where 
feasible. (SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft PEIR, page ES-2.) 

In conjunction with the above stated Senate and Assembly Bill, Mesa Water has 
reduced its GHG emissions by strategically developing its local groundwater supply. 
By strategically developing its groundwater supply, Mesa Water has reduced the 
need for energy intense import water lowering GHG emissions. Mesa Water will be 
100% local groundwater in 2012, further lowering its GHG emissions. 

1965 Placentia Avenue 6 Costa Mesa, California 92627 
Telephone (949) 631-1200 6 FAX (949) 574-1036 

www.mesawater.org 
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Program EIR 

SCAG prepared a Program EIR rather that a project-level EIR since the RTP/SCS 
Plan is a regional plan, and the site-specific details of constructing the individual 
projects that will implement the Plan are not yet known. According to the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168, the purpose of a Program EIR is to examine the 
environmental impacts of a series of related actions. Among the advantages is 
allowing the Lead Agency to "consider broad policy alternatives and program wide 
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal 
with basic problems or cumulative impacts ... " (CEQA Guidelines §15168 (b)(4).) 
When it comes time to construct individual projects covered by the program EIR, "If 
the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no 
new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve the activity as 
being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new 
environmental document would be required" (CEQA Guidelines §15168 (c)(2).) If 
subsequent activities in the program have "effects that were not examined in the 
program EIR, then a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either 
an EIR or a Negative Declaration" (CEQA Guidelines §15168 (c)(1).) 

One primary purpose of the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS PEIR is provide the 
program EIR, including the regional and cumulative effects analysis of the 
transportation, land use and climate change issues, that could be referenced in 
subsequent project-level CEQA documents rather than repeating this analysis in 
each project-level CEQA document. Furthermore, a key provision of SB 375 is to 
allow CEQA Streamlining for projects that conform to the RTP/SCS and "the project 
incorporates all feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set 
forth in prior applicable certified environmental impact reports (including the 
RTP/SCS PEIR)(Pub. Res. Code§ 21155.2(b))" (SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft 
PEIR, page 1-11). SCAG's PEIR approach includes numerous project-level 
mitigation measures which are permissive ("can and should"). SB 375 only allows 
CEQA streamlining for projects that implement ALL of the mitigation measures 
included in the PEIR. The numerous PEIR site-specific project-level mitigation 
measures are included without any concomitant site-specific project level analysis 
or justification. These one-size fits all mitigation measures could be inappropriate, 
ineffective and overly costly for agencies, project developers and consumers to 
implement and thus make it harder to streamline rather than easier. 
It is possible that implementing all the PEIR mitigation measures could be 
interpreted to mean incorporating all the mandatory and permissive mitigation 
measures. Consequently, some local agencies may choose to not streamline their 
CEQA compliance and, similarly, not tier off the RTP/SCS PEIR, because they do 
not want to adopt all the mitigation measures, including the permissive ones. To 
avoid implementing the inappropriate mitigation measures, the agencies will, 
instead, prepare project EIRs from scratch, including redoing the regional and 
cumulative RTP/SCS and climate change analyses. 

1965 Placentia Avenue ' Costa Mesa, California 92627 
Telephone (949) 631-1200' FAX (949) 574-1036 

www.mesawater.org 
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The potential confusion over the mandatory and permissive mitigation measures 
could be addressed by transferring the permissive mitigation measures to an 
Appendix containing a tool box of suggested mitigation measures for local agencies 
and project developers to consider. 
SCAG's Proposed Water-Related Mitigation Measures 

Attachment A is a table summarizing the water-related mitigation measures 
included in the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan PEIR. The table summarizes 
which mitigation measures are appropriate and which should be deleted from the 
PEIR or transferred to an appendix of suggested mitigation measures to consider. 
Reasons for recommending deleting each mitigation measure are tied to the 5 
primary reasons detailed below. 

1. SCAG Exceeded Authority Over Water Districts 

SCAG members consist of cities and counties, but not water or wastewater 
agencies. Consequently SCAG does not have the legal authority to recommend or 
implement mitigation measures that must be implemented by independent agencies 
not under its jurisdiction. SCAG can only guarantee to take actions within its own 
authority. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 (a)(5), a lead agency 
need not propose or analyze mitigation measures that cannot be legally imposed. 
While these unenforceable mitigation measures that must be implemented at the 
discretion of non-member agencies should not be included in the formal PEIR 
mitigation measures, it might be helpful to include these mitigation measures in an 
Appendix that provides a "tool box" of suggested mitigation measures. It should also 
be recognized that other mitigation measures, sometimes more suitable or effective 
for a particular agency or project, also exist, may already be in place, and should be 
considered. 

2. Existing Regulatory Framework Already In Place 

The regulatory framework section of the PEIR Section 3.13 Water Resources is 
significantly simplified. All projects developed within California are subject to a 
complex system of federal, state and local laws and regulations that protect 
California's resources. Although the PEIR identifies the primary federal and state 
agencies that regulate water resources, several types of local districts are not 
identified. Many of the specific water-related laws and regulations are also not 
identified. Some of the water related laws, regulations and agreements that should 
be considered are listed in Table 1 below. By following these laws and regulations, 
the cities, counties, and water, wastewater and federal, state and local permitting 
agencies will mitigate many of the potential impacts of implementing the 
RTP/SCS and the related individual projects. Furthermore, cities, counties, water 
districts and other local agencies have already adopted plans and programs which 
mitigate many of the potential 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan impacts. These plans, 
programs and development regulations should be considered part of the existing 
baseline conditions; therefore, forecasts of development impacts should assume 
compliance with these regulations just as the PEIR assumes compliance with the 
existing RTP through Amendment 4. Additional project mitigation measures may not 
be required, particularly permissive mitigation measures that conflict with existing 

1965 Placentia Avenue ' Costa Mesa, California 92627 
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programs, if the existing programs and mitigation measures already reduce 
potential impacts for a particular project below the level of significance. 

Table 1 
P rf I L" t f E . f W t R I t d L a 1a IS 0 XIS mg a er- e a e aws, R If egu a 1ons an dA t ~greemen s 

Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) 
Integrated Water Management Plans (IWMPs) 
Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) 
Ms4 Permit Requirements 
Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California (As 
Amended September 16, 2009) 
SB 610 
AB 221 
SB X7 -7 (Water Conservation Act of 2009) 
AB 3030 
California Building Code 2010 
California Green Building Code 2010 (Title 24, Part 11) 
California Code of Regulations (especially Titles 21 Public Works, Title 22 (including 
Department of Public Health) and 23 Waters) 

Another characteristic of the California water regulatory structure is the freedom 
provided to individual water districts to identify their own programs to comply with 
the applicable state and federal regulations. One example is SB X7-7, which 
requires water districts to reduce their per capita water consumption 20 percent by 
2020. The senate bill and implementing regulations provide each district with lots of 
programmatic flexibility to meet the 20 percent goal. Another example, the 
Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California, 
as amended September 16, 2009, identifies water conservation Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that water district signatories must adopt. Flexibility is provided 
within some of the Programmatic BMPs so a district can select the best approach 
for their district. Furthermore, a water district can qualify for an exemption from a 
particular BMP if the district can demonstrate by a cost-benefit analysis that the 
BMP is not cost effective in their district. 

The PEIR adopts a long list of arbitrary water-related mitigation measures that do 
not provide any flexibility and may not be appropriate in many water districts. These 
mitigation measures could supersede portions of the existing and future water 
district programs. Two examples of inflexible PEIR measures are: 1) project 
developers installing 1.28 gallons or less per flush toilets when the California Green 
Building Code 2010 only requires project developers to install 1.6 gallons per flush 
toilets, and 2) requiring project developers to offset any net water demand increase 
with water conservation and recycled water use when the water district may have 
sufficient water supplies already available. 

1965 Placentia Avenue • Costa Mesa, California 92627 
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The PEIR states, "Water Conservation Plan" (MM-W59) include tiered rate 
structures for water use. The policy of requiring "tiered rates" as a conservation 
measure ignores the true value of water. A recent study (Mesa Water, True Cost 
2011, Raftelis Financial Consultants) showed uniform water rates based on 
operational efficiency, provide a stronger price signal than tiered rated. Additionally, 
uniform rates based on operational efficiency do not "under value" or misrepresent 
the first billing unit as do tiered rates subsidized by non-volumetric taxes or fees. 

3. Project-level Mitigation Measures Without Project-level Analysis 

The PEIR includes numerous mitigation measures that address site-specific project 
level impacts without a matching level of site-specific project level analysis of 
existing conditions or project impacts. Because the PEIR only evaluates regional 
water conditions, there is no project or district definition of the threshold of 
significance or analysis of whether each mitigation measure is feasible for each 
agency/project developer, reduces impact below the threshold of significance for 
each agency/project developer, or is more effective than mitigation measures 
already developed and implemented. These one-size fits all mitigation measures 
could be inappropriate, ineffective and overly costly for agencies, project developers 
and consumers to implement. Because lead agencies must adopt all the mitigation 
measures included in the PEIR if it serves as the basis for CEQA streamlining or 
tiering a subsequent project EIR, the PEIR permissive mitigation measures could 
supersede many water district programs, such as the District's water conservation 
program, that were carefully developed over many years in accordance with the 
federal, state and local water planning and regulatory structure, WSAs, UWMPs, 
IWMPs, and other CEQA documents. These programs and mitigations developed 
for other CEQA projects may already mitigate or prevent potential impacts of 
development. 

The potential confusion over the mandatory and permissive mitigation measures 
could be addressed by transferring the permissive mitigation measures to an 
Appendix containing a tool box of suggested mitigation measures for local agencies 
and project developers to consider. 

4. PEIR Must Consider Other Mitigation Measures 

The PEIR proposes arbitrary, albeit permissive, project-specific mitigation measures 
that may or may not be feasible and could be uniformly applied to all projects 
implemented under the RTP/SCS Plan. The PEIR states that after the water 
resource-related mitigation measures are implemented, the project impacts may still 
be significant (SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft PEIR, Table ES-1, pp. ES-4 to 
ES-87.) Other mitigation measures are possible that could be more appropriate for 
a particular project, site or water/wastewater agency or jurisdiction. When individual 
projects are developed, the project developers, together with the permitting 
agencies during the normal project permitting process, will identify appropriate and 
feasible mitigation measures for each project that could minimize significant 
adverse impacts, possibly to a level that is below the level of significance. 
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CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4 (a)(1)(B) states "Where several measures are 
available to mitigate an impact, each should be discussed and the basis for 
selecting a particular measure should be identified." The PEIR should state clearly 
that since the RTP/SCS PEIR is a programmatic regional CEQA analysis, the 
project-specific mitigations are suggestive and should be considered by local 
jurisdictions and project sponsors during the project-specific CEQA analysis phase. 
The local jurisdictions should also consider alternative mitigation measures at that 
time, including mitigation measures already adopted in UWMPs, IWMPs, WQMPs 
and other typical water district programs. 

5. Need Not Mitigate Effects Which Are Not Significant 

Some individual projects may cause significant adverse impacts to water resources; 
others may not. CEQA specifies that "Mitigation measures are not required for 
effects which are not found to be significant" (CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4 (a)(3).) 
For instance, MM-W58 requires project sponsors to, among other things, "Offset 
water demand from new projects so that there is no new increase in water use." 
This mitigation measure would not be appropriate for a water district that has a 
sufficient water supply to serve the community through General Plan build out since 
there would not be a water shortage to mitigate. 

Mitigation Measures Should Not Be Prescriptive 

By way of contrast with SCAG's highly prescriptive approach, SANDAG's 2050 
RTP/SCS PEl R (October 2011) identifies only two mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to regional water supplies. SANDAG indicates "These mitigation measures 
are general and programmatic in nature, and would be refined in project-specific 
CEQA documents." (p.4.17 -31) These measures are: 

"WS-A Local governments can and should implement all feasible water 
conservation measures, including, but not limited to, those measures and policies 
regarding water efficiency, conservation, capture, and reuse identified by water 
suppliers and in local government general plans during the CEQA review process 
for individual development projects. For example, water conservation measures 
could include: 

• Educating the public regarding water conservation, graywater use, and 
water storage and capture strategies. 

• Requiring new construction and major renovations of all residential and 
nonresidential developments to meet the following standards: 

Achieve a reduction of water use to be 40 percent less than baseline for 
buildings as calculated by the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 
Reduce water consumption for outdoor landscape irrigation, consistent 
with the most recent local government policies. 

Comply with all prevailing state laws and local government regulations 
regarding indoor and outdoor water conservation and efficiency in new 
construction. 
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Installation of drought-tolerant landscaping, drip irrigation systems for 
landscaping where appropriate, and low-flow fixtures in bathrooms and 
kitchens. 
Require efficient irrigation systems and encourage use of native plant 
species and noninvasive drought-tolerant/low water use plants in 
landscaping 
Maximize storm water filtration and/or infiltration in areas that are not 
subject to high groundwater by maximizing the natural drainage patterns 
and the retention of natural vegetation and other pervious surfaces. 
Require development to minimize the use of directly connected 
impervious surfaces and to retain storm water runoff caused from the 
development footprint at or near the site of generation." 

"WS-8 SANDAG shall and other implementing agencies can and should utilize 
reclaimed water (also known as recycled water) to the greatest extent feasible 
during the design and construction of the projects implementing 2050 RTP/SCS, to 
minimize potential impacts to the San Diego regional water supply. Recycled water 
can be used to fill lakes, ponds, and ornamental fountains; to irrigate parks, 
campgrounds, golf courses, freeway medians, community greenbelts, and school 
athletic fields; and to control dust at construction sites. Recycled water can also be 
used in nonresidential buildings. For example, local firms have dual-plumbed 
buildings to allow the use of recycled water for toilet and urinal flushing and for use 
in cooling towers. Recycled water could also be used for street sweeping purposes." 

Many of these water conservation measures are already being implemented by 
water agencies in Southern California at the project level and Mesa is not opposed 
to a more focused policy-based mitigation approach similar to the SANDAG 
example. We believe SCAG must reconsider its highly prescriptive mitigation 
approach and adopt a broader policy-based approach that allows local water 
agencies to specify water conservation measures that reflect local conditions. 

Other Draft PEIR Considerations 

Following are several other issues concerning the Draft PEIR that Mesa Water is 
including in their comments: 

PEIR analyzes impacts of SCS against 2012 as existing conditions baseline, but 
does not analyze impact of No Project in sufficient detail or accurately enough to 
compare the two alternatives. Notably, the reader cannot learn the beneficial or 
negative impact of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan compared to the existing 2008 
RTP. 
• The project is the RTP/SCS, not land development in general. The PEIR 

needs to analyze the impact of the SCS. To be "bullet proof', the PDEIR 
should analyze the SCS against BOTH the baseline existing conditions and 
against the No Project alternative, which is the development that would 
occur based on the existing land use plans adopted by the various 
jurisdictions and within the existing regulatory environment without any 
modifications created by the SCS. 
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• 

• 

• 

Since the project is the SCS, the regional mitigations should only be actions 
that SCAG can take to mitigate impacts. SCAG has no jurisdiction over the 
discretionary actions of water and wastewater agencies or project 
developers. Therefore, the numerous project-level mitigation measures 
described in the PEIR that suggest what the project developers and 
agencies "can and should" do are immaterial to the CEQA analysis and 
should be deleted from the CEQA text. It may be helpful to the project 
developers and agencies to have a list of suggested potential actions 
included in an Appendix as a toolbox of potential mitigations when they 
proceed with development, but this information is not critical to the CEQA 
analysis. 
The mitigations that ARE integral to the CEQA analysis are actions that 
SCAG can take such as analyzing whether increased densities at different 
locations will affect water demand, water and wastewater infrastructure 
requirements, and the associated energy and GHG impacts. 
These impacts, however, cannot be identified and analyzed until the project
level CEQA phase. 

Water Supply 
o Water demand would decrease with denser development since 

there would be proportionately less irrigated landscaped acreage 
and, therefore, lower exterior water demands. This would also 
decrease operational and emergency water storage 
requirements. 

o Water distribution system impacts with SCS would include 
shorter but possibly larger diameter pipelines to serve the same 
number of families. 

o Fire storage and water distribution system impacts may or may 
not increase since higher density developments require additional 
water storage and distribution pipeline upsizing to deliver 
required fire flow. Energy requirements for pumping and treating 
additional water supply would be less for denser development 
since water demand would be less. 

Wastewater 
o The quantity of wastewater to be treated would not increase 

since the interior wastewater generation would not change 
significantly. Notably, however, the location and size of future 
wastewater treatment plants may change. lnfill projects may 
increase the likelihood that wastewater agencies would expand 
existing wastewater treatment plants rather than constructing 
new wastewater treatment plants to serve sprawling new 
development. 
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o Sewage collection systems under SCS will have shorter total 
lengths of pipeline to serve the same number of households; 
however, existing sewer pipelines in already developed areas 
may need to be upsized to serve higher density populations. 
Fitting the larger sewer lines into existing streets crowded with 
other existing utilities may be difficult. On the other hand, existing 
sewer lines that are nearing their service life could be replaced by 
larger sewage collection pipelines; this may yield reduced overall 
construction and replacement costs. 

Stormwater Retention/Detention/Recharge 
o SCS may have more or less impervious surface area. Reductions 

in land dedicated to roadways could be, at least partially, offset 
by the higher impervious area of denser development with less 
landscaping. 

We thank you for the consideration of our comments and look forward to your 
written response. 

Qjx' 
Paul E. Shoenberger, P. 
General Manager 

Attachment A: Mesa Water Comments, Water-Related Mitigation Measures 
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Attachment A 

Mesa Consolidated Water District 
Comments on SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft PEIR Water-Related Mitigation Measures 

Note: 
The reasons for recommending each mitigation measure be deleted are defined as: 

I. SCAG exceeded authority over water districts. 

2. Existing regulatory framework already in place. 

3. Project-level Mitigation Measures Without Project-level Analysis 

4. PEIR Must Consider Other Mitigation Measures 

5. Need Not Mitigate Effects Which Are Not Significant 

Surface Water Runoff 
and Water Quality 

Page 10 of 14 

MM-W2 

MM-W3 

MM-W6 

MM-W7 

MM-W8 

MM-W9 
iance. 

Riparian habitat impacts 

1,3 Must also consider condition of existing 
infrastructure. 

1,2,5 Already covered by RWQCB regulations. SCAG 
information sharing appropriate. 

1,2 Already part of development review process. 



MM-W10 Regulatory permits required. 1,2,3 
MM-W11 Landscaping specifications. 1,2,3,4,5 
MM-W12 Stormwater BMPS & permits required. 1,2,3 
MM-W13 NPDES and construction and post- 1,2,3,4,5 

construction stormwater management 
and permitting, 

MM-W14 SCAG to encourage regional stormwater Appropriate. 
and groundwater recharge planning. 

MM-W15 Comply with RWQCB and Stormwater 1,2,3 
management plan permits 

MM-W16 Include structural water quality control 1,2,3,4,5 
features. 

MM-W17 Include structural stormwater runoff 1,2,3,4,5 
treatment facilities. 

MM-W18 Street and catch basin cleaning. 1,2,3,4,5 
MM-W19 Long-term sediment control and slope 1,2,3,4,5 ACOE mandates maintaining structural 

revegetation. integrity and capacity of flood control structures. Must 
be project-specific design. 

MM-W20 Roadway runoff and vegetated median 1,2,3,4,5 
strips. 

MM-W21 Include acreage for stormwater runoff 1,2,3,4,5 
and treatment features in 
transportation project land acquisition. 

MM-W22 Stormwater hydrology specifications 1,2,3 Covered by WQMPs and MS4 permit requirements. 
MM-W23 Stormwater facility design 1,2,3,4,5 

specifications. 
MM-W24 Stormwater peak flow management. 1,2,3,4 
MM-W25 Local jurisdictions should encourage 1,2,3,4,5 

Low Impact Development in new 
development. 

MM-W26 Stormwater and water quality 1,2,3,4,5 
protections in site design for sites less 
than 1 acre. 

MM-W27 Construction BMPs. 1,2,3,4,5 Covered by California Construction General 
Permit. 

MM-W28 California Construction General Permit 1,2,3 
and SWPPP requirements. 

MM-W29 Drainage plan review. 1,2,3,4,5 Water quality can be protected on many sites 
without stormwater treatment facilities. 
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MM-W30 Erosion and sedimentation control 1,2,3,4,5 
measures. 
Continual dewatering facilities 1,2,3,4,5 RWQCB oversees dewatering. Greenbook 

MM-W31 implement monitoring systems Public Works Standard Construction Practices standards 
apply to public works projects. 

Groundwater 
MM-W32 Minimize new impervious surfaces. 1,2,3,4,5 

Infiltration MM-W33 
Avoid designs requiring continual 1,2,3,4,5 
dewatering. 

MM-W34 
Site transportation facilities outside 1,2,3,4 
groundwater recharge areas. 

MM-W35 Minimize hardscape. 1,2,3,4,5 
Restricts development in 100-year flood 1,2,3,4 

MM-W36 plain and alluvial fans as they might be 

Increased flooding 
configured with climate change. 
Avoid incompatible floodplain 1,2,3 

hazards MM-W37 
development. Comply with regulations. 

MM-W38 
Prevent development in unprotected 1,2,3,4,5 
flood hazard areas. 

Exceed Capacity of 
See MM-W2 through 

Consider available wastewater 1,2,3,4,5 Increasing density development does not 
Wastewater treatment treatment capacity and minimize decrease wastewater generation since indoor water use 
services 

MM-7 
wastewater generation. remains about the same. 

MM-W39 Local agencies should provide water 1,2,3,4 Already covered by UWMPs, IWMPs and WSAs. 
supply to meet future water demand. 

MM-W40 Include conjuctive use in water supply 1,2,3,4,5 Each water district optimizes water supply 
strategy. reliability in its own way. 
SCAG shall encourage regional water Appropriate. 

MM-W41 supply planning within California and 
Colorado River Basin. 
SCAG shall facilitate information sharing Appropriate. 

Contribute to 
MM-W42 

regarding Sacramento River Delta, 
increased demand for Colorado River Basin and other water 
water supply sources. 

Regional water agencies should 1,2,3,4,5 Using local water supplies instead of imported 
MM-W43 consider climate change hydrology water sources will also reduce energy requirements and 

impacts on regional water supplies. accompanying Greenhouse Gas generation. 
Local jurisdictions and project sponsors 1,2,3,4,5 

MM-W44 should reduce landscape irrigation 
requirements and use reclaimed water 
where feasible. 

MM-W45 SCAG's cooperative regional water Appropriate 
... 
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supply efforts. 

MM-W46 Water supply and conveyance facility 1,2,3,4 
evaluations and WSAs. 

MM-W47 Fire flow requirements. 1,2,3,4,5 Covered by existing development review 
process. 

Water conservation requirements. 1,2,3,4,5 Existing laws and regulations provide water 
districts more flexibility to meet mandatory per capita 

MM-W48 water conservation goal of 20% by 2020. Design 
standards more stringent than water conservation 
standards adopted in California MOU and California 
Green Building Code 2010. 

MM-W49 
Project sponsors should identify water 1,2,3,4 
consumption reduction measures. 

MM-W50 
Require compliance with local drought 1,2,3, 
measures. 

MM-W51 
Required landscape irrigation system 1,2,3,4,5 
standards. 

MM-W52 Require project developers to pay fair- 1,2,3,4 Water Districts already have rate structures that 
share of water facility costs. set equitable connection fees. 
Coordination between local jurisdictions 1,2,3,4,5 
and water providers to identify water 

MM-W53 budgets. Suggest that water 
conservation and recycled water offset 
any net water demand increase. 

MM-W54 Project sponsors create water-efficient 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
landscapes. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 

MM-W55 
Project sponsors install water efficient 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
irrigation systems. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
Project sponsors incorporate water- 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W56 reducing features into building and private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
landscape design. 

MM-W57 
Project sponsors use graywater for 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
landscape irrigation. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
Project sponsors implement low-impact 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W58 development practices, including private developers outside its jurisdiction. If water district 
offsetting all new project water demand has available water supplies, no need to offset 100% of 
so there is no net water use increase. new water demand. 
Local jurisdictions should adopt and 1,2,3,4,5 California water conservation guidelines based 

MM-W59 implement water conservation and on volumetric rates; tiered water rates are only 1 of 4 
recycled water plans. acceptable volumetric _r~!~~~tructures. 

-----------
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Local jurisdictions can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W60 
ensure building permits and permit private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
approval processes promote water 
conservation. 
Local jurisdictions can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W61 
promote water-effici~nt building design private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
standards, including-minimizing non-
roof impervious surf9C£?S. 
Local jurisdictions can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W62 create checklists for wS!ter-efficient private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
technology in new construction. . 

SCAG should encourage'h)~al 1,2,3,4 
MM-W63 jurisdictions to develop lecal water 

sources. 
Local jurisdictions can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W64 develop criteria for graywater use. private developers outside its jurisdiction. Already 
covered by California Plumbing Code. 

Local jurisdictions can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W65 ensure landscaping and forests are private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
managed to optimize climate change 
benefits. 

MM-W66 
Project sponsors should install water 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
efficient landscapes and irrigation. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 

MM-W67 
SCAG should organize water Appropriate. 
conservation workshops. 
Regional water agencies can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W68 
encourage efficiency of water facilities, private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
including off-peak demand for heavy 
commercial and industrial users. 

Contribute to MM-W1 through MM-
Mitigations to address cumulative water Only the mitigations that SCAG can implement and 

cumulatively 
W68 

impacts. general programmatic mitigation measures are 
considerable demand appropriate. 

--------- -------------
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Office of the General Manager 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Planning & Programs Sent by Electronic Mail and Regular Mail 
Land Use and Environmental Planning 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, l21

h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
20 12PEIR@scag.ca.gov 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

SCAG's Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR): 
2012 Regional Transportation Plan and a Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the 
Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG) Draft PEIR for the proposed 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan and a Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). As we 
understand, the RTP/SCS is a long-range regional planning effort, prepared and coordinated by 
your agency, to create a blueprint for the region's growth through 2035 . Additionally, under 
Senate Bill 375, the California's Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act approved 
by the Governor on September 30, 2008, SCAG is also required to prepare an SCS as part of the 
R TP, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by eight percent per capita by 2020 and 13 percent per 
capita by 2035. 

Metropolitan is a regional wholesaler that delivers water to 26 member public agencies serving 
almost 19 million people living in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego 
and Ventura counties in 2010. The 26 member agencies consist of 14 cities, 11 municipal water 
districts and one county water authority, which collectively serve the residents and businesses of 
more than 300 cities and numerous unincorporated communities. The mission of Metropolitan is 
to provide its 5,200-square-mile service area with adequate and reliable supplies ofhigh-quality 
water to meet present and future needs in an environmentally and economically responsible way. 
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To supply Southern California with reliable and safe water, Metropolitan owns and operates an 
extensive range of capital facilities including the Colorado River Aqueduct, 16 hydroelectric 
facilities, nine reservoirs, nearly 1,000 miles of large-scale pipes and five water treatment plants. 
Four ofthese treatment plants are among the 10 largest plants in the world. In fact, Metropolitan 
is the largest distributor of treated drinking water in the United States. Metropolitan imports 
water from the Colorado River and receives State Water Project water from Northern California 
to supplement local supplies, and helps its member agencies develop increased water 
conservation, recycling, storage and other local resource programs. 

As such, Metropolitan's regional water supply planning documents are primary source materials 
for SCAG and other Southern California planning agencies regarding water resource issues, 
including but not limited to Metropolitan's Integrated Resource Plan, Regional Urban Water 
Management Plan, and Annual Progress Reports to the California State Legislature on 
Achievements in Conservation, Recycling, and Groundwater Recharge (copies ofthese and other 
regional water supply planning documents are available on Metropolitan's website at 
www.mwdh2o.com). 

SCAG's water resource analysis in the Draft PEIR relies heavily upon Metropolitan planning 
documents. Metropolitan's comments relate primarily to sections 3.13 and 5.3 of the Draft 
PEIR, respectively to water resources and growth inducement. Historically, Metropolitan has 
collaborated with SCAG on its use and summarization of Metropolitan's regional water supply 
planning documents in preparation ofSCAG's draft environmental documents as they relate to 
water resources, but Metropolitan was not consulted on the current 2012 Draft PEIR. As result, 
Metropolitan has identified a number of specific areas of concern in the sections related to water 
resources, where statements are either inconsistent with the underlying primary water planning 
sources or factually inaccurate. Given the importance of the Draft PEIR, which will serve as a 
basis for future land use planning throughout Southern California, Metropolitan believes it is 
critical that references in SCAG's Draft PEIR to water resources are correct and consistent with 
those in Metropolitan's regional water supply planning documents. 

As you discussed with Metropolitan staff on Friday, February 10,2012, SCAG staffis 
committed to working with Metropolitan staff, prior to the adoption of any final PEIR, to address 
and incorporate Metropolitan's specific comments on the Draft PEIR, which we agreed will be 
separately transmitted. Because SCAG and Metropolitan have worked collaboratively over the 
years, we are confident that SCAG will adequately address Metropolitan's concerns. However, 
Metropolitan reserves the right to raise further comments if necessary. 
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We look forward to working with you on Metropolitan's specific comments. Please do not 
hesitate to contact the following Metropolitan representatives if you have any questions: Ms. 
Grace Chan at gchan@mwdh2o.com or (213) 217-6798 for regional water supply planning; and 
Mr. Randall Neudeck at meudeck@mwdh2o.com or (213) 217-7537 for the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan and other Bay-Delta initiatives. 

Very truly yours, 

Deirdre M. West 
Manager, Environmental Planning Team 

DWS:CS:GC:dws 
(J: \Environmental -Piann ing&Compliance\COMPLETED JOBS\February 20 12\Job No. 20 12020805) 

cc: Catherine M. Stites, Senior Deputy General Counsel, Metropolitan 



THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Office of the General Manager 

February 24, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Planning & Programs 
Land Use and Environmental Planning 
Southern Qalifornia Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, l21

h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
20 12PEIR@scag.ca.gov 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

Sent by Electronic Mail and Regular Mail 

Southern California Association of Governments Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft PEIR): 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and a Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Pursuant to our agreement and in supplement to our February 14, 2012, comment letter, The 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) provides its specific 
comments, set forth in the enclosed Attachments A and B, on the Draft PEIR for the proposed 
2012 Regional Transportation Plan and a Sustainable Communities Strategy. We would 
appreciate an opportunity to review the Final PEIR with Metropolitan's changes prior to its 
publication. 

Please do not hesitate to contact the following Metropolitan representatives for further advice 
and information: Ms. Grace Chan at (213) 217-6798 or via email at gchan@mwdh2o.com for 
regional water supply and regional urban water management planning; and Mr. Randall Neudeck 
at (213) 217-7537 or via email at rneudeck@mwdh2o.com for the Bay Delta Conservation Plan 
and other Bay-Delta initiatives. 

Very truly yours, 

Deirdre M. West 
Manager, Environmental Planning Team 
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ATTACHMENT A TO COMMENT LETTER REGARDING SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS 
DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Page Original Text or Summary of Proposed Change or Comment to Original Text 

Number/ Text 

Identifiers 

Page 3.13-2 "The USSR operates the Colorado Revise the sentences to read: 
River project, an extensive The USSR's Lower Colorado Region serves as the "watermaster" 
network of dams, canals, and for the last 288 miles of the Colorado River within the United 
related facilities. The USSR serves States on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior. The Lower 
as Watermaster, overseeing Colorado Region also maintain Hoover, Davis, and Parker Dams, 
contentious water rights issues, annually measures and accounts for the water's use, and 
and running drought protection maintains the river channel and protective levees. In the Lower 
programs." Colorado Region, USSR's Water Conservation Field Services 

Program helps residents and agencies in Southern California 
achieve local water cqnservation goals. 

Page 3.13-5 "The initial 223-mile long Revise the sentences to read: 
aqueduct was completed by the The First Los Angeles Aqueduct was completed by the Los Angeles 
Los Angeles Department of Water Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and began diverting 
and Power (LADWP) and began water from Owens Valley into the City of Los Angeles in 1913. The 
diverting water from Owens Valley aqueduct was extended 40 miles to the Mono Basin in 1940, and 
into the City of Los Angeles. The its total length is 223 miles. The Second Los Angeles Aqueduct 
aqueduct was extended 115 miles with a total length of 137 miles was completed in 1970. 
in 1940 and 137-miles in 1970." 

Page 3.13-6 "The Colorado River is an Revise the sentence to read: 
interstate and international river The Colorado River is an interstate and international river whose 
whose use is apportioned among use is apportioned among the seven Colorado River Basin states 
the seven Colorado River Basin and Mexico by an international treaty, interstate compacts, court 
states and Mexico by a complex decrees, statutes, regulations, contracts and other legal 
body of statues, decrees, and documents and agreements known collectively as the 'Law of the 
court decisions known collectively River.' 
as the 'Law of the River.'" 

Page 3.13-10 "The lower Colorado River is Revise the sentence to read: 
heavily dammed for agricultural, Imperial and Morelos Dams on the Lower Colorado River serve as 
municipal, and industrial uses, diversion dams for agricultural, municipal, and industrial uses 
including the Imperial, Laguna, while Laguna Dam serves as a regulating dam. Water is diverted 
and Morelos Dams. The Imperial from Imperial Dam into the All-American Canal, which carried 
Dam provides water for the All over 4.2 million acre-feet of water into California for use in 
American Canal, which carries Arizona and California and for hydroelectric energy generation 
over five-million acre-feet of water prior to discharge back to the Colorado River in 2010. 
into California every year, mostly 
for agricultural uses." 

Page 3.13-10 "In 2001, the Imperial Valley Delete sentence because 1) the sentence is not a description of 
Irrigation District, the largest the watershed and 2) this transfer is only one of several transfers 
recipient of Colorado River water from Imperial Irrigation District. 
in California, agreed to a plan to 
transfer up to 200,000 acre-feet of 
water per year to San Diego .... II 
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Page 3.13-12 Diamond Valley Lake- "The lake is Revise the sentence to read: 
connected to the existing water 
infrastructure ofthe SWP." 

The lake is connected to the MWD's existing water infrastructure. 

Page 3.13-12 "The principle inflow to the Sea is Revise the phrase to read: 
from agricultural drainage," The QCiDt:iQal inflow to the Sea is from agricultural drainage, 

Page 3.13-12 "The evaporation of the Sea's Delete the sentence because agricultural drainage is not highly 
water, plus the addition of highly saline and the Salton Sea is not one of the saltiest bodies of water 
saline water from agriculture, has in the world. 
created one of the saltiest bodies 
of water in the world." 

Page 3.13-12 "The 2001 agriculture-to-urban Revise the phrase to read: 
water transfer agreement The 1998 agriculture-to-urban water transfer agreement 
between the Imperial Valley between the Imperial Irrigation District and San Diego County 
Irrigation District and San Diego" Water Authority 

Page 3.13-13 Spelling of Lake Mathews Revise the spelling of "Lake Matthews" to "Lake Mathews". 

Page 3.13-14, Relevance of 2003 DWR Report The information included in this paragraph describes the state 
paragraph 6 and overdrafted groundwater and is generally not applicable to the SCAG region. The 

basins to SCAG groundwater overdraft of one to two million acre-feet per year 
occurs primarily in the Central Valley of California. 

Metropolitan suggests replacing the paragraph with: 

Groundwater basins within the SCAG region are highly managed. 
Over 80 percent of the groundwater resources were produced 
from adjudicated and formally managed basins with adopted 
groundwater management plans. Much of the balance of the 
groundwater within the region is currently moving toward 
adjudication or formal management. Watermasters and 
groundwater management agencies have been monitoring the 
production and conditions of their respective basins. 

On November 4, 2009, the State Legislature amended the Water 
Code with SBx7-6, which mandates a statewide groundwater 
elevation monitoring program to track seasonal and long-term 
trends in groundwater elevations in California's groundwater 
basins. In accordance with this amendment to the Water Code, 
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) developed 
the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring 
(CASGEM) program to establish a permanent, locally-managed 
program of regular and systematic monitoring in all of California's 
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alluvial groundwater basins. Many of the groundwater 
management agencies and watermasters in the region have been 
designated to continue the monitoring responsibilities under 
CASGEM. 

Page 3.13-15, "Annual water demand fluctuates Revise the two sentences as follows: 
underWater in relation to available supplies. Annual water demand fluctuates in relation to multiple factors 
Demand and During prolonged periods of such as weather, economy, and water rates increases .. 
Supply drought, water demand can be 

During prolonged periods of drought, water demands can be 
heading, reduced significantly through 

reduced through aggressive conservation campaigns, local 
paragraph 4 conservation measures, while in 

drought ordinances, and mandatory water allocation measures. 
years of above average rainfall, 

In years of above average rainfall, demand for imported water 
demand for imported water 

usually declines due to abundance of local supplies. 
usually declines." 

Page 3.13-15, "Water demand is influenced not Revise the sentence to read: 
under Water only by population size, but also Water demand is influenced not only by population size, but also 
Demand and by socio-economic characteristics, by socio-economic characteristics, geographical distribution of 
Supply geographical distribution of the the population, variation in precipitation and temperature levels, 
heading, population, variation in and water conservation practices. 
paragraph 6 precipitation levels, and water 

conservation practices." 

Page 3.13-16, Reference to a report from 2004 The reference to Metropolitan's Annual Progress Report to the 
paragraph 1 (SB 60) California State Legislature, 2004 is out dated. The 2011 Annual 

Progress Report was available on the website in August 2011. 
(The report dated February 2012 is currently on the website.) 

Page 3.13-16, Add after the first paragraph, Add: 
after "Urban conservation measures ... " As a result, water conservation has shifted from a purely 
paragraph 1 temporary measure to mitigate for droughts to a long-term water 

management strategy. 

On November 10, 2009, the Legislature enacted SBx7-7, which 
became effective on February 3, 2010. SBx7-7 requires all retail 
urban water suppliers to increase water use efficiency, with a 
goal of reducing per person daily water use of potable water 20 
percent by 2020 from an established baseline through water 
conservation and recycled water uses. 

Page 3.13-16, "As a result of this drought, Revise the sentence to read: 
original combined with ongoing drought in As a result of this drought, combined with the drought in the 
paragraph 2, the Colorado River basin and Colorado River basin and pumping restrictions for State Water 
second unpredictability of future water Project supplies due to endangered species protection, many 
sentence supply due to global warming, local jurisdictions adopted ordinances to prohibit wasteful water 

conservation has shifted from a use and promote water use efficiencies. 
purely temporary measure to a .... II 
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Page 3.13-16, Metropolitan's water supply and Replace that paragraph with the following: 
paragraph 3 member agencies On March 29, 2011, Governor Jerry Brown declared the "end of 

California's drought." Earlier, however, two biological opinions 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marines 
Fisheries Service for the delta smelt and the salmonids, 
respectively, resulted in reductions in the pumping of SWP water. 
Currently, those opinions are being reviewed. Southern 
California water agencies are continuing to manage their 
available water supplies in an integrated manner to provide for 
water needs in dry periods. 

Page 3.13-16, Local surface water (within each Revise the paragraph to read: 
paragraph 5 HU Region) The infiltration of surface runoff augments groundwater and 

surface water supplies. However, the regional water demand 
exceeds the current natural recharge of runoff water. The arid 
climate and increased impervious surface associated with 
urbanization contribute to this reduction in natural recharge. 
Urban and agricultural runoff often contains pollutants that 
decrease the quality of local water supplies. Runoff captured in 
storage reservoirs varies widely from year to year depending on 
the amount of local precipitation. On average, local water 
supplies contribute approximately 40,000 acre-feet per year (afy) 
within the MWD service area (not including San Diego County).23 

Within the desert regions, the amount is considerably less, owing 
to climatic differences. 

Page 3.13-17, Local groundwater description Delete "depending on precipitation levels." Groundwater 
paragraph 1, production levels are generally stable from year to year, because 
first sentence of the large capacity of aquifers and it is generally less expensive 

for local water agencies to extract groundwater than to 
purchasing imported water supplies. 

Page 3.13-17, Local groundwater description Delete last sentence. The statement refers to statewide 
paragraph 1, overdraft that primarily occurs in the Central Valley of California 
last sentence and not the SCAG region. 

Page 3.13-17, Local groundwater description Replace the sentence to read: 
paragraph 2, MWD has agreements with various water agencies for 
second groundwater storage, resulting in approximately 211,900 acre-
sentence feet of added storage capacity and 70,300 acre-feet per year of 

dry year supplies. 

Page 3.13-17, Recycled water Revise the last sentence to read: 
paragraph 3, According to MWD, current recycled water projects, either 
last sentence planned expansion or in operation in the SCAG region, will 

account for approximately 430,000 acre-feet annually by the year 
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2035. 

Then, add the following sentence: 

In addition, local water agencies have plans to increase water use 
efficiency through water recycling and conservation in 
compliance with SBx7-7 and reduce per person daily potable 
water use by 20 percent by 2020 from an established baseline. 

Page 3.13-17, Storage Revise sentence to read: 
paragraph 5, In 1999, MWD completed Diamond Valley Lake near Hemet in 
second Riverside County. 
sentence 

Page 3.13-18, Storage Replace paragraph entirely with: 
first full 
paragraph 

The SCAG region currently has more than 3.5 maf of storage 
capacity in all of its reservoirs. Some water agencies within the 
region have also contracted for additional storage capacities 
outside the region. Effective management of storage is a priority 
for the region, due to the anticipated increase in the region's 
population and variations in water supplies due to hydrology 
(variations may further be intensified by climate change). 

Page 3.13-18 Imported water, Colorado River, These subsections incorrectly portray Metropolitan as the only 
to 3.13-19, and State Water Project importer of water from the Colorado River and the State Water 
first full Project in the SCAG region. Suggested replacement text is 
paragraph included in Attachment B. 

Maps 3.13-6 and 3.13-8 should either be deleted or replaced with 
new maps showing all areas within the SCAG region using SWP 
and Colorado River supplies. 

Page 3.13-19, Transfers Delete last sentence. The sentence is redundant and incorrect 
paragraph 3, when it refers to rainwater versus transfer supplies. 
last sentence 

Page 3.13-19 "The Los Angeles Aqueduct, Revise sentence to read: 
originally built in 1913, carries The Los Angeles Aqueduct, originally built in 1913, carries water 
water 233 miles south from south from Owens Valley to the City of Los Angeles. 
Owens Valley to Los Angeles." 

Page 3.13-19 "Recent deliveries have been cut Delete dwindling Sierra snowpack because Sierra snowpack has 
almost in half due to dwindling been about average during the last decade with some very wet 
Sierra snowpack and a court and very dry years. 
decision restricting the amount of Revise sentence to read: 
water that can be removed from 

Recent deliveries have been cut almost in half due to a court 
the Owens Valley and Mono Basin 
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in order to restore their damaged decision restricting the amount of water that can be removed 
ecosystems." from the Owens Valley and Mono Basin in order to restore their 

damaged ecosystems. 

Page 3.13-19 "Created by the California State Revise sentence to read: 
legislature in 1931, MWD serves "Formed by 11 cities in 1928, MWD serves the urbanized coastal 
the urbanized coastal plain from plain from Ventura to the Mexican border in the west to parts of 
Ventura to the Mexican border in the rapidly urbanizing counties of San Bernardino and Riverside in 
the west to parts of the rapidly the east." 
urbanizing counties of San 
Bernardino and Riverside in the 
east." 

Page 3.13-20 "The Colorado River watershed Revise sentences to read: 
includes seven states on the The Colorado River Basin includes portions of seven states from 
western slope of the Rocky the western slope of the Rocky Mountains, with the river 
Mountains, traversing the arid traversing the arid southwest. The river and its tributaries supply 
southwest to the Gulf of California water to 32.9 million people and forms the eastern border of the 
in Mexico. The river supplies SCAG region. The Salton Sea, the largest inland body of water in 
water to 25 million people in both California, was formed in 1905 when Colorado River winter 
the U.S. and Mexico and forms the flooding breached the Imperial Canal diversion structure. At 
eastern border of the SCAG present, the Sea serves as a drainage reservoir for agricultural 
region. The Salton Sea, the largest runoff from the Imperial Valley, Coachella Valley, and Mexico as 
inland body of water in California, well as stormwater runoff. 
was formed around 1905 when 
the Colorado River was diverted 
from its natural course. At 
present, the Sea serves as a 
drainage reservoir for agricultural 
runoff in the Imperial Valley and 
Mexico." 

Page 3.13-22, Perchlorate The information concerning perchlorate concentrations found in 
paragraphs 3 the Colorado River and groundwater basins does not provide a 
and 4 thorough understanding of efforts underway to minimize impacts 

to the water. Additionally, it is questionable how this 
contaminant discussion is appropriate in the context of SCAG's 
Regional Transportation Plan. More recent information can be 
provided by Metropolitan's Water Quality staff. Please consider 
the following revisions: 

Ammonium perchlorate is a primary ingredient of solid rocket 
propellant and has been used in the manufacture of some types 
of munitions and fireworks. The primary human health concern 
related to perchlorate is its effect on thyroid functioning. 
Perchlorate compounds are a concern to drinking water sources 
because they are readily soluble and highly_ mobile in 
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groundwater. 

Low levels of perchlorate are found in the Colorado River, 
resulting from past chemical manufacturing practices and 
groundwater contamination in Henderson, Nevada. Remediation 
efforts have reduced perchlorate levels to well below current 
drinking water standards. Local sources of perchlorate have 
contributed to contamination of some Southern California 
groundwater basins, resulting in agencies developing alternate 
strategies to recover groundwater such as shutting down and/or 
installing new wells, blending water sources, or installing 
treatment systems. Biological treatment and ion exchange have 
shown to be effective treatment technologies for perchlorate; 
nanofiltration and reverse osmosis have also shown to be 
effective but at a high cost. 

Page 3.13-23, Uranium The information concerning uranium concentrations found in the 
paragraphs 6 Colorado River does not provide a thorough understanding of 
through 8 efforts underway to minimize impacts to the water. Additionally, 

it is questionable how this contaminant discussion is appropriate 
in the context of SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan. More 
recent information can be provided by Metropolitan's Water 
Quality staff. Please consider the following revisions: 

A 16-million-ton pile of uranium mill tailings at Moab, Utah, lies 
750 feet from the Colorado River. Excess water in the tailings pile 
has infiltrated the groundwater, causing a flow of contaminants, 
mainly ammonia and uranium, into the river. A catastrophic flood 
has the potential to wash millions of tons of the mill tailings into 
the Colorado River. 

Interim remedial action activities at the Moab site, which is 
owned by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), include 
intercepting some of the contaminated groundwater before it 
discharges to the river. To date, more than 172 million gallons of 
groundwater have been extracted through the interim action 
system. Freshwater (diverted river water) is also injected through 
groundwater wells near the river as an additional way of reducing 
the discharge of ammonia and uranium to the river. Almost 11 
million gallons of freshwater was injected during 2011. 

In 2001, the license issued by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
for the materials at the Moab site was terminated and that title 
and responsibility for cleanup was transferred to the DOE. In July 
2005, DOE published the final EIS that presented the preferred 
alternative of active groundwater remediation and offsite 
disposal of the tailings pile and other contaminated materials at 
the Crescent Junction, Utah site using rail transportation. DOE 
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began removing the mill tailings from the Moab site in 2009. By 
the end of February 2012, 5 million of the 16 million tons will 
have been removed. Based on funding projections, DOE expects 
to complete the project by 2025. The remediation project 
receives funding annually through Congressional appropriations, 
and maintaining continued support for funding the cleanup 
requires close coordination and cooperation with downstream 
Colorado River users. 

Page 3.13-33, Global climate change This paragraph should be moved further down to link it with the 
full IRP update discussion at the bottom of the page and the 
paragraph 2 following page. All water agencies face the issue of global climate 

changes and Metropolitan's updated IRP is just one example of 
how to deal with this issue. 

Page 3.13-33 "The Urban Water Management Revise sentence to read: 
Plan Act of 1990 requires that The Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1990, as 
local water agencies prepare plans amended, requires every urban water supplier that either 
showing projected water supplies provides over 3,000 acre-feet of water annually or serves more 
and demands for average years than 3,000 or more connections to assess the reliability of its 
and multiple dry years." water sources over a 20-year planning horizon considering 

normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 

Page 3.13-33 "These projections all face the Revise sentence to read: 
same uncertainty in regard to the These projections all face the same uncertainty in regard to the 
long-term affects of global climate long-term effects of global climate change on the region's water 
change on the region's water supply. 
supply." 

Page 3.13-34, References to uncertainty in water Given the water supply information provided to SCAG in this 
second full supply; Impact 3.13-6 comment letter, Metropolitan requests that the analysis be 
paragraph redone for Impact 3.13-6. While the RTP/SCS project elements 

may indeed be cumulatively considerable on water resources, the 
analysis leading up to it is faulty. 

Pages 3.13-42 Proposed mitigation measures For Mitigation Measures MM-W44 and MM-49, update the term 
to 3.13-43 "reclaimed water" to "recycled water." Also, delete the word 

"xeriscaping" from MM-W44. 

Page 3.13- Impacts and Mitigation Measures Comment: 
MM-W42-47 for Water Resources In light of the information provided herein, SCAG should update 

its analyses on water resources and related impacts associated 
with the proposed RTP/SCS. For those impacts determined to be 
significant or potentially significant, SCAG should provide updated 
mitigation measures that reflect the direction that water districts 
are now implementing or plan to implement to ensure reliable 
water sources while minimizing impacts to the physical 
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environment. 

Page 3.13-48 MM-W68 Regional water agencies are generally water wholesalers and do 
not deliver directly to commercial and industrial users, hence 
delete the last part of the sentence. 

Page 3.13-48, Cumulative impacts/alternatives Delete the second to the last sentence, "This increase in 
paragraph 1, water ... available for other parts of the State." The sentence is 
second to the inaccurate as the amount of imported water supplies available to 
last sentence the region is based on agreements, regulations and decisions by 

state and federal agencies. Water consumption within individual 
water agency or region does not affect the available amount of 
existing imported supplies. 

Page 5.3 Water supplies and growth Metropolitan's water supply planning is done to meet water 
inducement demand needed for growth that is planned for and approved by 

the local planning agencies, including primarily cities and 
counties, in which its member agencies provide water service. 
Metropolitan's water supply planning does not induce growth, 
but instead meets or satisfies growth approved by local agencies. 
For this reason, Metropolitan respectfully requests that SCAG 
delete the phrase "the availability of adequate water supplies" 
from the second paragraph of section 5.3. 

Section 6-1 Agencies consulted SCAG did not consult with Metropolitan on the water resources 
section of the Draft PEIR prior to its publication. Historically, this 
collaboration has occurred prior to publication of the 2004 and 
2008 RTP PEIRs to ensure accurate information is being conveyed 
and that a careful analysis has been undertaken. 

Section 6-6 Literature citations SCAG's listed resources relied on out of date information 
concerning Metropolitan's programs and the state's Bay-Delta 
planning efforts. For example, the draft PEIR repeatedly cited 
Metropolitan's 2004 Annual Progress Report to the California 
State legislature when the annual progress report for 2011 was 
available on the website in August 2011. (The report dated 
February 2012 is currently on the website.) 
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Replacement for Imported Water, Colorado River, and State Water Project discussions on 
Pages 3.13-18 and 3.13-19 of the 2012 SCAG RTP/SCS Draft PEIR: 

Imported Water. Water agencies within the SCAG region currently receive imported water 
from the Colorado River system, the State Water Project, and from the Mono Basin and Owens 
Valley via the Los Angeles Aqueducts (LAA). Since the early 1900's, local governments within 
the region recognized that local supplies alone would not be able to support the desired 
development at the time. Beginning with the completion of the first LAA in 1913 by the City of 
Los Angeles, water agencies within the region and the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) have imported water from other parts of the state to supplement local 
supplies. 

Colorado River. The Colorado River is a major source of water for Southern California. Palo 
Verde Irrigation District diverts water from the Colorado River northeast of the city of Blythe. 
The All-American Canal and Coachella Canal were completed in 1940 and 1948, respectively, 
supplying water to the Imperial Irrigation District and Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) 
in the Imperial and Coachella valleys for irrigation and potable purposes. The Colorado River 
Aqueduct, completed in 1941 by MWD, brings Colorado River water to the southern California 
coastal plain. In addition, MWD has an exchange agreement with CVWDistrict, in Riverside 
and Imperial counties, and Desert Water Agency (DWA), also in Riverside County, where MWD 
exchanges Colorado River water for CVWD and DWA's SWP deliveries as the two agencies do 
not have facilities to receive SWP water. 

An international treaty, interstate compacts, court decrees, statutes, regulations, contracts, 
agreements, federal guidelines, and federal policies, beginning with the 1922 Colorado River 
Compact, affect the amount of Colorado River water available to California. California is 
entitled to 4.4 maf, as well as half of any surplus, as defined by the federal Department of the 
Interior, and any water apportioned to but unused in Arizona and Nevada made available by the 
Secretary of the Interior. Typically, the river's surplus had allowed California entities to take 
over 800,000 af annually as needed through 2002. 

Given the execution of the 2003 Colorado River Water Delivery Agreement and the 
Quantification Settlement and related agreements, California water agencies are implementing 
various strategies to offset the reduced availability of water from the Colorado River. Between 
2003 and 2010, California's use of Colorado River water was limited to 4.4 maf annually. 
Through implementation of transfers and exchanges, MWD has been able to increase its 
available Colorado River water from 700,000 af in 2003 to over 1.1 maf in 2010. 
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State Water Project (SWP). The SWP supplies water to Southern California via the California 
Aqueduct, with delivery points in Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties. The 
SWP was constructed and is managed by DWR, and is the largest state-owned, multi-purpose 
water project in the country. There are 13 State Water Contractors in the SCAG region that have 
contracted for maximum annual deliveries of almost 2.5 maf. The State Water Contractors are: 
Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency, Castaic Lake Water Agency, CVWD, Crestline-Lake 
Arrowhead Water Agency, DWA, Littlerock Creek Irrigation District, MWD, Mojave Water 
Agency, Palmdale Water District, San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District, San Gorgonio 
Pass Water Agency, and Ventura County Flood Contro.l District. Annual deliveries to the region 
fluctuate in relation to multiple factors such as water demands of the State Water Contractors, 
hydrology affecting available supplies, regulations, litigations, and decisions by state and federal 
agencies. Historic SWP annual deliveries to the SCAG region ranged from about 600,000 af to 
1.16 maf within the last 25 years. 

In 2007, a federal judge ruled that the existing biological opinions in force at that time to protect 
endangered fish species, including the Delta smelt and winter-run salmon, were inadequate. In 
response, new biological opinions were developed in 2008 and 2009 by federal fisheries 
agencies, which restricted the amount of water coming into Southern California through that 
system. Most recently, the same federal judge ruled that the 2008-2009 biological opinions were 
arbitrary and capricious, ordering that they be redone to address numerous issues resulting in 
high water losses and to consider impacts on the human environment. New biological opinions 
are being developed, with an estimated completion by 2013 and 2016, which may reduce water 
supply impacts. Additionally, the Bay Delta Conservation Plan is being developed to address 
habitat impacts generally. In the meantime, southern California water agencies are managing 
their available water supplies in an integrated manner to provide for water needs in dry periods. 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

RE: SCAG Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan I Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) Program Environmental Impact Report. 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata, 

The Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC) and the undersigned 
water purveyors that collectively serve more than two-million Orange County 
residents, countless thousands of businesses, and millions of tourists and 
convention visitors each year thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
Southern California Association of Government's (SCAG) Draft 2012-2035 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). The following comments are 
based upon our review of the proposed PEIR and its specific focus on the water 
mitigation measures and our participation with the Orange County Council of 
Governments Technical Advisory Committee (OCCOG-TAC). 

We recognize that this document is focused on future regional transportation and 
land use planning but we are concerned with the potential impact that this 
environmental document may have on local water supply and management 
activities if adopted in its current form. The PEIR is intended to address and 
mitigate for potential environmental impacts created by the implementation of 
the SCAG RTP/SCS. We recognize the nexus that exists with transportation, 
development, and ce1tain water-elements such as water quality. However, we are 
concerned that this regional planning document for future transportation and 
growth includes such prescriptive and far-reaching mitigation measures for water 
supply and groundwater management, landscaping, fire protection, and other 
water stewardship practices for which SCAG has no authority or expertise. It is 
not appropriate for SCAG to establish practices, standards, or policies in areas for 
which it has no purview under the law. These proposed mitigation measures 
should not be used to establish new policy for the region when many of the 
measures are already addressed by various state and federal agencies. Further, 
the PEIR does not take into account steps that are already taken, as a matter of 
policy and/or practice, by water agencies, cities, counties, land developers, and 
others throughout the SCAG region to address water supply issues and related 
mitigation measures. 

Program EIR 
SCAG prepared a Program EIR rather that a project-level EIR since the 
RTP/SCS Plan is a regional plan, and the site-specific details of constructing the 
individual projects that will implement the Plan are not yet known. According to 
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, the purpose of a Program EIR is to 
examine the environmental impacts of a series of related actions. Among the 
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advantages is allowing the Lead Agency to "consider broad policy alternatives and program wide 
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems 
or cumulative impacts ... " (CEQA Guidelines §15168 (b)(4).) When it comes time to construct individual 
projects covered by the program EIR, "If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects 
could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve the activity as 
being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental document 
would be required" (CEQA Guidelines § 15168 ( c )(2).) If subsequent activities in the program have 
"effects that were not examined in the program EIR, then a new Initial Study would need to be prepared 
leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration" (CEQA Guidelines §15168 (c)(l).) 

One primary purpose ofthe SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS PEIR is provide the program EIR, including the 
regional and cumulative effects analysis of the transportation, land use and climate change issues, that 
could be referenced in subsequent project-level CEQA documents rather than repeating this analysis in 
each project-level CEQA document. Furthermore, a key provision of SB 375 is to allow CEQA 
Streamlining for projects that conform to the RTP/SCS and "the project incorporates all feasible 
mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in prior applicable certified 
environmental impact reports (including the RTP/SCS PEIR)(Pub. Res. Code§ 21155.2(b))" (SCAG 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft PEIR, page 1-11). SCAG's PEIR approach includes numerous project-level 
mitigation measures which are permissive ("can and should"). SB 375 only allows CEQA streamlining 
for projects that implement ALL of the mitigation measures included in the PEIR. The numerous PEIR 
site-specific project-level mitigation measures are included without any concomitant site-specific project 
level analysis or justification. These one-size fits all mitigation measures could be inappropriate, 
ineffective and overly costly for agencies, project developers and consumers to implement and thus make 
it harder to streamline rather than easier. It is possible that implementing all the PEIR mitigation measures 
could be interpreted to mean incorporating all the mandatory and permissive mitigation measures. 
Consequently, some local agencies may choose to not streamline their CEQA compliance and, similarly, 
not tier off the RTP/SCS PEIR, because they do not want to adopt all the mitigation measures, including 
the permissive ones. To avoid implementing the inappropriate mitigation measures, the agencies will, 
instead, prepare project EIRs from scratch, including redoing the regional and cumulative RTP/SCS and 
climate change analyses. 

The potential confusion over the mandatory and permissive mitigation measures could be addressed by 
transferring the permissive mitigation measures to an Appendix containing a tool box of suggested 
mitigation measures for local agencies and project developers to consider. Further, we would suggest that 
the PEIR include an affirming statement that local jurisdictions, agencies, and project sponsors shall 
comply, as applicable, with existing federal and state law and that lead agencies should be the entities to 
determine the feasibility and applicability of the measures. 

SCAG's Proposed Water-Related Mitigation Measures 
Attachment A is a table summarizing the water-related mitigation measures included in the SCAG Draft 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS PEIR. The table summarizes which mitigation measures are appropriate and which 
should be deleted from the PEIR or transferred to an appendix of suggested mitigation measures to 
consider. Reasons for recommending deleting each mitigation measure are tied to the five primary 
reasons detailed below. 
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1. SCAG Exceeded Authority Over Water Districts 
SCAG members consist of cities and counties, but not water or wastewater agencies. Consequently 
SCAG does not have the legal authority to recommend or implement mitigation measures that must 
be implemented by independent agencies not under its jurisdiction. SCAG can only guarantee to 
take actions within its own authority. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 (a)(5), a lead 
agency need not propose or analyze mitigation measures that cannot be legally imposed. While 
these unenforceable mitigation measures that must be implemented at the discretion of non-member 
agencies should not be included in the formal PEIR mitigation measures, it might be helpful to 
include these mitigation measures in an Appendix that provides a "tool box" of suggested 
mitigation measures. It should also be recognized that other mitigation measures, sometimes more 
suitable or effective for a pmticular agency or project, also exist, may already be in place, and 
should be considered. 

2. Existing Regulatory Framework Already In Place 
The regulatory framework section of the PEIR Section 3.13 Water Resources is significantly 
simplified. All projects developed within California are subject to a complex system of federal, 
state and local laws and regulations that protect California's resources. Although the PEIR 
identifies the primary federal and state agencies that regulate water resources, several types of local 
districts are not identified. Many of the specific water-related laws and regulations are also not 
identified. Some of the water related laws, regulations and agreements that should be considered are 
listed in Table 1 below. By following these laws and regulations, the cities, counties, and water, 
wastewater and federal, state and local permitting agencies will mitigate many of the potential 
impacts of implementing the RTP/SCS and the related individual projects. Furthermore, cities, 
counties, water districts and other local agencies have already adopted plans and programs which 
mitigate many of the potential2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan impacts. These plans, programs and 
development regulations should be considered part of the existing baseline conditions; therefore, 
forecasts of development impacts should assume compliance with these regulations just as the PEIR 
assumes compliance with the existing RTP through Amendment 4. Additional project mitigation 
measures may not be required, particularly permissive mitigation measures that conflict with 
existing programs, if the existing programs and mitigation measures already reduce potential 
impacts for a particular project below the level of significance. 

Table 1 

Partial List of Existing Water-Related Laws, Regulations and Agreements 

Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) 
Integrated Water Management Plans -(IWMPs) 
Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) 
Ms4 Permit Requirements 
Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in 
California (As 
Amended September 16, 2009) 
SB 221/SB 610 
SB X7-7 (Water Conservation Act of 2009) 
AB 3030 
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California Building Code 2010 
California Green Building Code 2010 (Title 24, Part 11) 
California Code of Regulations (especially Titles 21 Public Works, Title 22 
(including 
Department of Public Health) and 23 Waters) 

It is also worth noting that the following mitigation measures in the PEIR for groundwater 
management and water supply are already mandated, in some form, by existing state and/or federal 
law: 

State Law: MM-W31; MM-W32; MM-W39; MM-W43; MM-W46; MM-W47; MM-W48; 
MM-W49; MM-WSO; MM-W51; MM-W52; MM-W54; MM-WSS; MM-W56; MM-W61; MM
W62; MM-W64; MM-W66; MM-W68; 

Federal & State Law: MM-W36; MM-W37; MM-W38 

Additionally, since water and wastewater projects are already subject to compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the inclusion of certain mitigation measures for 
water and wastewater in the PEIR are duplicative and unnecessary. Water agencies only become 
involved in local development and land-use matters once a project EIR is initiated, at which point 
specific agency policies and state/federal laws become a factor in project approvals and certain 
required assessments and verifications. Again, we do not believe that regional transportation 
planning documents are an appropriate place for water mitigation measures, policy statements, and 
specific practices to be included. 

Another characteristic of the California water regulatory structure is the freedom provided to 
individual water districts to identify their own programs to comply with the applicable state and 
federal regulations. One example is SB X7-7, which requires urban water purveyors to reduce their 
per capita water consumption by 20 percent by 2020. The legislation and implementing regulations 
provide each district with lots of programmatic flexibility to meet the 20 percent goal. Another 
example, the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California, 
as amended September 16, 2009, identifies water conservation Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
that water district signatories must adopt. Flexibility is provided within some of the Programmatic 
BMPs so a district can select the best approach for their district. Furthermore, a water district can 
qualify for an exemption from a particular BMP if the district can demonstrate by a cost-benefit 
analysis that the BMP is not cost effective in their district. 

The PEIR adopts a long list of arbitrary water-related mitigation measures that do not provide any 
flexibility and may not be appropriate in many water districts. These mitigation measures could 
supersede portions of the existing and future water district programs. Two examples of inflexible 
PEIR measures are: 1) project developers installing 1.28 gallons or less per flush toilets when the 
California Green Building Code 2010 only requires project developers to install 1.6 gallons per 
flush toilets, and 2) requiring project developers to offset any net water demand increase with water 
conservation and recycled water use when the water district may have sufficient water supplies 
already available. 
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3. Project-level Mitigation Measures Without Project-level Analysis 
The PEIR includes numerous mitigation measures that address site-specific project level impacts 
without a matching level of site-specific project level analysis of existing conditions or project 
impacts. Because the PEIR only evaluates regional water conditions, there is no project or district 
definition of the threshold of significance or analysis of whether each mitigation measure is feasible 
for each agency/project developer, reduces impact below the threshold of significance for each 
agency/project developer, or is more effective than mitigation measures already developed and 
implemented. These one-size fits all mitigation measures could be inappropriate, ineffective and 
overly costly for agencies, project developers and consumers to implement. Because lead agencies 
must adopt all the mitigation measures included in the PEIR if it serves as the basis for CEQA 
streamlining or tiering a subsequent project EIR, the PEIR permissive mitigation measures could 
supersede many water district programs, such as the District's water conservation program, that 
were carefully developed over many years in accordance with the federal, state and local water 
planning and regulatory structure, WSAs, UWMPs, IWMPs, and other CEQA documents. These 
programs and mitigations developed for other CEQA projects may already mitigate or prevent 
potential impacts of development. 

The potential confusion over the mandatory and permissive mitigation measures could be addressed 
by transferring the permissive mitigation measures to an Appendix containing a tool box of 
suggested mitigation measures for local agencies and project developers to consider. 

4. PEIR Must Consider Other Mitigation Measures 
The PEIR proposes arbitrary, albeit permissive, project-specific mitigation measures that may or 
may not be feasible and could be uniformly applied to all projects implemented under the RTP/SCS 
Plan. The PEIR states that after the water resource-related mitigation measures are implemented, 
the project impacts may still be significant (SCAG Draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS PEIR, Table ES-1, 
pp. ES-4 to ES-87.) Other mitigation measures are possible that could be more appropriate for a 
particular project, site or water/wastewater agency or jurisdiction. When individual projects are 
developed, the project developers, together with the permitting agencies during the normal project 
permitting process, will identify appropriate and feasible mitigation measures for each project that 
could minimize significant adverse impacts, possibly to a level that is below the level of 
significance. 

CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4 (a)(1)(B) states "Where several measures are available to mitigate an 
impact, each should be discussed and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be 
identified." The PEIR should state clearly that since the RTP/SCS PEIR is a programmatic regional 
CEQA analysis, the project-specific mitigations are suggestive and should be considered by local 
jurisdictions and project sponsors during the project-specific CEQA analysis phase. The local 
jurisdictions should also consider alternative mitigation measures at that time, including mitigation 
measures already adopted in UWMPs, IWMPs, WQMPs and other typical water district programs. 
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5. Need Not Mitigate Effects Which Are Not Significant 
Some individual projects may cause significant adverse impacts to water resources; others may not. 
CEQA specifies that "Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be 
significant" (CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4 (a)(3).) For instance, MM-W58 requires project sponsors 
to, among other things, "Offset water demand from new projects so that there is no new increase in 
water use." This mitigation measure would not be appropriate for a water district that has a 
sufficient water supply to serve the community through General Plan build out since there would 
not be a water shortage to mitigate. 

Mitigation Measures Should Not Be Prescriptive 
By way of contrast with SCAG's highly prescriptive approach, SANDAG's 2050 RTP/SCS PEIR (October 
20 11) identifies only two mitigation measures to reduce impacts to regional water supplies. SANDAG 
indicates "These mitigation measures are general and programmatic in nature, and would be refined in 
project-specific CEQA documents." (p.4.17-31) 

These measures are: 

"WS-A Local governments can and should implement all feasible water conservation measures, 
including, but not limited to, those measures and policies regarding water efficiency, 
conservation, capture, and reuse identified by water suppliers and in local government 
general plans during the CEQA review process for individual development projects. For 
example, water conservation measures could include: 

• Educating the public regarding water conservation, graywater use, and water storage and 
capture strategies. 

• Requiring new construction and major renovations of all residential and nonresidential 
developments to meet the following standards: 

Achieve a reduction of water use to be 40 percent less than baseline for buildings as 
calculated by the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 

Reduce water consumption for outdoor landscape irrigation, consistent with the most 
recent local government policies. 

• Comply with all prevailing state laws and local government regulations regarding indoor 
and outdoor water conservation and efficiency in new construction. 

Installation of drought-tolerant landscaping, drip irrigation systems for landscaping 
where appropriate, and low-flow fixtures in bathrooms and kitchens. 

Require efficient irrigation systems and encourage use of native plant species and 
noninvasive drought-tolerant/low water use plants in landscaping. 

Maximize stormwater filtration and/or infiltration in areas that are not subject to high 
groundwater by maximizing the natural drainage patterns and the retention of natural 
vegetation and other pervious surfaces. 
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"WS-B 

Require development to minimize the use of directly connected impervious surfaces 
and to retain stormwater runoff caused from the development footprint at or near the 
site of generation." 

SANDAG shall and other implementing agencies can and should utilize reclaimed water 
(also known as recycled water) to the greatest extent feasible during the design and 
construction of the projects implementing 2050 RTP/SCS, to minimize potential impacts to 
the San Diego regional water supply. Recycled water can be used to fill lakes, ponds, and 
ornamental fountains; to irrigate parks, campgrounds, golf courses, freeway medians, 
community greenbelts, and school athletic fields; and to control dust at construction sites. 
Recycled water can also be used in nonresidential buildings. For example, local firms have 
dual-plumbed buildings to allow the use of recycled water for toilet and urinal flushing and 
for use in cooling towers. Recycled water could also be used for street sweeping purposes." 

Many of these water conservation measures are already being implemented by water agencies in Southern 
California at the project level. We believe SCAG must reconsider its highly prescriptive mitigation 
approach and adopt a broader policy-based approach that allows local water agencies to specify water 
conservation measures that reflect local conditions. 

Some additional consideration and concerns that we have are as follows: 

• PEIR analyzes impacts of SCS against 2012 as existing conditions baseline, but does not 
analyze impact of No Project in sufficient detail or accurately enough to compare the two 
alternatives. Notably, the reader cannot learn the beneficial or negative impact of the 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS Plan compared to the existing 2008 RTP. 

• The project is the RTP/SCS, not land development in general. The PEIR needs to analyze 
the impact of the SCS. To be "bullet proof', the PDEIR should analyze the SCS against 
BOTH the baseline existing conditions and against the No Project alternative, which is 
the development that would occur based on the existing land use plans adopted by the 
various jurisdictions and within the existing regulatory environment without any 
modifications created by the SCS. 

• Since the project is the SCS, the regional mitigations should only be actions that SCAG 
can take to mitigate impacts. SCAG has no jurisdiction over the discretionary actions of 
water and wastewater agencies or project developers. Therefore, the numerous project
level mitigation measures described in the PEIR that suggest what the project developers 
and agencies "can and should" do are immaterial to the CEQA analysis and should be 
deleted from the CEQA text. It may be helpful to the project developers and agencies to 
have a list of suggested potential actions included in an Appendix as a toolbox of 
potential mitigations when they proceed with development, but this information is not 
critical to the CEQA analysis. 

• The mitigations that ARE integral to the CEQA analysis are actions that SCAG can take 
such as analyzing whether increased densities at different locations will affect water 
demand, water and wastewater infrastructure requirements, and the associated energy and 
GHG impacts. These impacts, however, cannot be identified and analyzed until the 
project-level CEQA phase. 
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In closing, we want to reaffirm with SCAG and others that water purveyors throughout Orange County 
and the greater southern California region have put into policy and practice (to varying extents) many of 
the proposed mitigation measures listed in the PEIR. We have the responsibility and duty to provide our 
customers with clean and reliable water supplies, to manage our existing water resources wisely, and to 
plan for the future water needs of our service areas. Part of this includes coordinating and planning with 
cities, land developers, stakeholder groups, and others to ensure that present are future needs are met in a 
cooperative manner. The inclusion of such prescriptive mitigation measures for water in the PEIR has 
created uncertainty and concern for water purveyors about the applicability of this legal document to their 
current operations and governance, not to mention being unnecessary subjected to expanded legal 
exposure and financial obligation due to their potential larger role in the local land-use decision making 
process. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on SCAG's Draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS PEIR. We 
look forward to receiving your response. 

Sincerely, 

)/£~ ~ f(v;( 
Kevin P. Hunt, P.E. 
General Manager 
Municipal Water District of Orange County 

£~<~ 
Robert R. Hill 
General Manager 
El Toro Water District 

9£p.i~ 
John Schatz 
General Manager 
Santa Margarita Water District 

Paul Shoenberger, P.E. 
General Manager 
Mesa Water District 

Michael Dunbar 
General Manager 
South Coast Water District 



Attachment A 

Comments on SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft PEIR Water-Related Mitigation Measures 

Note: The reasons for recommending each mitigation measure be deleted are defined as: 
1. SCAG exceeded authority over water districts. 

2. Existing regulatory framework already in place. 

3. Project-level Mitigation Measures Without Project-level Analysis 
4. PEIR Must Consider Other Mitigation Measures 
5. Need Not Mitigate Effects Which Are Not Significant 

Surface Water Runoff 
and Water Quality 

MM-W1 

MM-W2 

MM-W3 

MM-W4 

MM-W5 

MM-W6 

MM-W7 

Specific local jurisdiction actions to 
reduce wastewater demand. 
Wastewater treatment agencies are 
encouraged to have expansion plans, etc. 
once reach 80% of capacity. SCAG 
nrtmirlP information 

1,3 Must also consider condition of existing infrastructure. 

1,2,3,4,5 

1,2,5 Already covered by RWQCB regulations. SCAG 
information sharing appropriate. 

1,2 Already part of development review process. 

"'vl-''u"u• review process, 



construction stormwater management and 
permitting, 

MM-Wl4 SCAG to encourage regional stormwater Appropriate. 
and groundwater recharge planning. 

MM-W15 Comply with RWQCB and Stormwater 1,2,3 
management plan permits 

MM-Wl6 Include structural water quality control 1,2,3,4,5 
features. 

MM-Wl7 Include structural stormwater runoff 1,2,3,4,5 
treatment facilities. 

MM-W18 Street and catch basin cleaning. 1,2,3,4,5 
MM-W19 Long-term sediment control and slope 1,2,3,4,5 ACOE mandates maintaining structural integrity 

revegetation. and capacity of flood control structures. Must be project-
specific design. 

MM-W20 Roadway runoff and vegetated median 1,2,3,4,5 
strips. 

MM-W21 Include acreage for storm water runoff and 1,2,3,4,5 
treatment features in transportation project 
land acquisition. 

MM-W22 Stormwater hydrology specifications 1,2,3 Covered by WQMPs and MS4 permit requirements. 
MM-W23 Stormwater facility design specifications. 1,2,3,4,5 
MM-W24 Storm water peak flow management. 1,2,3,4 
MM-W25 Local jurisdictions should encourage Low 1,2,3,4,5 

Impact Development in new development. 
MM-W26 Stormwater and water quality protections 1,2,3,4,5 

in site design for sites less than 1 acre. 
MM-W27 Construction BMPs. 1,2,3,4,5 Covered by California Construction General 

Permit. 
MM-W28 California Construction General Permit 1,2,3 

and SWPPP requirements. 
MM-W29 Drainage plan review. 1,2,3,4,5 Water quality can be protected on many sites 

without storm water treatment facilities. 
MM-W30 Erosion and sedimentation control 1,2,3,4,5 

measures. 

Continual dewatering facilities implement 1,2,3,4,5 RWQCB oversees dewatering. Greenbook Public 
Groundwater MM-W31 monitoring systems Works Standard Construction Practices standards apply to 
Infiltration public works projects. 

MM-W32 Minimize new impervious surfaces. 1,2,3,4,5 
-----



MM-W33 
A void designs requiring continual 1,2,3,4,5 
dewatering. 

MM-W34 
Site transportation facilities outside 1,2,3,4 
groundwater recharge areas. 

MM-W35 Minimize hardscape. 1,2,3,4,5 
Restricts development in 1 00-year flood 1,2,3,4 

MM-W36 plain and alluvial fans as they might be 

Increased flooding 
configured with climate change. 
A void incompatible floodplain 1,2,3 

hazards MM-W37 
development. Comply with regulations. 

MM-W38 
Prevent development in unprotected flood 1,2,3,4,5 
hazard areas. 

Exceed Capacity of 
See MM-W2 through 

Consider available wastewater treatment 1,2,3,4,5 Increasing density development does not decrease 
Wastewater treatment capacity and minimize wastewater wastewater generation since indoor water use remains about 
services 

MM-7 
generation. the same. 

MM-W39 
Local agencies should provide water 1,2,3,4 Already covered by UWMPs, IWMPs and WSAs. 
supply to meet future water demand. 

MM-W40 
Include conjuctive use in water supply 1,2,3,4,5 Each water district optimizes water supply 
strategy. reliability in its own way. 
SCAG shall encourage regional water Appropriate. 

MM-W41 supply planning within California and 
Colorado River Basin. 

Contribute to increased 
SCAG shall facilitate information sharing Appropriate. 

demand for water MM-W42 
regarding Sacramento River Delta, 

supply 
Colorado River Basin and other water 
sources. 
Regional water agencies should consider 1,2,3,4,5 Using local water supplies instead of imported 

MM-W43 climate change hydrology impacts on water sources will also reduce energy requirements and 
regional water supplies. accompanying Greenhouse Gas generation. 
Local jurisdictions and project sponsors 1,2,3,4,5 

MM-W44 
should reduce landscape irrigation 
requirements and use reclaimed water 
where feasible. 

MM-W45 
SCAG's cooperative regional water Appropriate 
supply efforts. 

MM-W46 
Water supply and conveyance facility 1,2,3,4 
evaluations and WSAs. 

MM-W47 Fire flow requirements. 1,2,3,4,5 Covered by existing development review process. 
-



MM-W48 Water conservation requirements. 1,2,3,4,5 Existing laws and regulations provide water 
districts more flexibility to meet mandatory per capita water 
conservation goal of20% by 2020. Design standards more 
stringent than water conservation standards adopted in 
California MOU and California Green Building Code 2010. 

MM-W49 
Project sponsors should identify water 1,2,3,4 
consumption reduction measures. 

MM-W50 
Require compliance with local drought 1,2,3, 
measures. 

MM-W51 
Required landscape irrigation system 1,2,3,4,5 
standards. 

MM-W52 
Require project developers to pay fair- 1,2,3,4 Water Districts already have rate structures that set 
share of water facility costs. equitable connection fees . 
Coordination between local jurisdictions 1,2,3,4,5 
and water providers to identify water 

MM-W53 budgets. Suggest that water conservation 
and recycled water offset any net water 
demand increase. 

MM-W54 
Project sponsors create water-efficient 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
landscapes. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 

MM-W55 
Project sponsors install water efficient 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
irrigation systems. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
Project sponsors incorporate water- 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W56 reducing features into building and private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
landscape design. 

MM-W57 
Project sponsors use graywater for 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
landscape irrigation. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
Project sponsors implement low-impact 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W58 
development practices, including private developers outside its jurisdiction. If water district 
offsetting all new project water demand so has available water supplies, no need to offset 100% of new 
there is no net water use increase. water demand. 
Local jurisdictions should adopt and 1,2,3,4,5 California water conservation guidelines based on 

MM-W59 implement water conservation and volumetric rates; tiered water rates are only 1 of 4 
recycled water plans. acceptable volumetric rates structures. 
Local jurisdictions can and should ensure 1,2,3 ,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W60 building permits and permit approval private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
processes promote water conservation. 
Local jurisdictions can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W61 promote water-efficient building design private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
standards, including minimizing non-roof 



impervious surfaces. 
Local jurisdictions can and should create 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W62 checklists for water-efficient technology private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
in new construction. 
SCAG should encourage local 1,2,3,4 

MM-W63 jurisdictions to develop local water 
sources. 
Local jurisdictions can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W64 develop criteria for graywater use. private developers outside its jurisdiction. Already covered 
by California Plumbing Code. 

Local jurisdictions can and should ensure 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
MM-W65 landscaping and forests are managed to private developers outside its jurisdiction. 

optimize climate change benefits. 

MM-W66 
Project sponsors should install water 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 
efficient landscapes and irrigation. private developers outside its jurisdiction. 

MM-W67 
SCAG should organize water Appropriate. 
conservation workshops. 
Regional water agencies can and should 1,2,3,4,5 SCAG cannot mandate actions by agencies or 

MM-W68 
encourage efficiency of water facilities, private developers outside its jurisdiction. 
including off-peak demand for heavy 
commercial and industrial users. 

Contribute to 
MM-W1 through MM-

Mitigations to address cumulative water Only the mitigations that SCAG can implement and general 
cumulatively impacts. programmatic mitigation measures are appropriate. 
considerable demand 

W68 
-
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818 West Seventh Street, 121h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

(Emailed to: 2012peir@scag.c_a.w and lleb@scag.ca.gov 

RE: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan & 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

NAIOP, the Commercial Real Estate Development Association, is the 
leading organization of developers, owners, and related professionals in 
office, industrial, retail and mixed-use real estate. NAIOP Inland Empire 
Chapter covers Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. The Chapter has 
been working with business coalitions and NAIOP SoCal staying actively 
involved in the development of the 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), along with the review 
of the just re leased Program Environmental Impact Report (PE IR). 

NAIOP Inland Empire Chapter fully supports the positions stated in the 
attached two comment letters as delivered by NAIOP SoCal Chapter and 
the SoCal Business Collaborative. 

Robert Evans 
Execut ive Director 
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COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

SoCAL CHAPTER 

Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 

February 14,2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street 12'h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 900 I 7 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, and Program Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

NAIOP, the Commercial Real Estate Development Association, is the leading 
organization of developers, owners, and related professionals in office, industrial 
and mixed use real estate. The over 900 members of the NAIOP SoCal Chapter 
serve Los Angeles and Orange Counties, and is the premier commercial real 
estate organization in Southern California. We have been actively involved in the 
development of the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), along with the review of the just released Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

NAIOP SoCal fully understands the enormity of the undertaking to create the 
RTP, particularly with the newly required SCS being added to the effort. We 
commend SCAG for its efforts to make the RTP/SCS as much of a bottoms-up 
process as possible. We particularly thank SCAG for incorporating the Orange 
County LRTP and SCS developed by the Orange County Transportation 
Authority (OCTA) and the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
respectively. NAIOP believes that is a model for all SCAG subregions to 
embrace in any future RTP/SCS. We fully support what OCTA and the OCCOG 
have submitted, and also incorporate by reference as though fully set forth herein 
their comments on the RTP/SCS and PEIR. That same broad participatory 
process and effort should also have been made in the drafting of the PEIR, but 
was not. Hopefully that can be changed in the future so as to avoid many of the 
issues that have arisen. 

Our major concerns surround the PEIR. The 642 page complex document with 
approximately 550 supposed mitigation measures was released the afternoon of 
Friday December 30, 20 II, right before the New Year's holiday weekend. Thus, 
no one really could look at it until January 3, 2012, losing 3 days of the brief 45-
day review period. A tremendous effort, and cost, has been undertaken to try to 
meet the February14 end of comment period. It is very obvious the comment 
period for the PEIR is not sufficient to allow for a thorough, thoughtful analysis 
of the very belatedly released PEIR. Unfortunately, SCAG has repeatedly 
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indicated they would not extend the comment period. NAIOP does request that the comment period be 
extended. 

To compound the problem, the PEIR is going to be rushed to approval. NAIOP has worked closely 
with many organizations throughout Southern California, and it is very apparent SCAG will be 
receiving numerous comments. Yet, the schedule is to hold a joint Policy Committee hearing on 
March 21 to gain their recommendation that the RTP/SCS and PEIR be approved, which is 5 days 
before the response to comments will be released on March 26. Then, the Regional Council is 
supposed to approve all the documents on April4. SCAG has, again unfortunately, ruled out any delay 
in this schedule as well as specifically saying they will not make any changes to the PEIR that would 
require a recirculation. This incredibly rushed schedule with predetermined lines in the sand as to the 
length of the comment period and timing of the actual approval does not provide the time for the 
appropriate review of these complex documents, any real analysis of the comments that will be 
supplied, and specifically eliminates any valid modification to the RTP/SCS or PEIR. It leads one to 
question whether there has been a legally questionable predetermined outcome. 

Turning to the substance of the documents. There is a blanket statement that all the mitigation 
measures are feasible and effective. Yet, there is no discussion or analysis to support such a statement. 
Furthermore, SCAG goes on to claim that local jurisdictions and project sponsors "can and should" 
perform the mitigation measures. While SCAG has claimed the mitigation measures are supposed to 
be a "tool-box" to choose from, the actual verbiage of the documents does not so indicate. The 
statement of the feasibility, efficiency, and "can and should" language should be deleted. Furthermore, 
SCAG should at a minimum clearly state that the PEIR sets forth a menu of options for the local 
jurisdictions and project sponsors to choose from, and that it is up to the local jurisdictions and project 
sponsors to determine what is feasible and efficient. This could effectively be done by separating all 
the mitigation measures that are applicable to SCAG, and put all the "tool-box" suggestions into a 
separate document indicating the above so SCAG' s stated intention is clear to all. 

Next, there are nearly 200 "mitigation measures" that are incomplete references to Federal, State, and 
Local law, and various regulatory measures. These are matters that project sponsors are already 
legally required to perform. Once all of the legal requirements are performed, then the CEQA process 
analyzes if there are any environmental impacts that need to be mitigated. Thus, the legal requirements 
are actually in the baseline, and are not used as mitigation measures. By trying to reword the legal 
requirements and call them mitigation measures can cause great confusion and legal concerns. Since 
the legal requirements are already in the project, do these so-called "mitigation measures" in the PEIR 
refer to something different, something new, something additional? All references to legal and 
regulatory requirements should be deleted. If SCAG feels there is some need to remind local 
jurisdictions and project sponsors to comply with the law, this can easily be done with one statement in 
the RTP, not the PEIR, indicating they should comply with all applicable laws and regulations. 

NAIOP appreciates SCAG's interest in being a forum for discussion of issues that may be impacting 
the Southern California area. Forum discussions can lead to ideas that can be fully analyzed by the 
appropriate agencies. But, SCAG does not need to try to be the one to implement or oversee such 
ideas. There are many governmental agencies and regulatory bodies that already have the authority to 
cover a variety of issues, and SCAG should not intervene in matters already under the purview of other 
governmental agencies. SCAG, as all MPOs, is a federally created organization whose focus is on 
transportation efforts. Congress wanted MPOs to ensure that federal transportation funds were utilized 
through a cooperative and comprehensive planning process. The core function of MPOs is to evaluate 
the transportation issues in a region, and develop realistic options. Involving the public, MPOs are to 



develop long range transportation plans and transportation improvement programs that promote a 
multi-modal transportation system. The RTP should solely be focused on that objective, and the SCS 
is only to fit the requirements ofSB 375. Yet, the documents go in to things such as paleontology, 
wastewater, utilities, and many other areas that are beyond SCAG's scope. There are numerous areas 
in the PEIR where SCAG claims it will "ensure" certain outcomes. This is not SCAG's role, and the 
entire issue of not intervening in other agencies domains is needs to be addressed in any final 
RTP/SCS and PEIR. 

The funding for the RTP is also of great concern. Federal law does require that the plans be fiscally 
constrained such that any funding is available or reasonably expected to become available. Yet, the 
draft RTP claims to be an approximate $524 billion program, but has a shortfall of $219 billion in 
revenues; nearly half. There is a reference to about $127 billion of the shortfall being reliant on major 
State and/or Federal actions, which seem awfully speculative. NAIOP has a major concern over the 
numerous references in the documents to pushing local jurisdictions to adopt new fees or taxes. The 
commercial/industrial development industry is already heavily burdened with fees from many, many 
regulatory agencies and jurisdictions. We often hear that some new fee is not that big, or is for a great 
cause. Yet, the net effect is a mountain of"little fees". Sort of a death by a thousand fees. To make 
up billions and billions of revenue shortfall would necessitate extensive new fees and taxes. This 
would clearly be a huge hinderance, if not paralyze, any type of economic recovery in the regions. 
NAIOP did not see any type of analysis in the documents that would lead one to believe such fee and 
tax increases are reasonably possible, especially in light of Proposition 22, nor an analysis of the 
economic impacts. Such analyses are needed before any of the documents are finalized. 

The RTP/SCS and PEIR are incredibly complex documents that are very important and far-reaching. 
NAIOP SoCal has made on effort to evaluate the very voluminous materials. Yet, in the compressed 
timeline, it has been impossible to touch on every area of concern. The above highlights some of the 
major issues. We will continue to evaluate the material and follow the efforts to revise the RTP/SCS 
and PEIR so that the final product is credible and truly benefits all of Southern California. NAIOP 
SoCai looks forward to SCAG's responses to the above comments and the request to extend the 
comment period. We request to be included in any conversations regarding the necessary revisions to 
the RTP/SCS and PElR. 

Sincerely, 
/--~, 

' i 
I 

James V. Camp 
Director 
Chair, Legislative Affairs Committee 
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From the beginning, representatives of businesses and industries have agreed upon the qualities of a good 
RTP/SCS.  Those qualities can be summarized as follows.  The RTP/SCS should: 
 

 Foster economic growth and job creation in a balanced and accountable manner and in recognition of 
foreseeable regional population growth; 

 Utilize all revenue sources very efficiently, and utilize new revenue sources only if they are economically sound 
and equitable; 

 Honor the prerogatives that local governments – as the level of government with the greatest understanding of 
and sensitivity to community interests and context – should continue to enjoy concerning land use and 
community development; 

 Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and federal environmental laws and regulations 
(e.g., federal Clean Air Act conformity); and  

 Allow for expeditious review and approval of projects that are consistent with a sound and reasonably 
accommodating RTP/SCS. 

 
 Despite our overall appreciation for the work put in by SCAG’s staff, there are important aspects of the Draft 
2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR which, we believe, require much more consideration and correction or clarification before 
SCAG approves the 2012 RTP/SCS and the Final PEIR.  Corrections – or at least substantial clarifications – are needed in 
order to bring the Final 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR back into line with the principles set forth above.   
 
 Stated here in the most general terms, SCAG’s staff and ultimately its Regional Council should address the 
following concerns and correct the final 2012 RTP/SCS and the accompanying PEIR. 
 
1) The Draft PEIR is unduly prescriptive and imposes mitigation requirements that are not suitable for mandatory 

consideration at the individual project level.  Simply put, many of the prescribed mitigation measures address matters 
at too small a scale for a regional transportation and land use strategy.  The Draft PEIR lists more than 500 discrete 
mitigation measures that cover a broad range of topics; and it asserts that SCAG has preliminarily found that all such 
mitigation measures are feasible and “can and should” apply to all future projects in the region.  Many of these 
mitigation measures were drawn from “model policies” that were drafted in 2009 and were intended for consideration 
only at a jurisdictional planning level – not an individual project level.  Many of the mitigation measures listed are not 
reasonably considerable – let alone feasible – generally at a project level throughout Southern California. 

  
2) Many of the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft PEIR have no relationship to the RTP/SCS or its impacts.  For 

example, the Draft PEIR invokes mitigation measures ranging from low-flow toilets to green roofs.  Such mitigation 
measures have nothing to do with the regional dispersion of future development and redevelopment or its indirect 
effects on emissions from vehicular use (which is the proper focus of the RTP/SCS). 

 
3) The Draft PEIR attempts to etch in stone the project-level consideration and potential incorporation of mitigation 

measures that conflict with, or inevitably will conflict with, highly-evolved and dynamic subject-matter regulations.  
For example, the Draft PEIR would prescribe mitigation requirements concerning matters ranging from storm water 
management to energy efficiency standards to fire protection to landscaping to water supply analyses – all matters that 
are highly regulated and subject to dynamic standards that either are now or are bound to be at odds with the PEIR. 

 
 In light of the above-stated problems with the Draft PEIR, we believe that it needs to be substantially rewritten to 
clarify what we understand was intended by SCAG’s staff and leaders – that the PEIR should not subtract from or 
interfere with local governments’ reasonable prerogatives under CEQA.  As the Draft PEIR now stands, the 
environmental analysis and suggested mitigation requirements would likely lead to more CEQA litigation rather than to 
CEQA streamlining as California Senate Bill 375 (2008) promised. 
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Turning to the substance of the RTP/SCS as a policy matter, we have the following additional general comments:  

 
4) The RTP/SCS is undergirded by analysis which shows the dispersion of populations and employment shown and 

categorized at the level of sub-jurisdictional “transportation analysis zones” (TAZs).  The TAZ level of detail is, we 
believe, too small and precise a level at which to prescribe the spatial dispersion of development and redevelopment, 
particularly in light of the regional nature of the RTP/SCS.  Page 148 of the SCS should therefore be clarified to 
indicate that questions of consistency with the RTP/SCS should be substantively measured and determined at a 
jurisdictional or sub-regional level, not at a TAZ level. 

  
 

5) The RTP/SCS should aim to reflect and accommodate both the short-term future of the SCAG region and its long-
term future.  For example, the RTP should better anticipate the need for and reasonable likelihood of a gradual 
transition in the region’s overall vehicle fleet (e.g., gradually towards alternative fuels) and the ongoing need for 
enhancements to vehicular mobility even as more mass transit comes to fruition.   

 
6) More detail, clarity and explanation are needed concerning the new revenue sources that are outlined within the plan 

document.  New revenues account for $219.5 billion out of the total $524.7 billion needed for the transportation plan, 
yet there is very little detail explaining these significant new fees and impositions (see page 95 & 96 of the Draft 
RTP/SCS).   
To fully and fairly evaluate these proposals, the business community and all stakeholders need the benefit of 
additional detail and explanation.  In particular, we need clarity and assurance regarding the following: 
 

a. The new revenue concepts assumed within the RTP/SCS must be fair, equitable and economically sound, 
meaning that an appropriate nexus exists to assure that new revenues are drawn fairly and proportionally from 
those who benefit from the related transportation infrastructure or improvement. 

  
b. The new revenue sources within the RTP must be effectively allocated, meaning the plan should clearly 

articulate how resources will be efficiently and responsibly allocated so that there is the best possible return 
on investment for the expenditure of these new transportation funds.  SCAG needs to show that it will be a 
responsible, accountable and innovative steward of the new revenues that it is proposing.   

 
7) New revenues from fees on businesses operating in the SCAG region – and particularly the “Freight Fee/National 

Freight Program” listed on page 96 of the Draft RTP – need to be developed and implemented at the federal level, not 
the local and regional level.  Unless such fees are imposed on a national scale, the region’s competiveness will be 
compromised. 
  

8) In the RTP, SCAG should identify and highlight the significant economic contributions of the goods movement sector 
to the regional and state economy.  Specifically, the RTP should acknowledge that, as business stakeholders work 
with regulatory agencies to further reduce emissions in the SCAG region, any technology introduced must not 
compromise the safety, velocity, cargo throughput, economic competitiveness, or reliability of the goods movement 
system.  It would be helpful for SCAG to state clearly in the RTP that, to date, stakeholders have not reached 
consensus on technologies, timing, funding, or emissions impacts of the various options that SCAG examined in the 
RTP.  For example, SCAG discusses long-term steps towards a "Zero Emissions Container Movement System" 
(ZECMS).  If SCAG chooses to pursue such a fundamental shift in new technology, it would need to work with all 
goods movement stakeholders to clearly establish whether and, if so, when and where within the transportation 
infrastructure a ZECMS option could be demonstrated and evaluated without negatively effecting the velocity and 
throughput of the system. 
 

9) With the recent elimination of redevelopment agencies, the ability of local jurisdictions to meet the densification of 
urban centers in the near term is challenged, given the costs related to aging or inadequate infrastructure capacity and 
high development costs for higher density projects.  The elimination of redevelopment agencies also threatens the 
availability of sufficient housing options necessary to meet the needs of a dynamic workforce.  In fact, since the 
passage of SB 375, the State of California has stripped local governments of funds that were previously available for 
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transit, transportation and redevelopment.  This follows many years in which the state diverted revenues from 
gasoline, sales, income and other taxes needed for local government programs.  Local governments cannot help to 
fulfill the 2012 RTP/SCS without increased, not decreased, state support.  SCAG should emphasize the need for the 
state to restore support for planning, transit, transportation and redevelopment or other necessary funding to pre-SB 
375 levels in order to speed the attainment of mandated goals. 

 
 While we find many very positive aspects in the plan, especially related to principles and direction, these 
significant issues need to be addressed.  The short list of general concerns set forth above is not meant to be exhaustive.  
Many of the organizations that subscribe to the above-stated comments will be commenting more robustly in separate 
writings.  We join here, however, to express our unity in finding the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR to be in need of 
significant clarification and correction.  We are also jointly committed to completing this process and, over the remaining 
weeks, working closely with SCAG to develop and adopt a smart, flexible, accountable, and economically sound 
RTP/SCS. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
 
 
 

Jim Clarke 
Executive Director 
Apartment Association of Greater Los 
Angeles (AAGLA) 
 

  
 
 
 

Andrew R. Henderson 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Building Industry Association of  
Southern California, Inc. 

  
 
 
 

Heidi L. Gallegos 
Executive Director 
Eastvale Chamber of Commerce 

 
 
 
 

Hilary Norton 
Executive Director 
FAST – Fixing Angelenos Stuck in 
Traffic 
 

  
 
 
 

Elizabeth Warren 
Executive Director 
FuturePorts 
 

  
 
 
 

John Kelsall 
President & CEO 
Greater Lakewood Chamber of 
Commerce 

 
 
 
 

Gene Hale 
Chairman 
Greater Los Angeles African 
American Chamber 

  
 
 

 
Paul C. Granillo 
President & CEO 
Inland Empire Economic 
Partnership 
 

  
 
 
 

Joeann Valle 
Executive Director 
Harbor City/Harbor Gateway 
Chamber of Commerce 
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COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

SoCAL CHAPTER 

Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 

February 14,2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street 12'h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 900 I 7 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, and Program Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

NAIOP, the Commercial Real Estate Development Association, is the leading 
organization of developers, owners, and related professionals in office, industrial 
and mixed use real estate. The over 900 members of the NAIOP SoCal Chapter 
serve Los Angeles and Orange Counties, and is the premier commercial real 
estate organization in Southern California. We have been actively involved in the 
development of the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), along with the review of the just released Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

NAIOP SoCal fully understands the enormity of the undertaking to create the 
RTP, particularly with the newly required SCS being added to the effort. We 
commend SCAG for its efforts to make the RTP/SCS as much of a bottoms-up 
process as possible. We particularly thank SCAG for incorporating the Orange 
County LRTP and SCS developed by the Orange County Transportation 
Authority (OCTA) and the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
respectively. NAIOP believes that is a model for all SCAG subregions to 
embrace in any future RTP/SCS. We fully support what OCTA and the OCCOG 
have submitted, and also incorporate by reference as though fully set forth herein 
their conunents on the RTP /SCS and PEIR. That same broad participatory 
process and effort should also have been made in the drafting of the PEIR, but 
was not. Hopefully that can be changed in the future so as to avoid many of the 
issues that have arisen. 

Our major concerns surround the PEIR. The 642 page complex document with 
approximately 550 supposed mitigation measures was released the afternoon of 
Friday December 30,2011, right before the New Year's holiday weekend. Thus, 
no one really could look at it until January 3, 2012, losing 3 days of the brief 45-
day review period. A tremendous effort, and cost, has been undertaken to try to 
meet the February14 end of comment period. It is very obvious the comment 
period for the PEIR is not sufficient to allow for a thorough, thoughtful analysis 
of the very belatedly released PEIR. Unfortunately, SCAG has repeatedly 
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indicated they would not extend the comment period. NAIOP does request that the comment period be 
extended. 

To compound the problem, the PEIR is going to be rushed to approval. NAIOP has worked closely 
with many organizations throughout Southern California, and it is very apparent SCAG will be 
receiving numerous comments. Yet, the schedule is to hold a joint Policy Committee hearing on 
March 21 to gain their recommendation that the RTP/SCS and PEIR be approved, which is 5 days 
before the response to comments will be released on March 26. Then, the Regional Council is 
supposed to approve all the documents on April4. SCAG has, again unfortunately, ruled out any delay 
in this schedule as well as specifically saying they will not make any changes to the PEIR that would 
require a recirculation. This incredibly rushed schedule with predetermined lines in the sand as to the 
length of the comment period and timing of the actual approval does not provide the time for the 
appropriate review of these complex documents, any real analysis of the comments that will be 
supplied, and specifically eliminates any valid modification to the RTP/SCS or PEIR. It leads one to 
question whether there has been a legally questionable predetermined outcome. 

Turning to the substance of the documents. There is a blanket statement that all the mitigation 
measures are feasible and effective. Yet, there is no discussion or analysis to support such a statement. 
Furthermore, SCAG goes on to claim that local jurisdictions and project sponsors "can and should" 
perform the mitigation measures. While SCAG has claimed the mitigation measures are supposed to 
be a "tool-box" to choose from, the actual verbiage of the documents does not so indicate. The 
statement of the feasibility, efficiency, and "can and should" language should be deleted. Furthermore, 
SCAG should at a minimum clearly state that the PEIR sets forth a menu of options for the local 
jurisdictions and project sponsors to choose from, and that it is up to the local jurisdictions and project 
sponsors to determine what is feasible and efficient. This could effectively be done by separating all 
the mitigation measures that are applicable to SCAG, and put all the "tool-box" suggestions into a 
separate document indicating the above so SCAG's stated intention is clear to all. 

Next, there are nearly 200 "mitigation measures" that are incomplete references to Federal, State, and 
Local law, and various regulatory measures. These are matters that project sponsors are already 
legally required to perform. Once all of the legal requirements are performed, then the CEQA process 
analyzes if there are any environmental impacts that need to be mitigated. Thus, the legal requirements 
are actually in the baseline, and are not used as mitigation measures. By trying to reword the legal 
requirements and call them mitigation measures can cause great confusion and legal concerns. Since 
the legal requirements are already in the project, do these so-called "mitigation measures" in the PEIR 
refer to something different, something new, something additional? All references to legal and 
regulatory requirements should be deleted. If SCAG feels there is some need to remind local 
jurisdictions and project sponsors to comply with the law, this can easily be done with one statement in 
the RTP, not the PEIR, indicating they should comply with all applicable laws and regulations. 

NAIOP appreciates SCAG's interest in being a forum for discussion of issues that may be impacting 
the Southern California area. Forum discussions can lead to ideas that can be fully analyzed by the 
appropriate agencies. But, SCAG does not need to try to be the one to implement or oversee such 
ideas. There are many governmental agencies and regulatory bodies that already have the authority to 
cover a variety of issues, and SCAG should not intervene in matters already under the purview of other 
governmental agencies. SCAG, as all MPOs, is a federally created organization whose focus is on 
transportation efforts. Congress wanted MPOs to ensure that federal transportation funds were utilized 
through a cooperative and comprehensive planning process. The core function of MPOs is to evaluate 
the transportation issues in a region, and develop realistic options. Involving the public, MPOs are to 



develop long range transportation plans and transportation improvement programs that promote a 
multi-modal transportation system. The RTP should solely be focused on that objective, and the SCS 
is only to fit the requirements ofSB 375. Yet, the documents go in to things such as paleontology, 
wastewater, utilities, and many other areas that are beyond SCAG's scope. There are numerous areas 
in the PEIR where SCAG claims it will "ensure" certain outcomes. This is not SCAG's role, and the 
entire issue of not intervening in other agencies domains is needs to be addressed in any final 
RTP/SCS and PEIR. 

The funding for the RTP is also of great concern. Federal law does require that the plans be fiscally 
constrained such that any funding is available or reasonably expected to become available. Yet, the 
draft RTP claims to be an approximate $524 billion program, but has a shortfall of $219 billion in 
revenues; nearly half. There is a reference to about $127 billion of the shortfall being reliant on major 
State and/or Federal actions, which seem awfully speculative. NAIOP has a major concern over the 
numerous references in the documents to pushing local jurisdictions to adopt new fees or taxes. The 
commercial/industrial development industry is already heavily burdened with fees from many, many 
regulatory agencies and jurisdictions. We often hear that some new fee is not that big, or is for a great 
cause. Yet, the net effect is a mountain of "little fees". Sort of a death by a thousand fees. To make 
up billions and billions of revenue shortfall would necessitate extensive new fees and taxes. This 
would clearly be a huge hinderance, if not paralyze, any type of economic recovery in the regions. 
NAIOP did not see any type of analysis in the documents that would lead one to believe such fee and 
tax increases are reasonably possible, especially in light of Proposition 22, nor an analysis of the 
economic impacts. Such analyses are needed before any of the documents are finalized. 

The RTP/SCS and PEIR are incredibly complex documents that are very important and far-reaching. 
NAIOP SoCal has made on effort to evaluate the very voluminous materials. Yet, in the compressed 
time line, it has been impossible to touch on every area of concern. The above highlights some of the 
major issues. We will continue to evaluate the material and follow the efforts to revise the RTP/SCS 
and PEIR so that the final product is credible and truly benefits all of Southern California. NAIOP 
SoCallooks forward to SCAG's responses to the above comments and the request to extend the 
comment period. We request to be included in any conversations regarding the necessary revisions to 
the RTP/SCS and PEIR. 

Sincerely, 
--~, 

' i 
I 

James V. Camp 
Director 
Chair, Legislative Affairs Committee 



 

 

February 14, 2012 
 
Pam O’Connor, President 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
RE: Comments on the 2035 RTP/SCS and Project Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dear President O’Connor: 
 

On behalf of Endangered Habitats League (“EHL”) and the Natural Resources Defense 
Council (“NRDC”) we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California 
Association of Governments’ (“SCAG”) regional transportation plan and its attendant 
environmental impact report.  
 

Your staff has worked tirelessly to engage 197separate local jurisdictions in the creation of 
the first ever Sustainable Communities Strategy in the SCAG region under SB 375, and should 
be commended for their hard work.  The plan achieves some important early accomplishments, 
including:  
 

 Responding to the growing market demand for walkable communities, the plan will 
house 68% of new development in multi-family housing, as opposed to 39% in the last 25 
years.i The chart below from the Urban Land Institute’s recently published report The 
New California Dream confirms the strong demand for multi-family and small lot single 
family housing, as well as a projected surplus of large-lot single family homes;  
 

   
 



 

 

 By planning for new homes near transit, and bringing new transit to existing 
communities, the plan achieves the equivalent of locating 94% of all new development 
near transit. This is also sound planning, as the ULI study referenced above also finds 
that even if all new development now to 2035 was built near transit, the region will still 
fall short of its 2035 demand for this type of housing;  
 

 
 

 Through an emphasis on walkable communities, the plan reduces open space 
consumption by 400 square miles, and; 

 The plan achieves its 2020 and 2035 state assigned SB 375 GHG reduction targets. 
 
In the spirit of collaboration, we offer the following comments with the aim of improving the 
plan:  
 
I. Commit to the Creation of a Sustainable Transportation Network  
 

While SCAG has received much praise for the land use assumptions in its Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, it is unclear whether the transportation system has been adjusted to 
support this land use pattern.  While we recognize that SCAG must use input from its six County 
Transportation Commissions (CTCs) as the starting point for SB 375 scenario planning, we had 
hoped that the evaluation process would not end there.  The problem, in our view, with the 
limited approach SCAG has adopted is the inconsistency between the varied land use projected 
across several scenarios and a transportation system that has been kept relatively constant. Such 
an approach ignores the evidence that land use patterns and transportation systems are frequently 
mutually reinforcing.  The walkable compact development patterns SCAG calls for are less 
likely to materialize without adjustments to its transportation network, particularly in the Inland 
Empire. Similarly, compact land use patterns need to be serviced with real transportation choices 
if they are to be viable.  We seek a commitment from SCAG, through its next SCS process in 



 

 

four years, to evaluate scenarios which consider what environmental achievements may be 
possible with a transportation system that is more varied across those scenarios. 
 

In particular, we find the emphasis on arterial widenings to be of concern.  SCAG’s EIR 
claims that it will spend $22 billion on “local arterial improvements”.  A review of the SCAG 
project list indicates that by improve, the clear intent is to widen, or as some engineers describe 
it, to “rationalize” the system.  Throughout the RTP project list, the verb widen is one of the 
most commonly found.  And yet, the empirical literature on induced demand and induced growth 
makes clear that widening roads does not solve traffic congestion, and, as a recent poll 
demonstrates, the voters agreeii.iii  The futility of attempting to remedy congestion through 
arterial widening alone is perhaps best elucidated in Riverside County, where, despite an 
investment of more than six billion in arterial improvements, the County’s residents can expect 
no marked improvement in hours of delay.  Instead, the County projects an increase in hours of 
delay.  While some of these arterial widenings may be represented in sales tax measures, County 
Transportation Commissions have significant latitude with respect to the phasing and 
prioritization of investments in their regions.  
 

Before continuing to our specific recommendations, we would like to note the absence of 
certain data which would have been valuable in further scenario analysis.  The transit and active 
transport appendices of the plan contain a wealth of data, categorized by county, concerning the 
current availability of transit and active transportation elements.  What is lacking, however, are 
projections of how the current plan improves (or does not, as the case may be) access to transit 
and active transportation facilities for the residents of the various SCAG counties by 2035.  We 
have submitted a request for the data to SCAG staff.  We note that SCAG staff has been both 
helpful and responsive, but, as we were informed by staff, the data could not be made available 
in time for analysis in this comment letter.  
 

Our recommendations for improving the transportation network are as follows: 
 

1. Accelerate funding for Metrolink to provide badly needed regional commuting options 
 

The Metrolink commuter rail system, which links numerous communities in all 
SCAG area counties, is already a critical component of SCAG’s transportation system, 
and, with improvements, could become a major source of VMT reduction, congestion 
relief and economic development.  The Draft Plan includes a Strategic Plan section with 
projects deemed important by the region, but for which funding does not currently exist.  
We strongly recommend moving the upgrading of the Metrolink commuter rail system 
into the Constrained Plan. The upgrade project would provide double tracking, grade 
separations and other modifications where needed to enable expanded express service, 
while making a planned transition to an all-electric system capable of providing zero-



 

 

emission high-speed service (up to 110 mph) in select corridors.   Such an upgrade could 
provide significant returns in the form of congestion relief, emission reductions, and 
economic opportunity created, as well as create enhanced opportunities for transit-
oriented development.  

 
2. Explore bus and bus rapid transit expansions to provide high quality, cost-effective transit 

to a majority of residents 
 

Eighty percent of transit ridership in the region takes the form of bus travel. 
Considering the long lead times involved with capital expansion projects, expanded bus 
service may present the most immediate and cost-effective strategy to provide 
alternatives to driving for millions of SCAG residents.  And yet in Riverside County, 
projected to house another 1.1 million residents over the life of the RTP (second only to 
Los Angeles County in growth projections), only 10% of the population is currently 
served by high quality bus service (less than 15 minute headways).  Currently 40% of 
residents have access to 15-30 minute headway service.  SCAG should identify potential 
service frequency upgrades which could provide a significantly higher proportion of the 
population access to high quality transit service. 
 

SCAG should identify strategic investments to increase ridership in light of the 
new revenues which may be available through the AB 32 cap and trade revenue.  In fact, 
we would like to urge SCAG’s Regional Council to adopt a policy commitment that any 
new revenues received through the cap and trade program be prioritized for efficient 
transit operations.  The public transportation literature indicates that for every 1 percent 
increase in transit service frequency, ridership increases up to 0.5 percent and a similar 
increase in vehicle miles or vehicle hours of service can increase ridership up to a range 
of 0.6 to 1% (Evans, 2004)iv.  The highest-performing lines could be candidates for 
upgrade to Bus Rapid Transit, which could, in turn, serve to anchor development along 
now low-density transportation corridors.  SCAG and its CTCs should examine the 
highest-performing lines, and potentially recommend them for upgrade to fixed guideway 
systems in this RTP.  
 

3. Commit funds for bicycling and walking commensurate to the share of trips these modes 
accommodate 
 

SCAG has increased bicycle and pedestrian funding from $1.8 billion to $6 
billion in this plan.  While this is more than a 200% increase, for which staff should be 
commended, it still accounts for just over 1% of the plan’s total funds.  This is hardly 
commensurate with the 20% of total trips taken on foot or by bike.  The recent poll of 
SCAG region voters conducted by NRDC, Move LA and ALAC found that, by strong 



 

 

contrast, voters believe 14% of RTP funds should go to making walking and biking safer. 
SCAG should continue to examine the balance of funds which constitute the $524 billion 
regional transportation plan, and investigate whether there are ways to free up additional 
funding for these most sustainable forms of transportation.   

 
For example, SCAG proposes to spend $22 billion widening arterials in the six 

county region.  If some of these funds were instead directed to ensuring that these roads 
are “complete streets” – safe for walking and bicycling, the region would be taking real 
steps towards encouraging sustainable transportation.  SCAG should encourage CTCs 
and local jurisdictions to adopt complete streets policies so that bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements can be made routinely and more economically when streets are improved 
or built.  Widening arterials will neither encourage other modes nor solve traffic 
congestion.  We believe committing $6 billion to bicycle infrastructure and $6 billion to 
pedestrian safety improvements is actually a very reasonable request, and would still 
represent just 2.3% of total plan revenues for these modes.  
 

4. Commit to collaborating with County Transportation Commissions to Prioritize Projects 
which help to reduce VMT and GHG Emissions 
 

While SCAG does not make final decisions about transportation projects – its 
CTCs do—SCAG does play an important role analyzing the social and environmental 
impacts of alternative investment decisions.  In its upcoming TIP process, as well as the 
next SCS/RTP, we recommend that SCAG adopt a process similar to the Bay Area 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s to evaluate whether individual projects help 
to achieve regional goalsv.  In partnership with its County Transportation Commissions, 
SCAG should engage in a project performance analysis to determine whether its 
proposed investments help the region achieve its intended outcomes of improved air 
quality and health, location efficiency, improved mobility for its residents and reduced 
household transportation costs.  Such an analysis assists decision makers in determining 
which projects are consistent with SCS goals.  

 
The recently conducted poll of Southern California voters found that voters think 

building new roads and widening existing roads are by far the least effective strategies to 
reduce congestion and improve air quality.  Instead, voters would rather see the region 
focus on smarter land use and prioritize investments in transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
infrastructure.  It is well known that SCAG is facing a significant funding shortfall for 
this RTP and makes some fairly ambitious assumptions about the availability of new 



 

 

revenues.  Perhaps a project performance assessment process could help to encourage 
SCAG’s CTCs to adjust project priorities to contribute to overall SCS goals1.  

 
II. The RTP Must Include More Detail on Making Clean Freight Movement a Reality in 
the SCAG Region 
 

As the RTP highlights, the movement of freight creates significant economic productivity 
in the SCAG region, but these financial benefits come at immense costs to the health and welfare 
of residents throughout the region, including the primarily low income communities of color 
nearest our freight hubs.  Accordingly, any work to expand the freight movement system must 
concurrently push the cleanest technologies.  In addition, resources must be allocated to cleaning 
up the already unacceptable high levels of pollution from the existing infrastructure.  There is 
consensus amongst all regulatory air quality agencies that in order for the SCAG region to meet 
federal and state clean air standards on time, it must shift the freight movement system from a 
diesel-dominated industry to a near zero or zero emissions systems.  To turn the rhetoric of 
moving to a cleaner freight system into a reality the RTP must be modified to include more 
detail. 

In order to achieve the long-term, speculative projects of electric freight corridors on the 
I-710 and I-60, we need short-term projects.  The notion was eloquently put in the 2006 Clean 
Air Action Plan (“CAAP”), adopted unanimously by both Boards of Harbor Commissioners for 
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, in which the commitment was made to the develop 
and implement a zero emissions container movement system. In pertinent part it reads: 

This component of the program is focused on finding the next generation of transport 
solutions for goods movement. The ultimate goal is a 21st century electric powered 
system that will move cargo from our docks to the destinations within 200 miles that 
today are moved by truck. It may (sic) take 20 years to complete such a system, but it will 
always be 20 years away unless in the next five years we build and test a demonstration 
prototype and perfect a detailed plan for widespread construction.vi 
 

This prototype project will serve as the path towards actual achievement of the projects along the 
I-710 and I-60.   
 

Other forward looking projects should also be included in the RTP.  A catenary system 
along the Terminal Island Freeway serving to connect the Port of Long Beach to the Union 
Pacific Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (“ICTF”) merits inclusion.  In the same vein, the 
RTP should also include a catenary system along Alameda Street.  These projects must be 

                                                           
1
 Given the recent Association of Irritated Residents vs. Environmental Protection Agency case, the region needs to 

adopt enforceable Transportation Control Measures (TCMs). The measures identified in this section and others are 
prime candidates for inclusion in a list of TCMs. 



 

 

pushed forward in the near-term (e.g. next two years).  Finally, the catenary system should be 
incorporated as an enforceable measure in the State Implementation Plan.  This type of strategy 
provides an ideal Transportation Control Measure.  See 42 U.S.C. § 7408(f)(v), (vi); see also 42 
U.S.C. § 7511A(e)(4).  We would be delighted to collaborate with staff in determining how these 
projects should be included in both the constrained plan and the State Implementation Plan as 
enforceable measures to push progress towards a true zero emissions system. 
 
III.  Ensure Projects Meet a Robust Definition of SCS Consistency in order to Qualify for 
SB 375 California Environmental Quality Act Streamlining  
 

SCAG’s EIR sets too low a bar for compliance with the SCS in order to achieve SB375’s 
contemplated CEQA.  Specifically, the EIR states that: 
 

“In other words, the SCS was not developed with the intent that each project to be located 
within any given TAZ must exactly equal the density and relative use designations that 
are indicated by the SCS Development Type in order for the project to be found 
consistent with the SCS’s use designation, density, building intensity and applicable 
policies. Instead, any given project, having satisfied all of the statutory requirements of 
either a residential/mixed-use project or TPP as described above, may be deemed by the 
lead agency to be consistent with the SCS so long as the project does not prevent 
achieving the estimated average use designations, densities and building intensities 
indicated by the Development Type within the TAZ, assuming that the TAZ will be 
built-out under reasonable local planning and zoning assumptions.” 

 
We are particularly concerned that the standard established by this EIR--specifically the meager 
requirement that a project merely not prevent the achievement of a designated density for a 
certain development type--leaves it open to easy manipulation.  It would seem to be quite easy 
for an individual project, of substantially lower density than that which is envisioned in the SCS, 
to justify its consistency with the SCS simply on the grounds that higher density projects are 
imagined in the future. 
 

We strongly recommend that SCAG adopt a more stringent standard for consistency with 
the SCS in order to achieve the SB 375 CEQA benefits.  At a minimum, we suggest the 
following language as an alternate standard: 

 
so long as the project promotes achieving the estimated average use designations, 
densities and building intensities indicated by the Development Type within the TAZ, 
assuming that the TAZ will be built-out under reasonable local planning and zoning 
assumptions. 
 



 

 

 
IV. Commit to increased Compass Blueprint funding to ensure Local Governments have 
adequate resources to implement the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
 
  Working in close partnership with its local jurisdictions, SCAG has identified a future 
growth pattern which manages to save 400 square miles of open space from development.  This 
is a highly impressive accomplishment, and it will take the sustained partnership of SCAG’s 
local governments to follow through on the promise of this plan.  To recognize their critical role 
as essential partners in implementation, SCAG should commit—in this plan—to an increased 
funding level for the Compass Blueprint program.  SCAG may want to consider future revenues 
from the AB 32 cap and trade program as a potential funding source for this investment.  Funds 
should be prioritized to local governments who plan and zone for growth consistent with the 
SCS.  
 
V. Conformity 
 

We have reviewed SCAG’s conformity demonstration for the 2012 RTP, and have 
identified the conformity finding for PM 2.5 in the 2014 milestone year as potentially 
problematic.  According to the report, the PM 2.5 budget for that year is 35 tons, while estimated 
emissions are calculated at 34.5 tons a difference of just one half ton.  (Transportation 
Conformity Report at p. 20.)  This means that the integrity of the conformity finding will be 
fatally compromised by even small errors in future estimates of emissions.  

There is an even chance that this half-ton difference is illusory.  According to ARB’s 
June 20, 2011 revisions to the PM 2.5 transportation conformity budget, included with this letter, 
the 35 ton 2014 PM 2.5 budget is rounded up to the nearest ton.vii  (See Table C-3 at p. C-10.)   
Because estimated emissions for that year are 34.5 tons, there is a 50% chance that the rounding 
error exceeds the difference between the 2014 budget and estimated emissions.  Use of a 
“rounding up to the nearest ton” method of establishing the emissions budgets, when the 
difference between emissions and the budget is half a ton, means that the conformity finding is 
random; there is a 50% chance that emissions exceed the budget.  This is logically indefensible 
and manifestly arbitrary and capricious.   

We believe that the aforementioned improvements to the regional transportation system 
work toward amelioration of this problem.  We also urge staff to commit to modeling alternative 
transit scenarios in the next SCS/RTP process in order to fully ascertain the potential 
environmental benefits. 

VI. Conclusion 
 

SCAG staff has taken significant strides with this SCS to set the region on a more direct 
path to sustainability.  In particular, the land use pattern shows a substantial deviation from years 



 

 

past in its attempt to provide opportunities for Southern California residents to live in walkable 
communities with affordable, convenient transportation options.  We feel more work is necessary 
to adjust the priorities in the transportation system to ensure it is worthy of the ambitious changes 
to the land use pattern SCAG envisions.  We have been honored to work so closely with your 
excellent staff through the process of creating this plan, and we look forward to the critical 
implementation phase in the years to come.   
 
 

 

  
  

 
Amanda Eaken      Adrian Martinez 
Deputy Director, Sustainable Communities   Staff Attorney           
Natural Resources Defense Council               Natural Resources Defense Council 
 
 

 
 
Michael Fitts           
Staff Attorney        
Endangered Habitats League      
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Pubic Citizen 

Post Office Box 51124 

Pasadena, California 91115 

Telephone 626 799.0044 

no 71 Oextension@aol.com 

Southern California Association of Governments 
Attention: Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Sent via email to: lin@scag.ca.gov 

Subject: Comments on SCAG DRAFT 2012 RTP 

Who WeAre 
The No 710 Action Committee is a grassroots organization with members from the northeast area of 
Los Angeles and surrounding communities, including Alhambra, Eagle Rock, El Sereno, Highland 
Park, Glassell Park, Glendale, La Crescenta, La Canada, Los Angeles, Pasadena, and South 
Pasadena. Our group is comprised of residents as well as business and health professionals from 
diverse backgrounds and communities who are committed to improving transportation modes 
across and within the County. Olir members include community organizers and activists, engineers, 
elected officials, scientists, economists, physicians and other health care professionals. Cities, 
neighborhood councils and groups that have taken official positions against the SR-710 extension 
represent over 500,000 people. 

Through decades of involvement in 71 0-related issues, we have exhaustively researched multiple 
aspects of our region's transportation issues including pollution and health concerns, contemporary 
advances in freight movement, mass transit, traffic calming strategies and more. We support 
projects that are environmentally responsible and financially prudent, projects that will have benefit 
for the entire region. Since the proposed SR-71 0 Extension Toll Tunnels would not improve our 
regional mobility and air quality, but would actually worsen them, we recommend alternative 
solutions. 
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Objections to the RTP 
We urge SCAG policymakers to remove from the RTP all line items associated with expanding 
and extending the 710 freeway, and remove from the RTP all items associated with expanding 
and increasing existing infrastructure and technology for goods movement in the region. 

In addition, the No 710 Action Committee notes that SCAG must move the proposed SR-710 
Extension Toll Tunnels from the Constrained Plan to the Strategic Unfunded Plan in the 2012 RTP 
because there are no committed, available, or reasonably available funds as required by federal 
law to include them in the Constrained Plan. 

We oppose SCAG RTP items associated with proposed SR-710 Toll Tunnels because they will 
increase pollution, truck traffic, congestion, accidents, health impacts and environmental 
risks in our communities and throughout the region. We oppose related plan items which have 
the goals of increasing conventional roadway and rail yard capacity for the same reasons. The 
Programmatic Draft Environmental Report for the Plan is inadequate, as is stated in an addendum 
to this letter. These approaches are outdated, inefficient, and harmful to the region. Better, zero
emission proposals for goods movement are available now- we should not wait another 20 
years. 

Air Quality and Congestion 
Goods movement proposals in the Draft Plan are inconsistent with regional, state, and federal air 
quality and congestion targets stated in the plan. The plan states that to attain federal ozone 
standards, the region will need broad deployment of zero and near-zero emission transportation 
technologies in the 2023 to 2035 timeframe (p.74). It also acknowledges that conventional goods 
movement practices contribute to excess ozone and poor air quality (p. 68), yet allocates billions of 
dollars to expanding existing systems, with no requirement that new technology be implemented. 

The plan says that "truck-only freight corridors are effective as they add capacity in congested 
corridors, improve truck operations and safety .. and provide a platform for the introduction and 
adoption of zero-emission technologies." However, the plan does not require zero-emission 
technology (which truck operators will be reluctant to invest in because of the added expense), 
assumes and accommodates more trucks on the road en route to proposed freight corridors, and 
allocates billions to construction of these corridors instead of electrified rail freight movement 
projects which would eliminate many trucks from inner-city traffic altogether. 

Health Impacts and Environmental Justice 
The plan acknowledges environmental justice legislation at the federal and state level in detail and 
pledges SCAG's compliance with the spirit of these laws. It proposes to address freight movement 
and rail emissions-related impacts, but it avoids mention of significant and sustained community 
opposition to the BNSF SCIG, which is on the Project List. The No 710 Action Committee opposes 
the SCIG in solidarity with the Coalition for a Safe Environment and other community groups that 
have repeatedly presented their comments and concerns related to environmental justice. These 
communities experience far higher than average freight truck traffic and host undesirable intermodal 
freight facilities. The resulting higher than average health, quality of life, life expectancy and safety 
problems are well documented. However, the existence of their concerns and specific objections to 
the SCIG are completely ignored and not mentioned in this Draft Plan or its appendix on 
Environmental Justice. The No 710 Action Committee repeats that SCIG and related Draft Plan 
components are part of an overall framework which favors conventional goods movement activities 
that cause significant pollution and negative impacts in neighboring communities and throughout 
the region. 
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Jobs 
Job creation and retention goals in this Draft Plan represent "mission creep" and tilt towards 
requiring more trucks, more freeways, more traditional rail infrastructure, and more conventional 
port transfer and loading. We oppose this direction because it is part of a conceptual framework that 
includes the proposed SR-710 Toll Tunnels and the associated negative impacts mentioned above: 
pollution, truck traffic, congestion, accidents, health and environmental risks. The Port Working 
Group, a community coalition, has noted that the SCIG plan claims to add 400 permanent jobs, but 
existing businesses at the proposed site provide more than 1 ,200 permanent jobs, resulting in an 
overall reduction. Further, many of the construction jobs are not permanent, and not guaranteed to 
be awarded locally. 

The No 710 Action Committee urges regional mobilization focusing on multi-modal transit and 
goods movement projects using electrified rail and zero emission technology. These will also create 
jobs, but the approach is forward-looking in terms of job and skills training and future infrastructure 
needs. In addition, more efficient, lower-cost goods movement technology will allow the Southern 
California region to attract jobs and new investment, competing effectively with other international 
and eastern seaboard ports' expansion and modernization. 

Zero Emission Technology 
The plan refers to zero emission electrified rail technology as a long-term goal in sections of the 
report covering goods movement, congestion, air quality, transportation investments, and truck 
transport. It proposes a long-term, bureaucratic study. It does not acknowledge that specific patents, 
plans and technologies are currently being proposed and discussed by several parties. The Draft 
Plan indirectly and incorrectly implies that such technology cannot be implemented on an 
accelerated timetable. This is a matter of political will and private investment, not feasibility. The No 
710 Action Committee objects to the Plan's time-delay in funding and implementing zero emission 
strategies, because the near-term alternatives proposed in the Draft Plan include extension and 
expansion of freeways (such as the 71 0) and traditional rail yards and goods movement 
infrastructure which will result in added pollution, truck traffic, congestion, accidents, health and 
environmental risks in the region. 

Funding 
We question the revenue projections in the Draft RTP. The profitability of regional toll ways hasn't 
been demonstrated, and the exact uses of the proposed SR-71 0 Toll Tunnels haven't been 
determined (car only, truck only, both?) yet the SCAG RTP assumes a combined $22.3 billion in 
revenues for the tunnels and other toll ways. 

On the expense side, funding should be reallocated. The billions of dollars for freeway expansion, 
near-term dedicated truck lanes, the East-West Corridor, and conventional rail yard I truck loading 
should be spent on accelerated implementation of zero emission electrified rail freight movement 
and other multi-modal and active transportation projects. 

The plan gives lip service to a modernized, zero emission freight movement system from ports to 
electrified rail, but allocates no funding for this important step that will dramatically reduce truck 
traffic and congestion, improve air quality and health/environmental impacts, and position this 
region as an efficient, low-cost, high-tech goods movement magnet. 

The plan also admits that increased population, and a growing aging population, will need 
alternative forms of transportation as roads become more crowded in the region. More funding 
should be directed proportionally to active transportation: walking, biking, transit, and multi-modal 
planning. The No 710 Action Committee proposes that the SCAG RTP allocate a share of funding 
proportional to the anticipated users of and established needs for active transportation to foster 
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livable, sustainable neighborhoods throughout the region and meet AB32 and SB375 greenhouse 
gas emission goals. 

Vision 
Mobility, economy, and sustainability can all be advanced with the priorities and funding we 
propose. We urge SCAG to remove the SR-710 Tunnel from its Draft Plan, reject goods movement 
proposals that extend the last century's polluting and inefficient practices, and invest instead in 
forward-looking plans that will enhance the region's quality of life and economic prospects. 

Claire Bogaard, Pasadena 

Susan Bolan, La Crescenta 

Sam Burgess, Pasadena 

Janet Ervin, Alhambra 

Trisha Gossett, Highland Park 

Bill Graham, Burbank 

Don Jones, Eagle Rock 

Elise Kalfayan, Glendale 

Clarice Knapp, South Pasadena 

Harry Knapp, South Pasadena 

Joanne Nuckols, South Pasadena 

Carol Teutsch, Los Angeles 

Don Smith, Long Beach 

Jan Soo Hoo, La Canada Flintridge 

Odom Stamps, South Pasadena 

Sherry Stubbs, Glendale 

Tom Williams, El Sereno 
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Postscript and Addendum: 

PEIR 
Additional comments regarding the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (D-PEIR) 
shall be submitted separately and provide more detailed citations and comments which will 
demonstrate that the RTP as Project Description, Alternatives, and Mitigation sections of the PEIR, 
and the PEIR itself, are grossly inadequate and incomplete with regard to issues summarized 
below: 

Summary Issues for 2035 RTP and RTP-Draft PEIR 

1. Inadequate/Incomplete Project Description/Assessment for a Transportation Plan 

Both the RTP and the PEIR are incomplete and totally inadequate as only selective forecasted 2035 
traffic flows are provided in the main chapters and appendices which do not allow the public to fully 
review and evaluate the assessment of impacts. This is especially important for the evaluation of 
Freight Movements within corridors between the San Pedro Ports and the High Desert Corridor and 
Colton/Inland Empire Logistics Areas. Specifically more than 15 values for 2035 freight flows are 
missing from the 1-710, 1-5, and 1-210 segments in Figure 2.7 and Goods Movements Appendix. 
Similarly no freight movement values are provide for connectors to the High Desert Corridor via 
1-15, SR-14, SR-138, and 1-15. 

Without these values the Projects listed for 2035 (e.g., SR-710 North Extension, East-West Freight 
Way (SR-60), SR-14, SR-138, etc.) cannot be properly confirmed, impacts assessed, and tolls
revenue generation evaluated. 

Truck traffic is a major congestion factor on all RTP freeways in central LA County and must be 
modeled and results provided for independent assessment. 

The High Desert Corridor truck destination/origins are not provided as little or no employment or 
housing or other land use parameters are not provided for such a large project. 

2. SR-71 0 North Extension Project 

The SCAG 2035 RTP assumes a route of the SR-710 along the old surface freeway route from the 
1-10 to the 1-210, although Caltrans and MTA and the Technical Advisory Committee for the Project 
have already delineated a 150 sq mi study area which could easily change the entire basis for traffic 
modeling of freight movements through the central Los Angeles County road system. Such changes 
would have significant effect on modeled freight traffic levels. 

Similarly the SR-71 0 TAC are conducting traffic modeling which specifically is different from results 
show in the RTP and have commented that the SCAG-RTP Traffic Model does not appropriately 
model the SR-71 0 conditions for 2035 and before. 

3. Inadequate and Incomplete Port and Rail Facilities Descriptions and Alternatives 

The 2035 RTP remains totally focused on road truck movement of freight between the San Pedro 
Ports and the High Desert Corridor and Inland Empire Logistics Areas. Alternatives are being 
submitted to both Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles for a major increase of direct Ship<>Rail -
on-dock/in-port transfer facilities with rapid turnarounds of ships and unit trains between the Ports 
and Logistics Areas which will promote a rapid increase in the Alameda Corridor, Alameda Corridor 
East, and the new Alameda Corridor North to the High Desert Corridor Logistics Area. Estimated 
1 0+ unit trains/hr (3 lines x 24 x 10 = 720 unit trains/day) would travel from Ports to the two 
Logistics Areas. 
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The RTP and PEIR have an unstated assumption that transfer facilities near the Ports are required 
to transfer freight from sea containers or 40 ft to US rail/truck containers of 53 ft. However, ships 
are already being refitted for the longer US containers for both West Coast Ports and for Panama 
shipping. Such project changes would largely eliminate any transfers in the Port region or the 
Logistics Areas. 

Other issues will address in comments directly for the PEIR. As they stand now, both the 2035 RTP 
and PEIR are inadequate, incomplete, in error, and unsupported by information accessible to the 
Public and perhaps between Caltrans/MTA and SCAG regarding the SR-71 0 and its role in the 
RTP from Los Angeles County. 

4. PEIR Jobs/Employment 
Time and Totals 
High Desert Corridor and Logistics Employees 

5. Social Economics -Tolls/ETC. Revenue Generation and Costs 
Constrained v. No Funding 

CC: 
California Transportation Commission members 
Glendale Mayor and City Council members 
Glendale Transportation and Parking Commissioners 
La Canada Flintridge Mayor and City Council members 
Los Angeles Mayor and City Council members 
Pasadena Mayor and City Council members 
South Pasadena Mayor and City Council members 
South Pasadena Transportation Manager 
MTA Board members 
State Assembly Representatives - northeast LA, Glendale, Pasadena, and La Canada Flintridge 
State Senators- northeast LA, Glendale, Pasadena, and La Canada Flintridge 
Members of Congress- 29th, 31st- 39th, 46th Districts 
Crescenta Valley Weekly 
Glendale News-Press 
La Canada Valley Sun 
LA Streetsblog 
LA Weekly 
Long Beach Press-Telegram 
Los Angeles Times 
Pasadena Sun 
Pasadena Star-News 
Pasadena Weekly 
South Pasadena Review 
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RE: Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Dear Mr. Lieb and Ms. Lin: 

The No 710 Action Committee welcomes the opportunity to provide information that we 
believe is missing from the Draft PEIR and to identify in some cases where the 
information can be found. 

Air Quality and Health Consequences 

SCAG RTP modeling is seriously out of date. Most of the SCAG region is classified as 
a non-attainment area for some criteria pollutants and an extreme non-attainment area for 
Ozone. SCAQMD, as the regional air regulator, has 36 air quality sensors across 
Southern California (Map 3.2-1) but they don't monitor pollution next to busy freeways. 
While the sensors may give a big picture view in accordance with federal law, "without 
the (freeway) monitors, there's a "glaring hole" in air pollution planning that ignores the 
health of more than a million people who live within 1000 feet of freeways in the 
AQMD's region, according to Adrian Martinez, an attorney for the Natural Resources 
Defense Council."1 Baseline data compiled from freeway monitors would allow us to 
stop the current modeling impulse to "average" pollution throughout the region, to look at 
health risks more accurately in nearby populations, and not claim unfounded benefits 
from basically shifting the pollution elsewhere without eliminating it. Current traffic 



modeling appears to be out of date and inadequate, as witnessed by the delay of release of 
the preliminary DEIR on the lower I-710 due to inaccurate truck numbers. Without 
considering induced demand, the true costs of building, and maintenance and operations 
of highways the model doesn't build adequate and accurate evidence for decision 
making. It leaves open to unsupported speculation that more freeways or tunnels will 
lessen congestion and improve air quality. There is no uncongested freeway in LA and 
car and truck volumes are projected to increase as the inborn population increases. The 
volume of traffic and their attendant pollutants will inevitable increase and move us 
towards a progressively unhealthy place to live. 

On the Executive Summary- page 3 the statement is made that "based on the analysis 
contained in this Draft PEIR, the following were found to result in a less-than
significant impact or no impact: Air Quality (Change in Risk Levels Adjacent to the 
Freeway and Increased Population)." The RTP conclusion is invalidated by the statement 
on page ES-2 regarding Significant and Unavoidable Impacts: Air Quality (Criteria 
Pollutants Emissions and Construction Emissions) and more specifically throughout the 
3.2 Air Quality Section that cites many studies and their results: 

pg. 3.2-23 A review of air pollution studies by the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) indicates that residing close to freeways or busy roadways may 
result in adverse health effects beyond those typically found in urban areas. 
Several studies found an association between adverse non-cancer health effects 
(e.g., asthma) and living or attending school near heavily traveled urban 
roadways; however, these studies also found that the roadway and truck traffic 
densities were key factors affecting the strength of association with adverse health 
impacts. For urban roadways, the association of traffic-related emissions with 
adverse health impacts was generally strongest between 300 and 1,000 feet. (Dr. 
Rob McConnell and colleagues at USC published data showing concerning health 
effects at 500 to 1500 METERS from a freeway). 

CARB reports that Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) represents about 70 percent 
of the potential cancer risk from vehicle travel on a typical urban freeway. As 
shown in Table 3.2-4, exhaust from heavy-duty trucks is anticipated to decrease 
in all areas of the region as compared to today; thus DPM associated with 
freeways will also decrease as compared to today. 

Since the ARB identified diesel emissions as toxic air contaminants that are carcinogenic 
(TACs) in August, 1998 and 14 years (3 RTPs) have passed, it would seem unlikely that 
the above conjecture will come true any time soon, especially with America's oil 
dependency. 

• Mobile Sources Contribute to Serious Health Impacts. 
Mobile sources such as trucks, locomotives and automobiles create the vast 
majority of air pollution in the South Coast Air Basin. One type of pollutant, fme 
particulates, is estimated to cause 6,200 premature deaths in the Basin every 
year. The average reduction in life span for such persons is estimated by the 



California Air Resources Board and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to 
be 14 years. (California Air Resources Board, 2008 (mean estimate) 2 

• Health Risks Near Transportation Facilities. 
The AQMD Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES III) shows that diesel 
particulate matter is the overwhelming contributor to regional cancer risks from 
air pollution which average 1 ,200 in a million. This is hundreds of times higher 
than risk levels allowed for stationary sources under AQMD rules (between 1 and 
25 in a million). The highest risks from air pollution are found near highways and 
other transportation facilities such as the I-71 0, because of heavy reliance on 
diesel-powered mobile sources. Persons in highly polluted portions of the basin, 
and persons near transportation facilities anywhere, also suffer greater risks of 
reduced lung function and many other serious health effects. (SCAG Mates III 
analysis, 2008) 3 

The above is of particular concern to the No 710 Action Committee because of the 
overwhelming emphasis on goods movement and single occupancy vehicles in the RTP. 
The lower I-710 is listed on the projects list and proposes 4 truck lanes from the Ports of 
LA-Long Beach to the rail yards and 10 general lanes from the Ports to SR-60. While the 
upper I-710 is listed as a study (EIRJEIS) at a cost of$87,454 million, (2-27) the projects 
do not stand alone without consideration of the impact of the other, basically a conduit 
for port truck traffic into residential areas. 

The 1-710 North project is also described as an Slane toll facility in a tunnel (2-13). 
While new schools cannot be built within 500 feet of a major highway or freeway, the 
reverse is not regulated. A freeway or tunnel can be built within that distance, which 
would result in at least 3 7 schools that are within 1000 feet of the extension and the 210 
from South Pasadena and Pasadena to Sylmar being subjected to toxins from an 
additional 30,000 vehicles and 2,500 more trucks daily. 4 

Tunnels concentrate pollution up to 1000 times. An Australian school district will not 
allow their school busses to traverse a 2 mile tunnel that is considerably shorter than that 
planned for the I-71 0 extension. 5 

Health Risk Assessments (HRA) and Health Impact Assessments (IDA) 

The RTP must consider formal Health Risk Assessment and Health Impact Assessments 
for all ofthe 1-710 corridor communities and Hot Spot analysis for sensitive receptor 
community sites such as schools, daycare centers, hospitals, convalescent centers, senior 
centers, parks and recreation centers, athletic fields and residential areas. Health 
professionals must be included in the analyses. 

No 710 Action Committee is attaching for your reference: 
• Scoping comments, 
• 13 page Bibliography of Health/Pollution Impacts links, 



• Chart of Selected Health and Economic Impacts of Freight in Global Trade 
Impacts: Addressing the Health, Social and Environmental Consequences ... 

• National Transportation Objectives and Targets 
• Coalition for Clean Air- Top 10 facts Californians should know about air 

pollution and health 
• Coalition for Clean Air - Pollutants and Health Effects 
• Coalition for Clean Air - Transportation Facts 

Port of Los Angeles, Port of Long Beach 

The Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles are the single largest source of air pollution in 
the South Coast Air Basin. 
The AQMD stated in its February 17, 2009letter regarding 1-710 Project Alternatives 
that "In sum, this region needs every possible emission reduction from goods 
movement and other mobile sources. This must include zero-emission technologies 
wherever possible." The agency continued by mentioning electrified rail, maglev, the 
Alameda Corridor Electrification, electric trucks, fixed-guideway systems, and zero 
emission technologies that have been available for decades with photos of electrified 
freight transport systems in England, France, Russia, Italy, etc. In concluding, the agency 
stated ''we wish to caution against any unnecessary "phasing" of the evaluation of 
zero-emission alternatives which could result in other portions of the 1-710 project 
(i.e. lane expansion) proceeding to project level analysis, possible approval and 
construction, prior to full evaluation and potential decision regarding the zero-emission 
alternative." 6 

The 12/6/2010 "Development of a California Geospatial Intermodal Freight Transport 
Model with Cargo Flow Analysis" commissioned by CARB and CEP A states in its 
conclusion section "First, the Case Study quantifies port-related intermodal goods 
movement through the state of California and beyond. Second, the idealized use of least
C02 routing constraints illustrates how emissions savings can be achieved through modal 
shifts. In terms of savings in emissions, it is estimated that a total of 60% reduction 
in C02 emissions is achievable by a modal switch from road to rail." 7 

We need no more long-term goals or bureaucratic studies as stated in the plan. 
The technology is available now, the studies have been done, commercial projects and 
lower polluting alternatives have been suggested in the 1-710 DEIR, the benefits are 
region wide. 

Goods movement versus people movement, by way of forms of mass transit. 

For Los Angeles to become truly a world-class city more mass transit by way of light rail, 
busses, subways or streetcar connections must be planned and implemented. Los 
Angeles has been the laboratory for Detroit for the last 100 years and has only been 
catching up with other major U.S. cities for the last 20 years. 



The Move L.A. " survey completed by Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin, Metz and Associates, 
shows that voters in the six county region served by the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG) overwhelmingly support expanding and investing in transit over 
investing in highways. Even when voters backed highway spending, there was more 
support for a "Fix It First" approach than funneling more money into mammoth road 
expansion projects. Voters prioritized expanding public transportation as the most 
effective means of reducing traffic congestion and air pollution, said Denny Zane, 
executive director of Move L.A."8 

The 1-710 North EIR Scoping letters ran overwhelmingly against expansion of the 
freeway/tunnel. Preferences are for mass transit projects that would relieve congestion, 
clear the air, make commutes more agreeable and efficient and put more people into one 
vehicle rather than single occupancy vehicles. 

The RTP is "front loaded" with highway projects and "back loaded" with transit. To 
meet our State mandates, it would make sense to move the transit projects up in the 
timeline and build them sooner than later. 

Health in all public policies 

Health and health equity issues do not appear prominently enough in your overall 
planning. Please reference www .sgc.ca.gov /workgroups/hiap.html. Community 
engagement is not demanding you build more and they are the ultimate stakeholders and 
the ones who bear the costs and health burdens. 

Funding an Undef"med Project 

We are distressed to see the enormous dollars that might go to a new infrastructure 
project such as the 1-710 north tunnels (11.8 billion, 2007 SCAG figure). No project is 
actually defined yet. The EIRIEIS process is just underway and is considering multiple 
routes, not just one. In fact, the Technical Advisory Committee has only had 2 meetings 
and is dealing first with a purpose and need evaluation. Our scarce transportation dollars 
could be much better used in transit projects to make a healthier and sustainable region. 
This should not be in the constrained list of projects but rather removed to the strategic 
list. The cost estimates are way below the building costs and there are many specialized 
issues in concentrating pollution in tunnels. The toll revenues may not come to pass, as 
many municipalities have found. It is not revenue you can reliably build into the current 
plan. Due to no foreseeable funding in sight to complete an undefmed project, the RTP 
must reflect reality and move the potential project from the constrained to the 
strategic unfunded list. 

We need to move to congestion pricing, reduced parking availability, higher parking 
costs and other incentive taxes to move us away from choosing individual mobility 
options. 



Thank you for your attention to our issues. The public is very interested in transportation 
as it affects our daily lives. We look forward to seeing the revised plan. 

-1. "Dirty freeway air puts Southern California health at risk, say activists" Melissa 
Pamer, LA Dailynews.com, 1116/12 

2. SCAQMD letter dated February 17,2009 to the 1-710 Technical Advisory Committee 
re: 1-710 Project EIR Alternatives 

3. SCAQMD letter dated February 17, 2009 

4. 1-710 Missing Link Truck Study, Traffic Analysis for the Arroyo Verdugo Subregion 
With and Without the 1-710 Gap Closure, Preliminary Draft Final Report, submitted to 
SCAG 
5. Tunnels Concentrate Air Pollution By Up to 1,000 times, ScienceDaily, materials 
provided by Queensland University of Technology, (Aug. 30, 2009) http:l/x
journals.com/2009/tunnels-concentrate-air-pollution-by-up-to-1000-times/ 

6. SCAQMD letter dated February 17, 2009 

7. Development of a California Geospatial lntermodal Freight Transport Model with 
Cargo Flow Analysis, Prepared for the California Air Resources Board and the 
California Environmental Protection Agency, 12/6/2010 

8. "Survey: Southern California Voters Want More Transit, Balk at More Highways" 
02 Nov 2011,la.streetsblog.org/2011 
switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs . ./survey _shows _socal_ voters_ want.html 

Attachment: No 710 Action Committee scoping comments, et.al. 



OPPOSmON GROUPS (PARTIAL UIIT) 

Natural Resources Defense Council 
Glasse/1 Park Improvement Association, Land Use Committee 
Far North Glendale Homeowners Association 
Town Council of Crescenta Valley 
Glendale Homeowners Coordinating Council 
LA RED, El Sereno 
Green Scissors 2010 Report Groups 
Friends of the Earth 
Taxpsyers for Common Sense 
Environment America 
Public Citizen 

LOS ANGELES 
NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCILS 
ArroyoSeco 

cmES 
City of Glendale 
City of Los Angeles 

Cypress Park 
Eagle Rock 
E/Sereno 
Glasse/1 Park 
Highland Park 
Uncoln Heights 

City of La Canada Flintridge 
City of South Pasadena 

NO 710 ACTION COMMITTEE: 

INJUNCTION PLAINTIFFS 
City of South Pasadena 
Sierra Club 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
California PresetVation Foundation 
Los Angeles ConsetVancy 
Pasadena Heritage 
South Pasadena Preservation Foundation 
South Pasadena Unified School District 

Post Office Box 51124, 
Pasadena, 
California 91115 
626 799.0044 

SCOPING COMMENTS ON HEALTH AND AIR POLLUTION 710 TUNNELS PROJECT 

Ron Kosinski 
Deputy Director 
Division of Environmental Planning 
Caltrans District 7 
100 S. Main street, MS 16A 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Kosinski, 

RE: SR-710 Environmental Impact Report/ Scoping Request. 

We are requesting a "hot spot analysis" for the following types of locations related to all the corridors 
under consideration for the proposed 710 tunnels project: 

• Schools 
• Daycare center 
• Hospitals 
• Convalescent centers 

Senior centers 
• Parks and recreation centers and athletic fields 
• Residential areas 

These listed locations should be designated as "sensitive receptor community sites." 

The Hot Spot analysis and modeling analysis should include harmful products e.g.,: 

Particulate matter PM to include all sized particles including ultrafine particles (<1 OOnm) and 
nano particles (<50 nm), carbon black (organic carbon and elemental carbon), and degradation 
of road products and tires and brake linings and diesel catalyst decay products (including but 
not limited to metal particulate emissions, strontium, and a variety of organic compounds) 



Nitrogen oxides (NOx) and nitrogen dioxide (N02) 

Ozone 

• Carbon monoxide (CO) 

We are also requesting "Health Impact Assessments and Health Risk Assessments" at the above 
named sites. 

In addition to the specified sensitive receptor community sites, the hot spot analysis should also include 

analyses of the tunnels themselves with investigation of concentrations of all the above pollutants at 

peak traffic hours with congestion modeling, within the tunnels, at the portals and at ventilation shafts. 

Information about the ventilation shaft air cleaning should be provided consistent with the highest level 

of available technology and its cost. The modeling should include port truck traffic and be based on the 

current percentage of fossil fuel dependent vehicles. Time in tunnel at congestion speeds should be 

modeled for individuals who use the tunnel for regular commuting. Models should be created to look at 

what might happen at community sites if the traffic chooses to use the surface streets instead of the toll 

tunnel, which has been seen at various sites around the world. 

The hot spot analysis should seek peak values for all measurements so as not to underestimate the 

effect on human health. The impact of various temperatures and day and night changes and local wind 

patterns should be included in model analyses. 

Discussion: 

Air pollution in our region is significantly influenced by fossil fuel emissions from transportation. Human 

health is significantly impacted by the air pollutants produced by fossil fuel combustion regionally and 

locally. Key pollutants that are recognized as having adverse health effects include particulate matter 

(PM) of various sizes with increasing concerns about ultrafine particles and carbon black, ozone (03), 

Nitrous Oxide (NOx), and Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) as well as acid and organic vapors. 

Health studies of air traffic pollution have shown an association with increased cancer risk, increased 

cardiovascular events and death, and lung inflammation with worsening of asthma and lung function. 

Children are particularly sensitive to regional and local air pollution, leading to permanently decreased 
lung function and increased incidence of or worsening of asthma. 

Children in more polluted communities are almost 5 times as likely to have clinically abnormally lung 

function compared to those in less polluted communities. As alarming as this is, the greatest effect of 

pollution-related deficits may occur later in life, since reduced lung function is a strong risk factor for 

complications and death during adulthood.(NEJM Sept 9, 2004 vol351: 1057-67 Gaudennan) 

Inability to get enough exercise because of poor air quality and asthma attacks can impair quality of life, 

and increase the risk of obesity and associated health problems. Later, societal health care costs could 

be significantly adversely impacted. 



Proximity to a freeway or busy roadway increases many health risks. Wind can be a factor how far the 

pollution is distributed, up to 1.5 miles in some scientific literature. 

Diesel emissions, predominantly from trucks, are major contributors to air pollution. Proximity to truck 

diesel traffic increases health risks. Diesel particulate emissions are labeled as cancer causing toxic air 

contaminants. The particles may penetrate deeply into lung and vascular tissues and stay there for a 

long time. Diesel particulate is responsible for 70% of total cancer risk from all toxic air pollution 

according to AQMD. Diesel gaseous compounds are also hazardous. 

We are very concerned about the project proposal and the health impacts of increased truck and other 

highway traffic in our neighborhoods. We want livable, healthy neighborhoods, not more freeways. 

No 710 ACTION COMMITTEE MEMBERS SUPPORTING THIS REQUEST: 

NAME ADDRESS DATE EMAIL 
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Attachments: 

Appendix A: Bibliography of Health/Pollution Impacts links 

Appendix B: Outline of Health Concerns for 710 Tunnels Scoping 

Appendix C: 
http :I 1 departments.oxy. eduluepi/Giobai%20Trade%20Executive%20Summary. pdf 
Page 4, Chart on Selected Health and Economic Impacts of Freight in 
Global Trade Impacts: Addressing the Health, Social and Environmental Consequences ..... 

http:llt4america.orgldocslblueprint_summary.pdf 
Page 7, National Transportation Objectives and Targets 

http :I lcoalitionforcleanair .orgl air-pollution-pollutant. htmi 
http :I 1 coalitionforcieanair .orglair-poll ution-1 Ofacts. html 
http://coalitionforcleanair.org/our-programs-transportation-facts.html 



APPENDIX A 

Attached please find an extensive bibliography of health effects from traffic pollution that the 

community has collected. We have sorted them into a number of different categories for ease of use 

with their active links. The EIR should actively study All these health concerns and weigh them against 

the various transportation benefits. The externalities of health impacts of certain projects may 

significantly diminish any transportation benefits, making certain alternatives unacceptable. Community 

health and cohesiveness is of critical importance to those in the path of the proposed tunnel. We are 

demanding a balanced look at the issues, that will stand up to scientific scrutiny and evolVing health and 

transportation policies. Mitigation of health effects can be difficult, prohibitively expensive, or 

inadequate so we want honest and full disclosure. We are asking for SMART GROWTH and MOBILITY 

MANAGEMENT. We know the old solutions are not safe and sustainable. 



Health and Pollution Impact 

Official statements from various organizations 

http://acta.org/projects/tech studies/Health Risk Assessment.pdf 
HRA prepared for the Heim Br./SR-47 project 

http://www.agmd.gov/cega/igr/2009/February/feb09.html 
February 2009 Comment Letters Draft Environmental Impact Reports 
The following letters were written (date sent in parentheses) by the AQMD commenting on the air quality analysis. PDF 
files require the use of a reader. 

http://www.agmd.gov/cega/igr/2009/February/EISEIR!-710.pdf 
"Protocol for the Air Quality and Health Risk Assessments (AQ/HRA) for the 1-710 Corridor Environmental Impact 
Report" 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) South Coast Air Quality Management Distr'ict FEBRUARY 22. 2009 

http://www.greenenvironmentnews.com/feed images/2b08292e-7379-4373-9ba8·0f2324b4f956.pdf 
Hearing on "Air Pollution Challenges for California's Inland Empire" United States Senate Committee on Environment 
and Public Works 
Senator Barbara Boxer, Chairman Wednesday, October 10, 2007: San Bernardino CA 
"Air Pollution and Health"- testimony by: W. James Gauderman, Ph.D. Keck School of Medicine 

htto: //www. ictf- jpa.org/ publiccommentl Letters/ NaturalResourcesDefenseCouncil-022609. pdf 
Re: Notice of Preparation I Initial Study - ICTF Project 
Natural Resources Defense Council American Lung Association In California Coalition For A Safe Environment Coalition 
For Clean Air Communities For Clean Ports East Yard Communities For Environmental Justice Harbor Watts Edc Long 
Beach Alliance For Children With Asthma San Pedro And Peninsula Homeowner's Coalition February 25, 2009 
Re: 1-710 Project EIR Alternatives 
Barry R. Wallerstein D.Env. South Coast, Air Quality Management District, February 17,2009, Pgs 9·14 

http: //hydra. usc.edu/scehsc/web/Resources/Reports%20and%20Publications/THE%201mpact%20Project%20Reoort%20-
%20June%202009%20FINAL.pdf 
THE Impact Project Trade, Health, Environment Making the Case for Change 
THE Impact Project June 2009 

Air Pollutants from traffic 

http://www .arb.ca.gov I research/health/healthup/march07. pdf 
Health Effects Associated With Traffic-Related Air Pollution 
Air Resources Board California Environmental Protection Agency, March 22, 2007 

http:/leprints.gut.edu.au/27536/ 
On-road ultrafine particle concentration in the M5 East road tunnel, Sydney, Australia 
Knibbs, Luke D., deDear, Richard, Mengersen, Kerrie, & Morawska, Lidia (2009) On-road ultrafine particle 
concentration in the M5 East road tunnel, Sydney, Australia. Atmospheric Environment, 43(22-23), pp. 3510-3519. 

http:// pubs.acs.org/ doi/ abs/1 0.1021/ es062590s?prevSearch=freeway%2Bpollution&searchHistoryKey= 
Particle Concentration and Characteristics near a Major Freeway with Heavy-Duty Diesel Traffic 
Leonidas Ntziachristos, Zhi Ning, Michael D. Geller, and Constantinos Sioutas* 
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, California 90089 
Environ. Sci. Technol., 2007,41 (7), pp 2223-2230 DOl: 10.1021/es062590s Publication Date (Web): February 23,2007 
Copyright © 2007 American Chemical Society 
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http:// cfpub. epa. gov I ncer abstracts/ index. cfm/ fuseaction I display. abstractDetail/ abstract/89n I report/ 0 
Near Roadways Exposure to Urban Air Pollutants Study (NEXUS) 
Investigators: Batterman, Stuart A. , Dion, F , Lewis, T , Mukherjee, Bhramar , Robins, Thomas, Institution: University 
of Michigan - Ann Arbor, EPA Project Officer: Stacey Katz/Gail Robarge, Project Period: September 1, 2008 through 
August 31, 2011 

http://www .chaseireland.org/Documents/WHO PM factsheet.pdf 
Particulate matter air pollution: how it harms health 
World Health Organization Fact sheet EUR0/04/05 Berlin, Copenhagen, Rome, 14 April 2005 

http://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/es00046a019 
http: I lwww .mendeley.com I research/ sources-fine-organic-aerosol-3-road-dust-tire-debris-organometallic-brake-lining
dust -roads-sources-sinks/ 
Sources of fine organic aerosol. 3. Road dust, tire debris, and organometallic brake lining dust: roads as sources and 
sinks 
Wolfgang F. Rogge, Lynn M. Hildemann, Monica A. Mazurek, Glen R. Cass, Bernd R. T. Simoneit, Environ. Sci. Technol., 
1993, 27 (9), pp 1892-1904, DOl: 10.1021 /es00046a019, Publication Date: September 1993 

http:/ /pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021 /es070198o 
Metal Emissions from Brake Linings and Tires: Case Studies of Stockholm, Sweden 1995/1998 and 2005 
David S. T. Hjortenkrans,* BoG. Bergback, and Agneta V. Haggerud, School of Pure and Applied Natural Sciences, 
University of Kalmar, Sweden, Environ. Sci. Technol., 2007, 41 (15), pp 5224-5230, DOl: 10.1021/es070198o, 
Publication Date (Web): June 22, 2007, Copyright© 2007 American Chemical Society 

http:// pubs.acs.org/ doi/full/ 10.1021 I es0618797?prevSearch=freeway%2Boollution&searchHistoryKey= 
In-Cabin Commuter Exposure to Ultrafine Particles on Los Angeles Freeways 
Yifang Zhu, Arantzazu Eiguren-Fernandez, William C. Hinds, and Antonio H. Miguel*, Department of Environmental 
Engineering, Texas A&M University-Kingsville Env;ron. Sd. Technol., 2007, 41 (7), pp 2138-2145 DOl: 
10.1021 /es0618797 Publication Date (Web): February 27, 2007 Copyright© 2007 American Chemical Society 

http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jan/08/nation/la-na-epa-smog-rules8-2010jan08 
EPA proposes nation's strictest smog limits ever 
It wants to toughen the ozone limit adopted in 2008 by cracking down further on vehicles, power plants, factories and 
landfills. Much of the U.S. could then be in violation of federal regulations. 
January 08, 2010 I By Jim Tankersley and Margot Roosevelt 

http:/leprints.gut.edu.au/27536/ 
On-road ultrafine particle concentration in the M5 East road tunnel, Sydney, Australia 
Knibbs, Luke D., deDear, Richard, Mengersen, Kerrie, & Morawska, Lidia (2009) On-road ultrafine particle 
concentration in the M5 East road tunnel, Sydney, Australia. Atmospheric Env;ronment, 43(22-23), pp. 3510-3519. 

http: //latimesblogs.latimes. com I greenspace /2009/08/ air-pollution-nitrogen-dioxide .html 
Cough! Cough! EPA's new effort to clean the air 
LA Tiimes, August 4, 2009 1 3:53 pm 

http://hydra.usc.edu/scehsc/web/Resources/Key Research Studies/4 Comparison of daytime and nighttime 
concentration profiles. pdf 
Comparison of Daytime and Nighttime Concentration Profiles and Size Distributions of Ultrafine Particles near a Major 
Highway 
Vi Fang Zhu, Thomas Kuhn, Paul Mayo, and William C . Hinds, Department of Environmental Health Sciences, University 
of California Los Angeles, 650 Charles E. Young Drive South, Los Angeles, California 90095 

http: I lwww. examiner .com/ environmental-policy-in-national/ correction-to-story-dean-diesel-arrives-and-exceeds-the
grade 
Correction to Story Clean Diesel Arrives and Exceeds the Grade 
December 19th, 2010 By Jon Anderson Environmental Policy Examiner 

http: I lwww .sciencedaily.com/ releases/2006/03/060302175906.htm 
Researchers To Scrutinize Megacity Pollution During Mexico City Field Campaign 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by National Center for Atmospheric Research, (Mar. 3, 2006) 

?. 



Miscellaneous 

http:/ /www.who.int/heli/dsks/urban/transpdirectorv/en/index.html 
Directory of resources on transport, health and environment in developing countries 
Health and Environment Linkages Initiative- (HELl), World Health Organization (WHO), united nations environment 
programme (UNEP) 

Children's Health and air pollution 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/01/080107094944.htm 
Air Pollution Shrinks Fetus Size, Study Suggests 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Queensland University of Technology, (Jan. 10, 2008) 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/04/080409114631.htm 
Traffic Exhaust Can Cause Asthma, Allergies And Impaired Respiratory Function In Children 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Karolinska lnstitutet., (Apr. 10, 2008)-

http: I /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/06/090625100625.htm 
Tiny Levels Of Carbon Monoxide Damage Fetal Brain 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of California - Los Angeles, (June 26, 2009) 

http://psr-la.org/files/Air Pollution and Birth Weight Among Term Infants in California,_Parker 2005.pdf 
Air Pollution and Birth Weight Among Term Infants in California 
Jennifer D. Parker, PhD*, Tracey J. Woodruff, PhD, MPH, Rupa Basu, PhD, Kenneth C. Schoendorf, PhD, MPH, Published 
online January 3, 2005, PEDIATRICS Vol. 115 No.1 January 2005, pp. 121-128 (doi:10.1542/peds.2004-0889),*0ffice of 
Analysis and Epidemiology, National Center for Health Statistics, Hyattsville, Maryland_ National Center for 
Environmental Economics, US Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC 

http:/ /psr-la.org/files/Effect of Air Pollution on Preterm Birth.pdf 
Effect of Air Pollution on Preterm Birth Among Children Born in Southern California Between 1989 and 1993 
Beate Ritz, Fei Yu, Guadalupe Chapa, and Scott Fruin, Epidemiology September 2000, Vol. 11 No. 5 

http:/ /psr-la.org/filesllnfant Death Syndrome Ritz.pdf 
Ambient Air Pollution and Risk of Birth Defects in Southern California 
Beate Ritz, Fei Yu, Scott Fruin, Guadalupe Chapa, Gary M. Shaw, and John A. Harris, American Journal of 
Epidemiology, Copyright © 2002 by the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, Vol. 155, No. 1, Printed in 
U.S.A. 

http://psr-
la.org/files/Birth%200utcomes and Prenatal Exposure to Ozone Carbon Monoxide and Particulate Matter.pdf 
Birth Outcomes and Prenatal Exposure to Ozone, Carbon Monoxide, and Particulate Matter: Results from the Children's 
Health Study 
Muhammad T. Salam, Joshua Millstein, Yu-Fen Li, Frederick W. Lurmann, Helene G. Margolis, and Frank D. Gilliland, 
Environmental Health Perspectives, VOLUME 113 I NUMBER 11 1 November 2005, Department of Preventive Medicine, 
University of Southern California, Keck School of Medicine, Los Angeles, California, USA; Sonoma Technology Inc., 
Petaluma, California, USA; 3Air Resources Board, State of California, Sacramento, California, USA 

http:/ /uscnews.usc.edu/health/stress and pollution up risk for children.html 
Stress and Pollution Up Risk for Children 
By Meghan Lewit on July 20, 2009 12:24 PM, USC-Led Study Finds Link Between Parental Stress, Air Pollution, and 
Children's Risk for Developing Asthma July 20, 2009 

http:/ /psr·la.org/files/Traffic Susceptibility and Childhood Asthma McConnell 2006.pdf 
Traffic, Susceptibility, and Childhood Asthma 
Rob McConnell, Kiros Berhane, Ling Yao, Michael Jerrett, Fred Lurmann, Frank Gilliland, Nino Kunzli, 
Jim Gauderman, Ed Avo!, Duncan Thomas, and John Peter 
Environmental Health Perspectives • VOLUME 114 I NUMBER 5 1 May 2006, Department of Preventive Medicine, Keck 
School of Medicine, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, California, USA; Sonoma Technology Inc., Petaluma, 
California, USA 
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http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/04/080415185019.htm 
Air Pollution Affects Respiratory Health In Children With Asthma, Study Shows 
A new study reports that inner-city children with asthma may be particularly vulnerable to air pollution at levels below 
current air quality standards. 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by NIH/National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases, {Apr. 17, 2008) 

http: llwww.sciencedailv.com/ releases/2008!11/081114081003.htm 
Traffic Pollution Worsens Symptoms In Asthmatic Children 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by BioMed Central/Respiratory Research, (Nov. 17, 2008) 

http: //media.sacbee.com/smedia/2007/01/26/17/lancet gaudennan etal traffic1.source. prod affiliate A. pdf 
Effect of exposure to traffic on lung development from 10 to 18 years of age: a cohort study 
W James Gauderman, Hita Vora, Rob McConnell, Kiros Berhane, Frank Gilliland, Duncan Thomas, Fred Lurmann, 
Edward Avol, Nino Kunzli, Michael Jerrett, John Peters, Lancet 2006; 368: Department of Preventive Medicine, 
University of Southern California, 1/26/07 

http://www.usc.edu/uscnews/stories/14137.html 
Genes Linked to Increased Asthma Risk 
USC-led study finds that certain genetic variations put children who live near a major roadway at a greater risk of 
developing asthma. By Meghan Lewit, USC News, 08/22/07 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/121071214094057.htm 
Heavy Traffic Makes Breathing A Burden In Children 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Thoracic Society, (Dec. 17, 2007) 

http://www .scpcs. ucla.edu/ news/CHSPolicyBrief.pdf 
Road To An Unhealthy Future For Southern California's Children 
Andrea M. Hricko, 2004, University Of Southern California Urban Initiative 

http://www.usc.edu/uscnews/stories/13313.html 
Living Near Highways Can Stunt Lungs 
By Jennifer Chan, USC News, 01/25/07 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/01/070125185843.htm 
Living Near A Highway Affects Lung Development In Children, Study Shows 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California, (Jan. 26, 2007) 

http://psr-
la.org/files/ Association between Air Pollution and Lung Function Growth in Southern California Children Gauderm 
an 2002.pdf 
Association between Air Pollution and Lung Function Growth in Southern California Children Results from a Second 
Cohort 
W. James Gauderman, G. Frank Gilliland, Hita Vora, Edward Avol, Daniel Stram, Rob McConnell, Duncan Thomas, 
Fred Lurmann, Helene G. Margolis, Edward B. Rappaport, Kiros Berhane, and John M. Peters 
AMERICAN JOURNAL OF RESPIRATORY AND CRITICAL CARE MEDICINE VOL 166 2002, Department of Preventive Medicine, 
University of Southern California, Los Angeles; Sonoma Technology Inc., Petaluma; and California Environmental 
Protection Agency, Sacramento, California, 

http: //hydra. usc.edu/ scehsc/ pdfs/ D·1· 3%20Healthy%20Air%20Quality%20Solutions%20for%20Schools. pdf 
Healthy Air Quality Solutions for Schools Adapted from "Outdoor Air Air" 
By Andrea Hricko Chapter 12 in Safe and Healthy School Environments Frumkin 2006 Oxford University Press 

local and Regional air quality effects 

http: 1/pubs.acs.org/ doi/full/1 0.1021/ es0618797?prevSearch=freeway%2Bpollution&searchHistoryKey=& 
In-Cabin Commuter Exposure to Ultrafine Particles on Los Angeles Freeways 
Yifang Zhu, Arantzazu Eiguren-Fernandez, William C. Hinds, and Antonio H. Miguel* 
Department of Environmental Engineering, Texas A&M University-Kingsville Environ. Sci. Techno{., 2007, 41 (7), pp 
2138-2145 
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http: //journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/1520-0450(1999)038%3C1 049%3ATOAPPT%3E2.0.C0%3B2 
Transport of a Power Plant Tracer Plume over Grand Canyon National Park 
Chen, Jun, Robert Bornstein, Charles G. lindsey, 1999: J. Appl. Meteor., 38, 1049-1068. 

http://www.psr-la.org/issues/environmental-health/air-pollution-and-goods-movement/ 
The Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles are the single largest source of air pollution in southern California 
Health lnlJadsd Air Poll.tfu'l.AssociatEd With GocxlsNo.enent 
Physicians for Social Responsilbility- Los Angeles 

http://www .coalitionforcleanair .org/ pdf /newsletters/ cca-newsletter-winter-2005. pdf 
ARB Adopts Landmark Off-Road Emissions Rules 
27 July 2007 

http://www .coalitionforcleanair .org/pdf /newsletters/ cca-newsletter-winter-2005.pdf 
Clearing the Air Winter 2005 The Coalition for Clean Air 

http:// newsroom. ucla. edu I portal/ ucla/ air-pollution-from-freeway-extends-93857. aspx 
Air pollution from freeway extends further than previously thought 
Study finds pollutants 1.5 miles from 1-10 during early morning hours 
By Sarah Anderson UCLA June 10, 2009 

http: I /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/08/0908271 01241.htm 
Tunnels Concentrate Air Pollution By Up To 1,000 Times 
A toxic cocktail of ultrafine particles is lurking inside road tunnels in concentration levels so high they have the 
potential to harm drivers and passengers, a new study has found. 
ScienceDaUy, materials provided by Queensland University of Technology, (Aug. 30, 2009) 

http://aagr.org/VOL10 No1 February2010/6 AAQR-09-05-IR-0036 43-58.pdf 
Atmospheric Processes Influencing Aerosols Generated by Combustion and the Inference of Their Impact on Public 
Exposure: A Review 
Heavy and light duty vehicles, are the dominant contributors of ambient particulate matter (PM) in urban environments 
Zhi Ning, Constantinos Sioutas*, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of Southern California, 
3620 South Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90089, USA 10: 43-58, 2010, Copyright© Taiwan Association for Aerosol 
Research, ISSN: 1680-8584 print I 2071-1409 online, doi: 10.4209/aaqr.2009.05.0036, Received for review, May 25, 
2009, Accepted, August 28, 2009 

http://psr-la.org/files/Bronchitis Air Pollution Sunyer 2006.pdf 
Chronic bronchitis and urban air pollution in an international study 
J Sunyer, D Jarvis, T Gotschi, R Garda-Esteban, B Jacquemin, I Aguilera, U,Ackerman, R de Marco, B Forsberg, T 
Gislason, J Heinrich, 0 Norbikk, S Villani and, N Kunzli 
Occup. Environ. Med. 2006;63;836-843; originally published online 17 Jul2006; 
doi:10.1136/oem.2006.027995 

http://www .nrdc.org/media/2008/080529.asp 
Lawsuit Seeks to Strengthen Weak Clean Air Plan for Southern California Millions Living Near Freeways Currently Face 
Illegal Pollution Levels 
NRDC Press contact: Jessica Lass Los Angeles (May 29, 2008) 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-air-pollution24-2009sep24%2C0%2C4461184.story Part 1 
http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-air-pollution24-2009sep24,0,4461184.storv?page=2 Part 2 
http://www .latimes.com/newsllocal/la-me-air-pollution24-2009seo24,0,4461184.story?page=3 Part 3 
A new crop of eco-warriors take to their own streets 
Along the 1-710 corridor, where cargo-carrying trucks and trains spew diesel pollution around the clock, grass-roots 
groups are persuading residents to act and making clean air a priority. By Margot Roosevelt, LA Times Local, 
September 24, 2009 

http: I lwww. valleynet.org/images/20080711 CurbTrafficAndSmog.pdf 
Curb traffic and smog 
Pasadena-Star News 
Article Launched: 07/11/2008 07:26:41 PM PDT 



http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/04/100428153256.htm 
Mexico City Air Pollution Adversely Affects the Hearts of Young People 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology, {Apr. 28, 2010) 

http: llwww.scfencedailv. com/ releases/2005109!050921081644.htm 
Air Pollution Found To Pose Greater Danger To Health Than Earlier Thought 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California., (Sep. 21, 2005) 

Women's Health and air pollution 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/08/070823150343.htm 
Air Pollution Linked To Premature Birth In Pregnant Women 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University Of California, Los Angeles, (Aug. 27, 2007) 

http://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/article/fetchArticle.action?articleURI=info:doi/10.1289/ehp.0900943 
Residential Exposure to Traffic and Spontaneous Abortion 
Rochelle S. Green, Brian Malig, Gayle C. Windham, Laura Fenster, Bart Ostro1, Shanna Swan, Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment, California Environmental Protection Agency, Oakland, California, USA, 2 Division of 
Environmental and Occupational Disease Control, California Department of Public Health, Richmond, California, USA, 3 
Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology, University of Rochester School of Medicine and Dentistry, Rochester, New 
York, USA, Published in 117(12): Dec 2009 

http: //blogs.sacbee.com/ capitolalertlatest/2009/12/heavv-traffic-l.html 
Heavy traffic linked to higher miscarriage rates 
Capitol Alert Posted by Dan WaltersDecember 8, 2009 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007 /01/070131204115.htm 
Women In Polluted Areas At Higher Risk Of Cardiovascular Disease 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Washington, (Feb. 1, 2007) 

http://psr-la.org/files/Cardiovascular Miller.pdf 
Long-Term Exposure to Air Pollution and Incidence of Cardiovascular Events in Women 
Kristin A. Miller, M.S., DavidS. Siscovick, M.D., M.P.H., Lianne Sheppard, Ph.D., Kristen Shepherd, M.S., 
Jeffrey H. Sullivan, M.D., M.H.S., Garnet L. Anderson, Ph.D., and Joel D. Kaufman, M.D., M.P.H., The New England 
Journal of Medicine, February 1, 2007 val. 356 no. 5 

Men's Health and air pollution 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/11/071106092015.htm 
Diesel Exhaust Associated With Higher Heart Attack, Stroke Risk In Men 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Heart Association, (Nov. 10, 2007) 

Goods Movement and Health 

ftp:/ /ftp.arb.ca.gov/carbis/planning/gmero/slides2.pdf 
Developing California's Emission Reduction Plan for Goods Movement 
2005 California Air Resources Board 

http: I lwww. ncbi.nlm.nih.gov /pmc/ articles/PMC1440794/ 
Guest Editorial: Ships, Trucks, and Trains: Effects of Goods Movement on Environmental Health 
Andrea M. Hricko Keck School of Medicine, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, California, 
Environ Health Perspect. 2006 April; 114(4): A204-A205. 

http://www .sciencedaily.com/ releases/2006/09/060927201220. htm 
Study Of Toxins In Houston Air Warrants New Standards 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Rice University, (Oct. 3, 2006) 



http:/ /www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2235209/ 
Global Trade Comes Home: Community Impacts of Goods Movement 
Andrea Hricko,En viron Health Perspect. 2008 February; 116(2): A78-A81., PMCID: PMC2235209 
http:/ /www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2265058/ 

Environ Health Perspect. 2008 March; 116(3): A110. 

http://www.nrdc.org/air/pollution/oorts/ports.pdf 
Ndrc Harboring Pollution The Dirty Truth about U.S. Ports 
Authors Diane Bailey Thomas Plenys Gina M. Solomon, M.D., M.P.H. Todd R. Campbell, M.E.M., M.P.P. Gail Ruderman 
Feuer Julie Masters Bella Tonkonogy, Natural Resources Defense Council, March 2004 

htto:/ /arb.ca.gov/gmp/comments/mar05ltrs.pdf 
Report from "Growing Pains: A Town Meeting on Health and Community Impacts of Goods Movement and the Ports" 
Alan C. Lloyd, PhD., Secretary California Environmental Protection Agency Keck School of Medicine 
University of Southern California March 11.2005 

http: I /theoumphandle. wordpress.com/2008/02/06/harm-to-communities-from-goods-movement-svstem/ 
Harm to Communities from "Goods Movement" System 
by Celeste Monforton, The Pump Handle, February 6, 2008 

http://www .steelinterstate .org/topics/ steel-wheels-or-rubber· tires 
Railroads Produce Less Ground Friction Than Motor Vehicles • rubbing of tires on pavement is also a significant source 
of pollution 
The North American Steel Interstate Coalition, Copyright 2010. 

tac051707 RTPUpdateFifthDraftFinal.ppt 
RTP Update Goods Movement Existing conditions SCAG 2007 
Public Health Imperative: Reducing Port-Related Air Pollution. Majority of emissions are from mobile sources, 
including ships. Goods movement is a key contributor to air pollution and disease, Diesel PM: A toxic air contaminant, 
Without new control strategies, more cargo means more pollution, 

Ultrafine Particles Road Dust Emission 

http://www .netl.doe.gov /technologies/ coalpower I ewr I pubs/ AAAR/ robinson.road.dust.aaar.ss.poster.pdf 
Fine Particle Emission Profile For Road Dust In Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Allen L. Robinson*, Eric M. Lipsky, Natalie Pekney, Leonard Lucas, David Wynne, Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, 
PA. Wolfgang F. Rogge, Anna Bernado-Bricker, Orhan Sevimoglu, Florida International University, Miami, FL. 
Presented at AAAR Specialty Conference: Particulate Matter, Supersites Program 8: Related Studies February 7-11, 
2005, Atlanta GA 

PM and Ultrafine Particles and Lungs and Inflammation 

http: //www.sciencedailv.com/releases/2010/07 /100701131209.htm 
Ultrafine Particles in Air Pollution May Heighten Allergic lnftammation in Asthma 
A new academic study led by UCLA scientists has found that even brief exposure to ultrafine pollution particles near a 
Los Angeles freeway is potent enough to boost the allergic inflammation that exacerbates asthma. 
SdenceDaily, materials provided by University of California· Los Angeles, (July 5, 2010) 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007 /05/070509161045.htm 
Coarse Particulate Matter In Air May Harm Hearts Of Asthma Sufferers, Study Finds 
ScienceDaUy, materials provided by University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, (May 10, 2007) 

http:/ /ajplung.physiology.org/content/299/3/L374 
Ambient ultrafine particles provide a strong adjuvant effect in the secondary immune response: implication for traffic· 
related asthma flares 
Ning Li1,*, Jack R. Harkema2,3,*, Ryan P. Lewandowski3, Meiying Wang1,2, Lori A. Bramble3, Glenn R. Gookin4, Zhi 
Ning5, Michael T. Kleinman4, Constantinos Sioutas2,5, and Andre E. Nel1,2, American Journal of Physiology-Lung 
Cellular and Molecular Physiology, Submitted 9 April2010. accepted in final form 17 June 2010. 
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http: 1/tpx.sagepub.com/ content/36/2/289 
Long-term Air Pollution Exposure Is Associated with Neuroinflammation, an Altered Innate Immune Response, 
Disruption of the Blood-Brain Barrier, Ultrafine Particulate Deposition, and Accumulation of Amyloid _-42 and _
Synuclein in Children and Young Adults 
Lilian Calder6n-Garciduena~ Anna C. Solt..._Carlos Henriquez-Roldan, Ricardo Torres Jard6n, Bryan Nuse, Lou Herritt, 
Rafael Villarreal-Calderon, Norma Osnaya, Ida Stone.~..-Raquel Garcia, Diane M. Brooks, Angelica Gonzalez-Maciel, Rafael 
Reynoso-Robles, Ricardo Delgado-Chavezz and William Reed..._The Center for Structural and Functional Neurosciences, 
College of Health Professions and Biomedical Sciences, University of Montana, 32 Campus Drive, 289 Skaggs Bldg., 
Missoula, MT 59812 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/08/080817223432.htm 
Newly Detected Air Pollutant Mimics Damaging Effects Of Cigarette Smoke 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Chemical Society, (Aug. 18, 2008) 

http://www .arb.ca.gov I research/health/healthup/ iuly06.pdf 
Current Issues in Ultrafine Particle Research: The ARB's Health and Exposure Research Program, 
July 20, 2006, California Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/03/060308084559.htm 
Exposure To Fine Particle Air Pollution Linked With Risk Of Respiratory And Cardiovascular Diseases 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by JAMA and Archives Journals, (Mar. 8, 2006) 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/07/100701131209.htm 
Ultrafine Particles in Air Pollution May Heighten Allergic Inflammation in Asthma 
ScienceDaily (July 5, 2010) Published online in the American Journal of Physiology-Lung Cellular and Molecular 
Physiology in June, Dr. Andre E. Net, Jack R. Harkema, Ryan P. Lewandowski, Meiying Wang, Lori A. Bramble, Glenn 
Gookin, and Zhi Ning, UCLA 

http://www.gnest.org/journal/Vol10 No3/439-452 579 POLITIS 10-3.pdf 
ULTRAFINE PARTICLES (UFP) AND HEALTH EFFECTS. DANGEROUS. LIKE NO OTHER PM REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 
Received: 21/04/08 *to whom all correspondence should be addressed:v M. POLITIS* Water and Air Analysis Laboratory, 
Department of Environment, C. PILINIS University of Aegean, Mytilene, Greece T.D. LEKKAS Accepted: 30/06/08 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/01/080117102119.htm 
Europe Should Adopt WHO Recommendations For Particulate Matter Cuts, Experts Urge 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by BMJ-British Medical Journal, (Jan. 22, 2008) 

http://www .sciencedirect.com/ science? ob=ArticleURL& udi=B6VH3-4XNN5NM-
2& user=10& rdoc=1& fmt=& orig=search& sort=d& docanchor=&view=c& acct=C000050221& version=1& urlVersion 
=08: userid=10&md5=85ee8e4c2a268f504cf563c60d750695 
Ultrafine particles at three different sampling locations in Taiwan 
Atmospheric ultrafine particles (UPs or PMo.1) were investigated at the roadside of Syuefu road in Hsinchu city, in the 
Syueshan highway tunnel in Taipei and in the NTU Experimental Forest in Nantou, Taiwan 
Sheng-Chieh Chena, Chuen-Jinn Tsaia, · , Charles C.-K. Choub, Gwo-Dong Roamc, Sen-Sung Chengd and Ya-Nan Wangd 
Volume 44, Issue 4, February 2010, Pages 533-540 

Air pollution and Cardiovascular Health and Mortality 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/05/1 0051 0161244.htm 
Evidence Growing of Air Pollution's Link to Heart Disease, Death 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Heart Association, (May 11, 2010) 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/09/070921130738.htm 
Microscopic Pollution May Trigger Heart Attacks And Strokes By Spurring Blood Clots 
SdenceDaily, materials provided by Northwestern University, (Sep. 26, 2007) 



http:/ lpsr-la.orglfiles/Cardiovascular Pope.pdf 
Lung Cancer, Cardiopulmonary Mortality, and Long-term Exposure to Fine Particulate Air Pollution 
C. Arden Pope Ill; Richard T. Burnett; Michael J. Thun; et al., JAMA. 2002;287(9):1132-1141, 
(doi:10.10011jama.287. 9.1132) 

http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoil10.1371/journal.pone.0009096 
Ambient Air Pollution and the Progression of Atherosclerosis in Adults 
Nino Kiinzli1,2*, Michael JerrettJ., Raquel Garcia-Estebanf., Xavier Basaganaf., Bernardo BeckermannJ., Frank Gilliland~, 
Merce Medinaf., John Peters~. Howard N. Hodis~, Wendy J. Mack Swiss Tropical and Public Health Institute (Swiss TPH), 
Basel, Switzerland, 2 Centre for Research in Environmental Epidemiology CREAL, Barcelona, Spain, 3 Division of 
Environmental Health Sciences, School of Public Health, University of California, Berkeley, California, United States of 
America, 4 Department of Preventive Medicine, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, California, United States 
of America, PLoS ONE February 2010 I Volume 5 I Issue 2 I e9096 

http: I /ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/ article/fetchArticle.action?articleURI=info%3Adoi%2F10.1289%2Fehp.11533 
A Cohort Study of Traffic-Related Air Pollution and Mortality in Toronto, Ontario, Canada 
Michael Jerrett, 1 Murray M. Finkelstein/ Jeffrey R. Brook, 3 M. Altaf Arain, 4 Palvos Kanaroglou, 4 Dave M. Stieb, 5 Nicolas 
L. Gilbert, 5 Dave Verma, 6 Norm Finkelstein, 4 Kenneth R. Chapman, 7 and Malcolm R. Sears8 

Environ Health Perspect. 2009 May; 117(5): n2-n1. 
Published online 2009 January 5. doi: 10.1289/ehp.11533. 

http:/ /articles.latimes.com/2010/feb/14/locallla-me-freeway-pollution14-2010feb14 
Study finds traffic pollution can speed hardening of arteries 
February 14, 20101By Margot Roosevelt, LA Times 

http: I I theweekly. usc.edu I detail. php?recordnum=16882 
New USC study links air pollution to progression of atherosclerosis 
By Meghan Lewit HSC Weekly 2010-02-26 

http: I I articles.latimes.com/2007 I jul/26/local/ me-heart26 
Pollution-cholesterol link to heart disease seen 
The combination activates genes that can cause clogged arteries, UCLA researchers say. 
July 26, 20071 Marla Cone 1 Times Staff Writer 

http: I /www.time.com/timelhealth/article/0.8599, 1661313,00.html 
Pollution: Dangerous to Joggers 
By Alice Park Wednesday, Time, Sep. 12, 2007 

http: I I articles.latimes. com /2009 I j un /23 I opinion I oe-critser23 Part 1 
http: I I articles.latimes.com/2009 I junl23/ opinion/ oe-critser23/2 Part 2 
Inhaling a heart attack 
Research links smog to devastating effects not just on lungs but on hearts, brains and fetal development. June 23, 
20091 Greg Critser 

http: I /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/051080529162856.htm 
Even Low Levels Of Air Pollution May Pose Stroke Risk 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Wiley-Blackwell, (June 2, 2008) 

http: I /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/09/060921094534.htm 
High Hourly Air Pollution Levels More Than Double Stroke Risk 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by BMJ Specialty Journals, (Sep. 22, 2006) 

http: I /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2005/ 101051 028142356.htm 
Study Establishes Link Between Air Pollution, Ischemic Strokes 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center, (Oct. 28, 2005) 

http:/ lwww.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/08/080813183554.htm 
Air Pollution Damages More Than Lungs: Heart And Blood Vessels Suffer Too 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American College of Cardiology, (Aug. 14, 2008) 
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http: //latimesblogs.latimes.com I greenspace /201 0 I 021 heart-disease-air-pollution-freeways. html 
Live near a freeway? Heart disease risk may be higher 
Margot Roosevelt, LA Times, February 13, 2010 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/07/080721102807.htm 
Beijing Pollution May Trigger Heart Attacks, Strokes 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by Northwestern University, (July 22, 2008) 

http://www .sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/05/080512163849. htm 
Air Pollution May Be Associated With Blood Clots In Deep Leg Veins 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by JAMA and Archives Journals, (May 12, 2008) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/05/100516195542.htm 
Higher Blood Pressure Found in People Living in Urban Areas 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by American Thoracic Society, (May 17, 2010) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/01/070131135451.htm 
Rats On A Road Trip Reveal Pollution-Heart Disease Risk 
Rats that rode in a truck on the New York State Thruway between Rochester and Buffalo and were exposed to the same 
highway pollution that motorists encounter, showed a drop in heart rate and effects on the autonomic nervous system, 
according to a study published this month in the journal Inhalation Toxicology. 
SdenceDaly, materials provided by University of Rochester Medical Center, (Feb. 3, 2007) 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/09/070920175721.htm 
Air Pollutants Linked Blood Clotting In Mice, Mechanism Identified 
ScienceDaUy, materials provided by Journal of Clinical Investigation, (Sep. 23, 2007) 

Air Pollution Impact on Seniors 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/121091223074703.htm 
Air Pollution Linked to Hospitalizations for Pneumonia in Seniors 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by McMaster University, (Dec. 23, 2009) 

htto: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/03/060309081531.htm 
Elderly Have Higher Risk For Cardiovascular, Respiratory Disease 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by NIH/National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, (Mar. 9, 2006) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/08/090831213225.htm 
Carbon Monoxide Linked To Heart Problems In Elderly 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by Yale University, (Sep. 1, 2009) 

Air Pollution is associated with death in people with other diseases 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/05/060523000408.htm 
Air Pollution Increases Death Risk In People With Certain Diseases 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by American Thoracic Society, (May 22, 2006) 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/ releases/2008/04/080414193025. htm 
Excess Pneumonia Deaths Linked To Engine Exhaust, Study Suggests 
SdenceDaUy, materials provided by BMJ-British Medical Journal, (Apr. 16, 2008) 
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Economic Costs and Externalities 

http: I I blogs.edf .org/ transportation/201 0/03/01 I we-gotta-clean-up-freight·transoortation%E2%80%99s-hidden-cost -to
health-and-the-planet/ 
We Gotta Clean Up: Freight Transportation's Hidden Cost to Health and the Planet 
EDF March 1, 2010 1 Posted by Transportation Team This post was co-authored by Camille Kustin 

http: I lwww .arb.ca.gov I planning/ gmerp/ plan/ appendix a.pdf 
Appendix A • Quantification of the Health Impacts and Economic Valuation of Air Pollution from Ports and Goods 
Movement in California (PDF) 111 pages 
State of California California Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board arb Emission Reduction Plan 
for Ports and Goods Movement in California http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/planning/gmerp/plan/final_plan.pdf 
Final Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement (approved April 20, 2006) March 21, 2006 

Asthma and Pollution 

http:/ /hydra.usc.edu/scehsc/web/Resources/Reports and Publications/Call to Action revised 4·06.pdf 
Controlling Asthma in Los Angeles County: A Call to Action 
Approved and adopted by the Asthma Coalition of Los Angeles County on 4/10/06 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/10/061017084420.htm 
Asthma Linked To Soot From Diesel Trucks In Bronx 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by New York University Medical Center and School of Medicine, (Oct. 30, 2006) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/08/070820194635.htm 
Exhaust Fumes And Genetic Predisposition Increase Childhood Asthma Risk 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California, (Aug. 23, 2007) 

http://www .sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/05/060502174350. htm 
Children Living Near Major Roads Face Higher Asthma Risk 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California, (May 2, 2006) 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2005/09/050921082651.htm 
Researchers Link Childhood Asthma To Exposure To Traffic-Related Pollution 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California, (Sep. 21, 2005) 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/11 /091104161834.htm 
Big Air Pollution Impacts On Local Communities: Traffic Corridors Major Contributors To Illness From Childhood Asthma 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California, (Nov. 5, 2009) 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/04/100409142431.htm 
Traffic-Related Pollution Near Schools Linked to Development of Asthma in Pupils, Study Suggests 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California/Keck School of Medicine. The original article was 
written by Meghan Lewit, (Apr. 9, 2010) 

http: I /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/04/10042215381 O.htm 
Ozone and Traffic Pollution Increase Asthma-Related Hospitalizations in Children 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Thoracic Society, (Apr. 27, 2010) 

long Term health effects 

http:/ /www.laweekly.com/content/printVersion/872818/ 
Black Lung Lofts 
Many children being raised in L.A.'s hip, new freeway-adjacent housing are damaged for life, By Patrick Range 
McDonald, LA Weekly, published: March 06, 2010 

11 



http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/07/070731085554.htm 
Air Pollution Linked To Early Death 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by BMJ Specialty Journals, (Aug. 1, 2007) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/07/090n2123751.htm 
Infant Inhalation Of Ultrafine Air Pollution Linked To Adult Lung Disease 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Louisiana State University Health Sciences Center, (July 23, 2009) 

DNA Damage 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/05/090517143218.htm 
Environmental Exposure To Particulates May Damage DNA In As Few As Three Days 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Thoracic Society, (May 18, 2009) 

Mise Health Effects Due to Diesel Exhaust 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/03/080311075339.htm 
Diesel Exhaust Inhalation Stresses Your Brain 
even a short exposure to the fumes can affect your brain. A study published in the open access journal Particle and 
Fibre Toxicology reveals that an hour of sniffing exhaust induces a stress response in the brain's activity. 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by BioMed Central/Particle and Fibre Toxicology, (Mar. 13, 2008) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/03/100323105943.htm 
Diesel Exhaust Associated With Lethargy in Offspring 
Breathing diesel exhaust during pregnancy is associated with sluggishness in offspring. 
ScienceDaUy, materials provided by BioMed Central, (Mar. 24, 2010 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/07/0707301 nao4.htm 
First Potential Biomarker For Human Exposure To Diesel Exhaust 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Chemical Society, (July 31, 2007) 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/09/070911092135.htm 
Diesel Exhaust Kills Throat Cells, Study Shows 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Deakin University, (Sep. 12, 2007) 

http://www .sciencedaily.com/ releases/2008/06/080604114550.htm 
Why Diesel Particulates Cause Cardiovascular Disease 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Umea University, (June 9, 2008) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/03/090312205224.htm 
Diesel exhaust causes arteries to lose their flexibility 
Researchers found that exposure to engine pollution resulted in arterial stiffness in a group of healthy volunteers. 
Arterial stiffness plays an important role in hypertension and is an independent predictor of mortality." 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Particle and Fibre Toxicology, (Mar. 19, 2009) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/09/070912190002.htm 
Diesel Exhaust May Increase Risk In Patients With Heart Disease 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Edinburgh, (Sep. 14, 2007) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/10/081006102537.htm 
Air Pollution May Increase Risk Of Appendicitis 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American College of Gastroenterology, (Oct. 7, 2008) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/10/091005123038.htm 
Air Pollution May Trigger Appendicitis 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Canadian Medical Association Journal, (Oct. 6, 2009) 

http: //www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/1 0/071 030150952.htm 
Diesel-Fueled Trucks Drive Up Air Pollution Exposure For Commuters 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of Southern California, (Nov. 1, 2007) 



Coccidioidomycosis and Construction 

http://www .springerlink.com/ content/j5528307123w31 v3/ 
Coccidioidomycosis D. A. Bronnimann and J. N. Galgiani European Journal Of Clinical Microbiology & Infectious 
Diseases, May 1989, Volume 8, Number 5, 466-473, DOl: 10.1007/BF01964061 CURRENT TOPIC: REVIEW 

http; //www.medscape.com/viewarticle/473165 
Emerging Infectious Diseases 
Coccidioidomycosis Among Workers at an Archeological Site, Northeastern Utah 
Lyle R. Petersen; Stacie L. Marshall; Christine Barton-Dickson; Rana A. Hajjeh; Mark D. Lindsley; David W. Warnock; 
Anil A. Panackal; Joseph B. Shaffer; Maryam B. Haddad; Frederick S. Fisher; David T. Dennis; Juliette Morgan Posted: 
04/22/2004; Emerging Infectious Diseases. 2004;10(4) © 2004 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) 

http:// arizonaoublicrecordsearch.org/353/valley-fever-2/ 
Valley Fever 
There is no doubt that construction companies contribute significantly to Valley Fever. According to the MayoClinic 
By ADMIN, Arizona Public Record Search, on December 27, 2010 

http://www. thefreelibrary.com/PROJECT +STIRS+FEARS+OF+VALLEY +FEVER%3b+RESIDENTS+SAY +CONSTRUCTION+MA Y .. 
• -a083807257 
Project Stirs Fears Of Valley Fever; Residents Say Construction May Spread Harmful Spores 
Byline: Gloria Gonzales Daily News Staff Writer Copyright 1998 Daily News 
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OUTLINE of health concerns for 710 Tunnels Scoping 

Tunnel Safety 

Traffic accidents--specific dangers of a tunnel accident with fires 

Major hazards: earthquakes, floods, terrorist attacks 

What will be the typical time in tunnel with current congestion patterns? 

Rescue and safety capability within the tunnel; escape routes; handicap escapes 

Tunnel and Health 

Monitor pollutants- tunnels concentrate pollutants: 

Specify PM including ultrafine, carbon black, ozone, Nitrogen dioxide, N02, C02 

Brake and tire lining emissions; tire rubber, fine organic aerosols 

Temperature and seasonal impacts/day and night impacts/ wind impacts on pollutants 

What are the health effects in a tunnel with stopped traffic? Noise, pollution, psychological 

HIA, HRA should cover the following tests and analyses: 

Concentrations in proximity to portals and ventilation shafts 

Concentrations at sensitive sites including schools, hospitals, residences 

Effect on asthma 

Effect on lung disease 

Possible effect on diabetes, breast cancer 

Neurotoxin effect on brain cancers and cognitive dysfunction 

Cardiovascular -mortality, cardiovascular events, vascular inflammation, stroke, BP 

Miscellaneous: appendicitis, pneumonia 

Children: 

lung development, asthma, autism, fetal brain development 



Women: 

Differential effect on women: lungs, premature births, fetal brain development, 

increased abortion rates 

Continuum of effect-no threshold (important tor mitigation) 

Diesel specific health data 

Duration of exposure with regular commuters 

Comparison with smoking risk 

Distance from freeway/tunnel/ventilation shafts modeling 500 feet up to 1.5 miles 

Other health externalities: missed school, missed work, increased health expenses, 

increased stress/worry 

Tunnel Construction 

Workers safety 

Dust displacement into air; coccidioidomycosis 

Disruption of underground water supplies 

Tunnel finances 

Cost estimates don't take into consideration health externalities 

PPP responsibility to health and communities 

Ultimately liability for health impact 

Tunnel Impact on Quality of Life 

Alignment with transportation needs and goals to make livable, equitable communities 

Alignment with regional climate and air quality goals/guidelines/standards 

Alignment with complete roads concepts 

Impact on regional air quality 



APPENDIXC 



Living close to highways 

Living or going to school 
near a busy road 

living near busy roads 

Living near a freeway 

living within 50 meters 
of a busy road with more 
than 15,000 vehicles/day 

Living near busy roadways 

living near busy roads 

Contingent employment -
e.g., warehouse workers 

Misclassification as 
independent contractors 
rather than employees 

Injuries/fatalities 

Children 

Children 

Pregnant women 

Adults 

Women 

Women 

Men and women 

Workers often hired by agencies as temporary 
workers with low-pay and no benefits 

Port truck drivers 

Dock workers, railroad workers, truck drivers 
and workers at trucking operations 

Lack of air conditioning in cabs of trucks and 
locomotives and inside huge distribution centers 

Some parts of the freight transportation 
industry are considered "high hazard" 

breathe UFPs, some end up in 
cause artery hardening in lab 

Increased asthma; exacerbation of asthma (e.g., 
wheezing) and use of more asthma medication 

More likely to develop new cases of asthma 

More likely to have premature or low birth weight 
babies or miscarriages, or develop preeclampsia 

Thickening of the artery walls that can 
lead to heart disease and stroke 

More likely to develop mild cognitive decline as they age 

More likely to develop new cases of diabetes 

More likely to develop stroke and 
new cases of heart disease 

and highways show (for <lUlJu., ....... ,, 

v~;ardiov'as<:ut;ar disease and stroke, 
anxiety; and (for children) 
behavior and anxiety 

Stressful, insecure jobs without benefits 

Lack of basic worker protections, such as hourly 
wage, overtime, health insurance, unemployment 
benefits, right to organize - and OSHA protections 

Increase in lung cancer in all three occupations; increase 
in COPD (e.g., emphysema) among railroad workers 

If outdoor temperatures are extremely high 
and there is no relief or mitigation, workers 
can suffer from heat stress illnesses 

E.g. The 2009-2010 California OSHA 
highest hazard industry list included 
warehousing and truck transportation 

home values and quality of life 

congestion; increased commuting 
·= .. ,. ....... .,.·-· times on the road breathing 

exhaust from cars and trucks 



Improve Economic Competitiveness, 
Transporlatbn System Efficiency and Workforce 
Development Opportunities 

Improve Transportation System O::Jnditions and 
O::J n nee! ivity 

Promote Energy Efficiercy and k hieve Ene~gy 
Security 

Ens,Jre Envi10nmental Protection, Restore Climate 
Stability and Resol·ve Persistent Environmental 
Justice Issues 

Ensure Safety for All Trans po rtatio n Users and 
Improve Publk:: Hea~h Outcomes 

Provide Equal ard Equitable Access to 
Transporlatbn Options in Urban, Suburban and 
Rural Communities 

Triple walkirg, bikirg and publi:: 
transportation us~e 

Reduce transportation-generated 
carbon dbxide levels by40% 

Reduce delay per capita by 10% 

lrcrease proportbn of fteight transportation 
p10vided by railroa:l and intermodal services 
by20% 

k hieve ze10 percent population exposure 
to at-risk levels of air pollution 

Improve public safety and ower congestion 
costs by reducirg traffi:: crashes by 50% 

Ire rease share of rmjor high\IVays, regional transit 
fleets and fa:: ilities, and bicycling/pedestrian 
infrastructure in good state of conditbn by 20% 

Reduce average household combined housing+ 
transportation costs 25% (use 2000 as base year) 

I rc rease by 50% essential destinatbns accessible 
within 30 min. by pubtic transit, or 15 min. \IValk for 
bw-ircome, senior and disabled populations 
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Top 1 0 facts Californians should know about air 
pollution and health 

1 . Breathing air in polluted metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles or Riverside can reduce 
your life expectancy by 2 to 3 years. 

2. Motor vehicles and other air pollution sources that move, such as ships, trucks, trains, 
buses and even lawnmowers, account for about 90% of the cancer risk in the greater-Los 
Angeles region - with stationary sources such as power plants and factories accounting for 
only about 10%. 

3. Diesel exhaust from trucks, ships, trains and buses has been declared to contain over 40 
substances listed as hazardous air pollutants by the U.S. EPA. 

4. When you drive in bumper-to-bumper traffic, pollutants outside can seep into your car, 
making the air you breathe inside your car up to 10 times more polluted than typical city air. 

5. Every day that a ship sits at dock unloading its cargo, it releases an entire ton of smog
forming and toxic pollutants. 

6. If you live, work or go to school near freeways, high-traffic roads, seaports, and rail yards, 
you are generally at greater risk for cancer and decreased lung function, studies show, 
because these places contain more concentrated levels of air pollution. 

7. For your child, toxic air pollution is an even bigger problem, in part because children 
breathe much more quickly than adults. 

8. Asthma is a leading cause of school absenteeism, according to the California Department 
of Education. 

9. Even if you don't smoke cigarettes at all, your lungs or heart may be similarly damaged 
simply from exposure to ozone and particulate matter. The American Heart Association 
recently declared, "[Air pollution's] impact on cardiovascular disease ... represents a serious 
public health problem." 

10. Health impacts from diesel pollution exposure, such as premature death, heart disease, 
asthma and bronchitis, cost some $22 billion statewide in 2004, not including impacts such as 
lost work and school days. 
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Pollutants & Health Effects 

, --Select Topic or Scroll Down-- : 

Go straight to the 
latest Action Alerts. 

Particulate matter or PM consists of soot and dust particles that are smaller than the diameter 
of a human hair. There are two classifications for particulate matter, PM10 and PM2.5. All 
particles smaller than 10 microns in diameter are classified as PM10, or coarse size particles. 
Fine size particles, or PM2.5, are those particles less than or equal to 2.5 microns in 
diameter. Particles that are smaller 2.5 microns are smaller than 1/8th the diameter of a 
human hair. Sources of PM include diesel exhaust, soil dust, tire wear, and soot. These 
particles penetrate deeply into the lungs and are captured by lung tissue. A major contributor 
to the PM pollution problem is exhaust from diesel vehicles, which produce 79% of the 
particulate emissions from mobile sources. The most dangerous aspect of PM pollution from 
diesel vehicles is the hundreds of different chemicals that are adsorbed to the particle. 
Exposure to PM pollution has been associated with respiratory and cardiac problems, 
infections, asthma attacks, lung cancer and decreased life expectancy. The World Health 
Organization has estimated that 500,000 premature deaths each year may be associated with 
PM pollution. Fine particulate air pollution (<2.5 microns) is thought to be more dangerous 
because of its ability to penetrate deeper into lung tissue. A recent study found that even a 
small increase in PM2.5 can result in a significant increase in mortality. In fact, The American 
Lung Association believes that PM2.5 represents the most serious threat to our health. 
Segments of the population that are more susceptible to PM pollution include children, 
athletes, senior citizens, and people with pre-existing respiratory problems. 

Ozone forms when hydrocarbons combine with nitrogen oxides and chemically react in 
sunlight. Hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides are primarily produced by motor vehicles and 
various industrial practices. Ozone is a highly reactive oxidizing agent that breaks-down 
organic materials. Ozone is the primary component of smog, which has plagued Los Angeles 
for many years. A natural phenomenon called an "inversion layer" traps these gases and 
prevents them from dissipating into the atmosphere. The result is a serious smog problem in 
the valleys and basins of Southern California. Smog and the related high ozone levels are not 
just a California problem; Texas City, Texas recorded the highest one-day ozone level in the 
country for 1999. As populations grow, ozone and smog are becoming problems for large 



cities throughout the country. Symptoms of ozone exposure are coughing, shortness of 
breath, wheezing, fatigue, throat dryness, chest pain, headache and nausea. Ozone has been 
shown to cause inflammation of lung tissue and reduced lung capacity. Development of 
asthma, increased lung cancer mortality rates, and accelerated lung aging have all been 
linked to ozone exposure. Lung damage from long-term exposure to ozone can be permanent, 
while short-term exposure appears to be reversible. Ozone reduces the respiratory system's 
ability to fight infection and remove foreign particles such as particulate matter. Segments of 
the population that are more susceptible to ozone pollution include children, athletes, senior 
citizens, and people with pre-existing respiratory problems. 

Hydrocarbons are a class of reactive organic gases or ROG, which are formed solely of 
hydrogen and carbon. Hydrocarbons contribute to the formation of ozone and the resulting 
smog problem. Carcinogenic forms of hydrocarbons are considered hazardous air pollutants, 
or air taxies. The incomplete burning of any organic matter such as oil, wood, or rubber 
produces hydrocarbons. Combustion engine exhaust, oil refineries, and oil-fueled power 
plants are the primary sources of hydrocarbons. Another source of hydrocarbons is 
evaporation from petroleum fuels, solvents, dry cleaning solutions, and paint. The primary 
health effect of hydrocarbons results from the formation of ozone and its related health effects. 
High levels of hydrocarbons in the atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by reducing 
the amount of available oxygen through displacement. 

Nitrogen monoxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (N02) are the two forms of nitrogen oxide found 
in the atmosphere. Nitrogen oxides contribute to the formation of ozone, production of 
particulate matter pollution, and acid deposition. The presence of nitrogen oxides gives smog 
its brown appearance. Factories, motor vehicles and power plants that bum fossil fuels 
produce nitrogen oxides. Diesel engines produce a disproportionately large amount of NOx 
when compared to gasoline engines because of their high temperature combustion process. 
Nitrogen dioxide has been shown to irritate lung tissue, cause bronchitis and pneumonia, and 
reduce resistance to respiratory infections. The presence of N02 in the atmosphere can have 
synergistic effects with other forms of air pollution. The health effects of ozone are magnified 
in the presence of nitrogen dioxide. Frequent or long-term exposure to high levels of nitrogen 
oxides can increase the incidence of acute respiratory illness in children. 

Carbon monoxide is a colorless, odorless gas that is produced by burning organic matter such 
as oil, natural gas, fuel, wood, and charcoal. Motor vehicles produce 67% of the man-made 
CO that is released into the atmosphere. Carbon monoxide displaces oxygen in red blood 
cells, which reduces the amount of oxygen that human cells need for respiration. Exposure to 
CO can result in fatigue, angina, reduced visual perception, reduced dexterity, and death. The 
elderly, young children, and people with pre-existing respiratory conditions are particularly 
sensitive to carbon monoxide pollution. Carbon monoxide is extremely deadly in an enclosed 
space, such as a garage or bedroom. 

Sulfur dioxide is a colorless gas produced by motor vehicles, refineries, and power plants that 
burn fossil fuels. Fossil fuels like coal and oil vary in sulfur concentrations and as a result the 
amount of sulfur dioxide they produce when burned. A high level of sulfur dioxide in exhaust 
gas can interfere with emission control mechanisms for other pollutants. Sulfur dioxide 
reduces respiratory volume, and increases breathing resistance in those exposed, especially 
asthmatics. Studies have also shown that sulfur dioxide increases nasal airway resistance. 
Other research has shown that daily mortality rates are consistently associated with sulfur 
dioxide and ozone levels. 



Air taxies, which are also known as hazardous air pollutants, are 188 toxic and potentially toxic 
compounds listed by the Federal Clean Air Act. Air taxies are generally organic chemicals, 
including some hydrocarbons that are highly evaporative in nature. Sources for air taxies are 
motor vehicles, chemical plants, paint, and any other operation that uses organic compounds. 
Benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, 1 ,3-butadiene, and acrolein are typical examples of air 
taxies. Air taxies are pollutants that cause or are suspected of causing cancer in those 
exposed to them. Cancer is the primary health effect studied due to the low exposure 
concentrations of these air taxies such as benzene, and formaldehyde. Benzene has been 
shown to cause aplastic anemia and acute myelogenous leukemia in occupational studies of 
workers exposed to it. Known health concerns related to aldehydes include cancer, asthma, 
and respiratory tract irritation. It is also believed that these air taxies have impacts on the 
reproductive system by causing chromosomal aberrations or mutations. The nature of air 
taxies still poses many uncertainties about their true health effects. These chemical 
compounds have many different forms and metabolites as they are broken down, and little is 
known about how they interact with the body. The health effects of particulate matter from 
diesel exhaust are thought to be attributable to the many air taxies that are adsorbed to the 
particles. These small particles penetrate deeply into the lungs, and are the perfect vehicle for 
delivering air taxies into the body. 
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Transportation Facts 

--Select Topic or Scroll Down-- : 

• California population (2003): 36,363,502 

Go straight to !he 
iatfnt Action Alerts. 

• Registered cars and trucks in California: 24 million 
• Miles driven every day in California: 825 million 
• Miles driven daily by the average driver: 36 
• Gallons of fuel burned every day in California: 47 million 
• Pounds of pollutants created daily: 5.4 million 

• Diesel exhaust is known to cause cancer, asthma, and other respiratory diseases. 
• The health risk from diesel exposure is greatest for children and the elderly. The 

proximity of a child's residence and school to major roads is linked to asthma 
occurrence. 

• Asthma limits children's ability to participate in sports, and is the most common cause 
of children's absence from school due to hospitalization. 

• The State of California decided that there is enough evidence to list the particulate 
matter in diesel exhaust as a toxic air contaminant. 

• Exhaust from heavy-duty diesel engines contains between 100-200 times more small 
particles than gasoline engine exhaust. 

• California's Scientific Review Panel estimates that 16,000 Californians will develop lung 
cancer over a lifetime of diesel exhaust exposure. 

• Only 2 percent of the vehicles on California's roads run on diesel. Yet they account for 
31 percent of smog-forming nitrogen oxides, and for 79 percent of particular matter 
emissions from on-road vehicles. 

• Cleaner alternatives to diesel are available, such as liquefied natural gas, compressed 
natural gas, or propane. Electric or fuel-cell engines are being enhanced to provide 
future alternatives. 

• Children breathe at a rate twice that of adults, and are thus more susceptible to the 



toxicity of airborne diesel particles, vapors and gases. 
• Some diesel exhaust causes pollutes the inside of buses when entering the cabin. 
• There is a continuing need to replace older, dirtier buses with cleaner, newer buses to 

reduce children's exposure to vehicle related pollutants. 
• The average diesel school bus is 223.5 times more toxic than a new compressed 

natural gas (CNG) school bus. 
• Although a clean school bus powered with compressed natural gas costs about 

$30,000 more than a diesel bus, it is cheaper in maintenance. 

• Electric vehicles (EV's) are the only true zero-emissions vehicles on the road. 
• The only emissions from electric vehicles are from upstream power plants providing 

electricity. 
• Upstream emissions for gasoline vehicles are more than 14 times higher than fo 

electric vehicles. 
• Electric vehicles run on electricity provided by on-board batteries, and can be 

recharged at any of the many recharging stations around the state. 
• As of March 2002, there were more than 4,000 electric vehicles on the road in the 

U.S., most of them in California. 
• Hybrid vehicles offer 2-3 times the energy efficiency of a comparable gasoline-only car, 

and have ranges of about 600 miles on a tank of gas, 
• The most widely available hybrid vehicles are the Honda Insight and the Toyota Prius, 

which have retail prices of about $20,000. The Ford Escape Hybrid will be launched 
late summer 2004, at a retail price of around $27,000. 

• Comprehensive data of vehicles' fuel economy and emissions is provided by the 
Environmental Protection Agency's "Green Vehicle Guide": 
http://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles. 

• By federal law, light trucks and SUV's do NOT have to meet the strict emission 
standards placed on passenger cars. 

• Light trucks and SUV's now account to almost half of all auto sales in the United 
States. 

• Many Light Trucks and SUV's run on diesel, which severely increases the danger of 
lung diseases. 

• In average, light trucks and SUV's of the 2004 model year achieve only about 70 
percent of the fuel economy of average cars. 

• With advanced technology, such as gasoline-electric hybrid motors, auto manufacturers 
could ensure that SUV's and light trucks meet the same emission standards as cars. 

• The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are the largest fixed source of air pollution 
in the South Coast Air Basin. Communities neighboring these ports suffer from some of 
the highest cancer risk due to air pollution in our region. 

• The number of cargo containers entering these ports is expected to as much as 
quadruple in the next 20 years. 

• A container ship that idles at dock emits about as much diesel pollution as a diesel 
truck traveling 70,000 miles - the approximate distance of three trips around our earth. 
These ships can produce more than 1 ton of smog-forming compounds during a 24 
hour period at the dock. 

• Shoreside power allows ships to turnoff their dirty auxiliary engines - virtually 
eliminating pollution at the dock. 

• This technology has been used by the Navy for decades. The technology has also 
been proven successful for cruise ships and other harbor craft. 

• The first container terminal with dockside power capability opened in 2004 as a result 
of a settlement between the Port of Los Angeles, NROC, the Coalition for Clean Air 
and local community groups. A container ship with dockside power capability has 
already docked twice and ran on electric power. 



• Los Angeles International Airport is the second largest industrial smog source in the 
Los Angeles Area. 

• Air pollution from airports is exempt from many rules that other industrial polluters must 
follow. 

• Air travel is expected to double within the next two decades. It is the fastest growing 
mode of travel in the United States. 

• One 747 arriving and departing from JFK airport in New York City produces as much 
smog as a car driven over 5,600 miles, and as much polluting nitrogen oxides as a car 
driven nearly 26,500 miles. 

• Airplanes can save a lot of fuel if they have the ability to move on ground with just one 
engine running. 

• The United States is one of only 3 countries opposing a worldwide standard that would 
reduce the impact of aircraft emissions in the atmosphere. 
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From: Clyde Williams < > 

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 4:08 PM 

To: 2012 PEIR 

Subject: Partical Comments on PEIR 2011051018  Please Provide 

Confirming  

Receipt Reply 

 

TO:  Jacob Lieb, Southern California Association of Governments 

       SCAG Main Office, 818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 

90017    

2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov 

FROM: Dr. Tom Williams,  No710 Coalitions/ STOP 710, LA-32 

Neighborhood Council Board  

Member/Chair 

       , LA ,  

RE: Comments for Draft PEIR and 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 

       Program EIR, State Clearinghouse # 2011051018 

 

We have reviewed the entirety of the Regional Transportation Plan and the 

Draft PEIR and find both to be  

inadequate, incomplete, and nonobjective without adequate supporting 

documentation to confirm/deny  

conjectures and opinions expressed herein.  Some detailed comments are 

provided below, but more  

generalized review indicated the basic issues throughout all sections and 

related documents. 

 

Some important issues arise regarding: 

PEIR Project Description (Chap.2) does not contain and appears to 

contradict or conflict with all information  

from the RTP and thereby causes confusion. Some comments herein also 

refer to the RTP text, tables,  

figures, exhibits, and “appendices”.  

Lack of supporting information – model results – for figures and maps 

showing various congestion, mobility,  

noise, and air quality aspects for both road and rail systems for 2035; 

Absence of basic assumptions and inputs to model and criterion levels for 

various map designations; 

Absence of modeling for railroads and basic assumptions and inputs to 

model and criterion levels for various  

map designations 

Total absence of understanding of Ports and Maritime freight movements 

and of basic assumptions and  

inputs to model and criterion levels for relationships of maritime 

containers/transloading, direct rail  

loading, and indirect freight transloading to rail or 53ft containers 

within the SCAG region; 

Total absences of railroad plans and capacities specifically for current 

PoLA plans for automated container  

loading/unloading, and for APL and Maersk vessel conversions for 53ft 

containers (US standard format; 

SR-710 – State Route 710 North Extension.  SR-710 Conceptual design is 

not consistent with current MTA  

alternatives analysis for any project within 150 sqmi area 



I-710 – Interstate 710 South Expansion; 

SR-60 East-West Freight Corridor (EWFC) – Absence of clear definition of 

“EWFC”  

High Desert Corridor (HDC) – Absence of delineation on many maps, 

connection to freight movement, and  

influence on heavy truck traffic from Ports to HDC and away from Inland 

Empire. Absence of freight  

model results for I-5, I-210, SR-2, SR-14, SR-134, and SR-710 and 

presumed route for model inputs; 

Lack of consistent terminology – “I-710 Gap and “SR-710 Gap”, goods, 

cargo, or freight, “east west”, “East  

West”, “East-West” – without differentiation or definition of each use of 

different related terms; 

Distractive information with specific relevance to the transportation 

setting, impact assessment, mitigation  

 

Based on these general incompleteness and inadequacies, and 

inconsistencies raised, we  

request and recommend a major revision and recirculation of both the RTP 

and the Draft PEIR.  

This request shall be considered as included for each comment or subset 

of comments  

throughout the comments below.   If the documents are certified and 

presented for federal review,  

other actions will become necessary. 

 

Dr. Tom Williams 



Urban & Environmental Policy Institute 
OCC IDENTAL CO LLEGE 

Attn: President Pamela O'Connor 

February 14,2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 900 17 
Re: 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Dear President O'Connor and Southern California Association ofGovemments Regional 
Council Members. Thank you for seeking public input on the draft Regional Transportation 
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. The Urban and Environmental Policy Institute at 
Occidental College suppo11s transportation and land use policies and spending to make the 
region more just, green, and livable. We are pleased that the draft RTP and SCS have a 
number of positive elements expanding clean transportation, encouraging more sustainable 
land uses, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions: 

• The planning process took account of the relationship between transportation, 
land use, sustainability, enviromnental justice and economic development. 

• The draft plan calls for significant investments in transit construction, operations 
and maintenance. 

• The draft plan increases investments in active transportation compared to previous 
RTPs. 

• The draft plan anticipates that vehicle miles traveled will increase less than 
population growth. 

• The sustainable conununities strategy quantifies how different forms of growth 
will have very different impacts on sprawl, energy and water use and other 
sustainability indicators. 

• The draft plan anticipates adoption of zero emission teclmologies towards the end 
of the plan time frame. 

• The draft plan supports high speed rail. 
• The draft plan anticipates a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 

transpmiation in line with the goals ofSB 375. 
• The single largest anticipated funding source in the draft plan is implementation 

of a fee on driving or an increase in the gas tax, either of which would discourage 
driving. 

• Much of the new highway space proposed in the draft plan is toll roads, HOY 
lanes, or HOT lanes (open to HOY or Tolls) and therefore may lead to less new, 
induced driving than the provision of free, multiuse lanes. 

We however believe that the plans can do more and need to do more to expand 
alternatives to driving; price car and truck traffic to reflect their negative externalities; 
reduce the amount of space given to cars, trucks and parking; create good places rather 
than sprawl; and clean up the goods movement industry. 



Recommendations 

A. Rapidly create a more balanced transportation system. The SCAG region has 
21,638 center-line miles ofroad (55,890 lane miles ofroads), 43 15 miles of bikeways of 
varied quality (almost zero of it protected lanes on streets), and 4 70 miles of passenger 
trains (on ly 80 miles of which is light rail/subway, the rest metrolink). Opportunities and 
infrastructure to walk, bike, and take transit should be rapidly expanded so residents have 
choices for how to get ar01md. 

I. Significantly increase investments in active transportation from the $6 billion 
budgeted. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Health calculates that 
$40 billion is needed to fix sidewalks, implement jurisdictions' bike plans; and 
invest in last mile infrastructme near transit stations. 
http:/lsaferoutescalifornia.files.wordpress.com/2011/11 /dph-cost-methodology
presentation dec 14 2-11 notes. pdf 

o Streets are our most important public spaces so we should reconfigure 
them to be vibrant, safe, healthy places rather than spaces designed to 
move as many cars as possible without regards for impacts on adjacent 
activities. Active transportation funding should convert existing arterials 
and local streets to be world class living and complete streets. SCAG 
should encourage jurisdictions to follow the street design standards 
contained in the Model Design Manual for Living Streets 
http://www.modelstreetdesignmanual.com/ recently developed with 
funding from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health. 

o Most cities in the SCAG area have not developed bike or pedestrian plans 
so part of this funding should go towards assisting these cities in 
developing plans early in the implementation years. 

o Most people will not ride bicycles in traffic (or separated from traffic by a 
painted line). In the developed world, every nation with high rates of 
cycling has separated bike facilities while every nation with low cycling 
rates lacks this infrastructure. 
http://www. ta.org.br/site/Banco/7manuais/VTPipuchertq .pdf Let's start 
creating a network of protected bike lanes/ cycletracks in all urbanized 
areas of Southern Cali fornia, like the Dutch did beginning in the mid 
1970s. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XuBdf9jYj7o Budget at least 
$1 billion for the construction of 1000-2000 miles of protected bike lines 
to increase rates of cycling among non traditional cyclists (protected lanes 
recently constructed in Long Beach 
http://www.bikelongbeach.org/News/Read.aspx? Articleid=85 cost 
approximately $580,000 per mile). 

2. Expand and accelerate transit investments so all platmed transit projects in the 
RTP are constructed by 2022. Existing and new transit services should be funded 
so as to be affordable with frequent service. Rapid buses should serve all major 
streets in urban areas so that buses become the default motorized transportation 
choice. http://www .humantransit.org/20 1 0/11 / los-angeles-some-thoughts-on-the
challen ge-for-the-source.html 



B. Pay for additional active transportation and transit investments by defunding 
harmful highway projects and by identifying local revenue sources that tax 
harmful transportation. Moving people by cars and materials by trucks and diesel 
trains and separating where we live from where we work and shop produces fatal 
collisions, http://map.itoworld.com/road-casualties-usa cancer and heart disease, 
http://hydra.usc.edu/scehsc/web/Resources/Key%20Research%20Studies/Resources
%20Key%20Research%20Studies.html obesity and diabetes 
http://designinghealthycommunities.org/ and climate change 
http://www .pnas.org/content/early/20 10/02/02/0906548107 .full.pd f?with-ds=yes , 
with a disparate impact on residents of low income neighborhoods bisected by 
highways and living near ports, warehouses, rail yards and intennodal facilities. 
SCAG should projects that increase hm111ful transportation and tax driving and freight 
transport to pay for clean transportation. 

1. Cancel highway expansion projects to pay for more active transportation 
and transit. Among the dozen most expensive road expansion projects in 
the RTP are: east west fi·eight corridor ($15.2 billion), Riverside to 
Orange County CETAP ($13 billion), high desett corridor ($6.9 billion), 
710 corridor expansion ($6.1 billion), 710 gap closure ($5.6 bill ion), 5 
north capacity enhancements ($5.3 billion), 241 expansion ($2.7 billion), 
mid county parkway ($2.3 billion), 15 widening($ 1.7 billion), 405 
widening in Orange County ($1.7 billion), 5 widening ($1.6 billion), and 
79 expansion ($1.4 billion). Building these highways projects will expand 
driving (and, if built in areas with predominately rural or suburban land 
uses, also expand sprawl). Cancelling them can allow the $63.5 billion 
budgeted for these projects to be spent on active transportation and transit. 

2. Support local revenue sources that price driving, parking, and freight 
transport to reflect the extemalities of motorized transportation. There are 
a variety of methods for increasing the price of driving, some of which are 
contemplated in the RTP's financial plan. 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft/2012dRTP 03 Financial.p 
dfhigher gas taxes, carbon taxes, charges based on miles driven, 
appropriately and dynamically priced parking http://sfpark.org/, and 
congestion charges aimed at commuters entering central city areas 
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/roadusers/congestioncharging/ are all useful 
policies. 

C. Reduce rather than increase the space granted to cars and trucks in order to 
reduce driving. Roads and parking currently take up too much of our land, which 
encourages car-based transportation and all the problems that accompany it. Driving 
increases when roads are constructed, lengthened or widened. 

1. Do not add any lane miles of highways or major atterials. The SCAG region 
cmTently (base year 2008) has 21,638 miles ofroad and 55,890 lane miles of 
roads. The draft RTP anticipates adding 948 centerline miles/ 7419 Janes 
miles which would be a 4.4%/ 11.1% increase. As Duranton and Tumer have 
shown, "For interstate highways in the densest parts of metropolitan areas we 



find that vkt increases in exact propmtion to highways, confim1ing the 
'fundamental law of highway congestion' suggested by Downs (1962, 1992). 
This relationship also approximately holds for other important roads in dense 
areas and for interstate highways in less dense parts of metropolitan areas." 
http://ideas.repec.org/p/tor/tecipa/tecipa-370.html Converting mixed flow 
lanes to toll, HOY or HOT lanes or converting HOY lanes to toll or HOT 
lanes would still be acceptable. 

2. Set a target to reduce vehicle miles travelled fiom the baseline year of 2008. 
Vehicle Miles travelled in the baseline year 2008 was 445,844 daily, 
approximately half on freeways, half on arterial roads. SCAG calculates that 
this number will rise to 546,806 daily by 2035 without any changes to roads (a 
22.6% increase). Under their plan, VMT wi ll still rise, to 516,990 (16% 
increase). They also anticipate that VMT for trucks will grow even faster, 
expanding from 30,201 to 53,431 under their 2035 plan (a 76.9% increase). 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft!SR/2012dRTP Highways an 
d Arterials.pdflnstead of planning for this increase, set a target for a 
reduction in VMT. 

3. Plan for highway removal or modification. Leaming from cities removing 
highways http://www.cnu.org/highways/freewayswithoutfutures20 12 , 
agencies and municipalities should plan to remove, cover or alter and 
reclassify as arterials highways that divide communities, negatively impact 
valuable natural resources such as rivers and coasts, or chmmel excessive 
traffic into neighborhoods. Freeway stubs such as the 710 N above the 1 0 or 
the 2 as it approaches Silverlake are ripe for removal or conversion and the 
101 through downtown Los Angeles has been the subject of advocacy for 
capping for a park. http://www.parklOl.org/ 

D. Pursue stronger sustainable communities strategies to create good places rather 
than sprawl. People are drawn to diversity http://www.amazon.com/Life-Between
Buildings-Using-Public/dp/1597268275/ref=sr 1 1 ?ie=UTF8&qid=1328728803&sF8-1 
in the built environment http://www.amazon.com/American-Cities-Anniversarv-Modern
Library/dp/0679644334/ref=sr I 2?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid= 1328728897 &sr=I-2 , so 
municipalities should increase interesting, mixed-use neighborhoods by focusing growth 
near transit and altering zoning rules that restrict mixed use development to a small 
fraction of cities' land m·ea. 

l. Adopt altemative 3 (the envision 2 altemative) smart growth land use and 
housing pattems) rather thm1 the planned proj ect. 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/draft/2012dPEIR 4 0 Alte 
matives.pdf This alternative version of the plan relies on smmt growth 
lm1d use m1d housing patterns to achieve superior environmental results in 
air quality, aesthetics, open space and fm111land preservation, water 
conservation, greenhouse gas emissions reductions, mobility, and land use. 

2. Fund local jurisdictions to allow them to update their general plans a11d 
zoning codes to reflect sustainable community and smart growth 
principles. 



3. Encourage sensitive densification of existing single family zoned areas by 
encouraging municipalities to allow cottage housing, duplexes, accessory 
dwellings, and small lot subdivisions in R-1 zones. 

4. Encomage all jmisdictions to eliminate mandatory parking minimums for 
existing and new buildings. 
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/ProblemsWithParkingRequirementslnZoningOrd 
inances.pdf 

E. Clean up goods movement industry before planning to expand it. Do not invest 
in goods movement roads and rail expansion in the hopes that zero emission 
technologies will emerge decades later. Invest more in zero emissions trucks and 
locomotives now as a precondition before expanding freight infrastructure. Otherwise 
impacted communities will continue to suffer disproportionately from pollution from 
good movement. http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/publications/GlobalTrade.pdf 

1. Require widespread adoption of zero emissions trucks and rai I in the region as 
a precondition for funding any expansion of goods movement infrastructme. 

2. Recommend a $30 per twenty-foot container fee for moving either into or out 
of the ports to help pay for mitigation of existing environmental impacts and 
to help pay for research into zero emission altematives. This strategy could 
generate as much as $441 million in revenue from loaded containers in its firs t 
full year of implementation, when applied equally to imp01ts and exports. 

3. Require max imum development of on dock rail before funding any off dock 
projects. 

We look forward to working with you to improve the plan and create a more just, green 
and livable region. 

Mark Valli anatos 
Po li cy Director 
Mvalli@oxy.edu 
323 259 1458 
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February 13, 2012 
 
 
 
Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
RE:  Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the  
        Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)  - COMMENT  
 
Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 
 
Based in America’s sixth largest county, Orange County Business Council represents the largest and most 
innovative employers who comprise the economic engine of Southern California.  We advance Orange 
County’s economic prosperity while protecting a high quality of life.  
 
We appreciate the monumental task of compiling the RTP/SCS and the PEIR and commend SCAG on its 
concerted effort to engage with the community and local jurisdictions in development of these mandated 
documents.  In particular, SCAG has worked closely with Orange County to ensure that our own SCS met 
requirements while also addressing the needs of the community.  We recognize the difficult position SCAG is 
in to do the same on a regional basis – meeting federal and state laws while also addressing the needs of very 
disparate communities in a geographically and socio-economically large and diverse region. However, in the 
effort to be all things to all groups, both documents suffer. 
 
From the business community’s perspective, the documents inadequately address the role of goods movement 
as part of the comprehensive transportation plan for a healthy and thriving region, as well as constrain 
opportunities to provide adequate housing options. In addition, the recognition of existing regulatory authority 
or local control is muted through the seemingly misplaced authority delivered in the mitigation measures.  The 
following highlights some of these areas of concern. 
 
RTP/SCS 
 

 There are repeated references throughout the RTP/SCS that transportation projects “induce growth” 
which incorrectly implies a lack of coordination between land-use and transportation planning agencies 
and that there was insufficient effort in the planning process to accommodate for anticipated, organic, 
population growth.  The RTP/SCS and the PEIR should differentiate between balanced, planned growth 
identified by local jurisdictions, and growth that is inconsistent with what is already being planned for at 
the local level. 

 
 SCAG should identify in the plan the economic contribution of the goods movement sector to the 

regional and state economy and elevate the importance of the east-west corridor as critical to the future 
of California’s position in the global economy. 

 
 The RTP should explicitly state how any new user fees would be further defined, evaluated (both for 

economic and feasibility impacts), and advanced. In particular, the analysis should demonstrate the 
need for new revenues and how the new revenues are proposed to be invested, while also protecting 
existing transportation plans as identified by local transportation entities. Voter-approved projects 
funded by local sales tax measures must be protected. 
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SHAPING ORANGE COUNTY’S ECONOMIC FUTURE 

 
 With the elimination of redevelopment agencies, the ability of local jurisdictions to meet the 

densification of urban centers in the near term is highly problematic and ignores issues related to aging 
or inadequate infrastructure capacity and high development costs for higher density projects.  It also 
threatens the availability of sufficient housing options necessary to meet the needs of a dynamic 
workforce.  Recommendations regarding land-use should take into account the region’s unique 
communities, market forces, and take a flexible not proscriptive approach to protect regional diversity.  

 
 Finally, since passage of SB 375, the State of California has de-funded transit, transportation and 

redevelopment support for local government.  This continues years of state diversion of revenues from 
gasoline, sales, income and other taxes needed for local government programs. Local government 
cannot achieve these mandated changes without increased, not decreased, state support.  SCAG 
should explicitly state the imperative for state support for planning, transit, transportation and 
redevelopment or other necessary funding to pre-SB 375 levels in order to achieve mandated goals. 

 
PEIR 
 

 With over 500 mitigation measures, half of them being proposed for the first time in a SCAG RTP, the 
PEIR raises significant concerns for the regulated community.  Although SCAG has expressed in 
community meetings that the PEIR mitigation measures merely offer a “toolbox of possible solutions”, 
history shows that there are no such things as good intentions when it comes to the tortured CEQA 
process.  The PEIR needs a clear explanation that lead agencies should select those measures that 
apply to a specific project.  The final PEIR should not block the intent of SB 375 to provide CEQA 
streamlining for certain types of advantageous projects. 

 
 The wording of the mitigation measures utilizing “can and should” incorrectly implies that mitigation 

measures are feasible for the identified agencies. SCAG should provide a clear statement that all 
mitigation measure recommendations are advisory and replace the “can and should” phrase with “may” 
when referencing mitigation measures.   

 
 Multiple mitigation measures appear to exceed SCAG’s authority and responsibilities for 

implementation and have nothing to do with the RTP/SCS or its impacts.  Further, many of these 
mitigations could create conflict with existing regulations. For example, the requirement for local 
jurisdictions to implement individual “climate action plans” is contradictory to the regional planning 
undertaken in the SCS. These mitigation measures that have nothing to do with the regional planning 
for future development or emissions from vehicular use should be restated or removed as appropriate. 

 
 Perhaps to further clarify the intent, all mitigation measures not directly controlled by SCAG should be 

moved out of the PEIR document and into an appendix, which can be referenced as the “tool box” 
resource for consideration by other entities (a local jurisdiction, project sponsor, or other).  However, 
this appendix would need to specifically state that no determination of feasibility on the measures has 
been made and that they are not intended to supersede any existing law or regulation. 

 
We look forward to our continue partnership with SCAG and other business, housing and transportation 
entities as we all work to enhance the economic prosperity of the region and ensure a high quality of life.  We 
respectfully ask SCAG to consider and address our comments in the RTP and PEIR revisions. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Kate Klimow 
Vice President, Government Affairs 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Hasan, 

On behalf of the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG), I 
would like to commend the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) and its staff who worked hard to prepare the draft 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS), the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), and associated 
documents. This effort was monumental and unprecedented in our history 
and throughout the process collaboration between SCAG and Orange 
County stakeholders has been exceptional. 

The 34 Orange County local jurisdictions and six special districts that 
comprise OCCOG thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
2012 RTP and associated PEIR. 

As you know, Orange County took upon itself the task of developing a 
subregional SCS. The continued cooperation of SCAG staff and the 
numerous references throughout the document where the RTP/SCS 
expressly states that it incorporates the Orange County Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (OC SCS) into the RTP/SCS document is greatly 
appreciated. 

The OCCOG Technical Advisory Committee (OCCOG TAC), made up of 
member agency planning staff, created an ad hoc committee dedicated to 
the review of the Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR. This committee met four 
times since January 3, 2012, and has collectively spent hundreds of hours 
since reviewing the draft plan and documents. The OCCOG TAC review 
and analysis was considered in late January by the OCCOG Board and 
serves as the basis for OCCOG's comments. 

The following general comments and recommend~tions are offered by 
OCCOG on the draft 2012-2035 RTP and SCS (draft RTP/SCS) and 
associated Appendices and draft PEIR (draft PEIR). OCCOG requests 
that this letter and its attachments be included in the public record as our 
collective comments on the draft RTP/SCS, PEIR and associated 
documents. 

Orange County Council of Governments 
550 South Marn Street! P.O. Box 14184 /Orange/California 92863-15841(714) 560-6282 
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1. GROWTH FORECASTS 
 

Issue: Growth Projections: The 2012 growth projections identify population, housing 
and employment data for the six-county SCAG region, from 2008 (existing) to 2020 and 
2035. These growth projections represent the best available information from local 
jurisdictions, the business community, and landowners. However, as time passes, what 
is feasible for any given project can change. The triggers for change to adopted growth 
projections can range from factors such as market conditions, new information or data, 
infrastructure availability, changes in funding availability (such as the dissolution of 
redevelopment agencies statewide), and changes to jurisdictional boundaries resulting 
from future annexations and incorporations of previously designated unincorporated 
territory. SCAG should continue to adopt the 2012 growth projections at a countywide 
level, consistent with past approvals of the RTP growth forecasts.  
 
A county level of geography accommodates internal adjustments to changing conditions 
as described above, without compromising the integrity of the overall growth 
projections. However, approving the growth projections at any lower level of geography, 
such as at the city level, would be challenged with continual revisions and shifts to the 
total number of housing, population and employment within a city, among cities, and 
between cities and counties as a result of the factors described above. Adoption of the 
data at a level lower than the county would limit jurisdictional control and create 
inflexibility in a regional planning document. In addition, the level of geography in which 
RTP/SCS growth forecast is adopted should not be determined by other processes. For 
example, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) allocations must be 
consistent with the RTP/SCS; state law does not require that they be identical. The 
RTP/SCS can be adopted at the county level and the RHNA process may proceed 
independently until it is completed after the appeals, trades, and transfers are 
completed. The RHNA allocations that were derived from the growth forecast can still 
be determined to be consistent with the RTP/SCS, even if changes are made to the city 
totals during the appeals, trades, and transfers process.  
 
Growth Projections Recommendation: SCAG's adoption of the growth forecast 
numbers should be at the county level, consistent with past RTPs, and not at a 
smaller level of geography such as city, census tract, or traffic analysis level. 
 
Issue: Orange County Projections (OCP)-2010 Modified: On January 26, 2012, the 
update to the OCP-2010 dataset known as “OCP-2010 Modified” was officially approved 
by the OCCOG Board of Directors and is a data amendment to the OC SCS. The 
dataset includes the 2010 Census population and housing data, along with the 2010 
Employment Development Department Benchmark data, consistent with SCAG’s 
updated growth forecast dataset. The dataset was provided to SCAG staff in December 
2011 and this letter also serves as the formal notice of the update that should be 
incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS, PEIR, and related documents. 
 
OCP-2010 Modified Recommendation: All documents, tables, maps, narrative, 
modeling runs, PEIR Alternatives (including Alternate C/3/Envision 2) referencing 
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the Orange County growth forecasts should be updated with the Orange County 
Projections-2010 Modified Growth Projections, as adopted by the OCCOG Board 
of Directors and consistent with the subregional delegation Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between OCCOG, OCTA and SCAG. 
 
2. DRAFT RTP/SCS 
 
Issue: 2012 Draft RTP/SCS: The RTP/SCS identifies strategies to reduce greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions from cars and light duty trucks. Because counties, jurisdictions 
and agencies have different needs and feasibility of implementation, we believe these 
strategies should be clearly identified as a menu of options that can be used to achieve 
the goal of reduced GHG emissions. However, the document can be construed to 
suggest that each of the strategies listed in the table on pages 150-153 are necessary 
to successfully implement the SCS, many of which are beyond SCAG’s purview or 
control. It is requested that the language be clear that it is permissive. 
 
2012 Draft RTP/SCS Requests: 
 

1. Revise language on page 149: “The following tables list specific 
implementation strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
stakeholders may use or consider while preparing specific projects 
which that help can and should undertake in order to successfully 
implement the SCS.”  
 

2. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the strategies in the Draft 
RTP/SCS Chapter 4.  
 

3. Please describe what municipal obligations are anticipated as a result of 
adopting these strategies as a list to be accomplished rather than a 
menu of options.   

 
Issue: OC SCS Strategies:  There are strategies in the OC SCS that are not included 
in the regional SCS.  Similarly, there are some strategies in the regional SCS that are 
not consistent with the strategies in the OC SCS.  This creates confusion and 
clarification is needed. 

 
Under SB 375 and only within the SCAG region, subregional councils of government 
were allowed to prepare subregional plans that SCAG is then required to incorporate 
into the regional SCS.  In Orange County, the OCCOG and the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) developed a countywide or subregional OC SCS that 
was to be incorporated in whole into the SCAG SCS. Local agencies in Orange County 
developed the OC SCS and approved it in June 2011. SCAG has incorporated the 
OC SCS in its entirety into the regional SCS as an appendix to the regional SCS, but it 
is unclear what the standing is of the OC SCS. The OC SCS contains a set of strategies 
that were agreed upon by local governments, agencies and other stakeholders within 
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Orange County and was accepted by SCAG and should represent the SCS that is 
applicable to the Orange County region. 
  
OC SCS Strategies Recommendation:  Please revise the text in the last paragraph 
on page 106 to state:  “These subregional SCS documents are incorporated into 
the regional SCS and represent the SCS for each of these subregions.” 

 
3. DRAFT PEIR  
 
Issue: Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent:  It is unclear how SCAG intends to 
implement the Mitigation Monitoring Program with regard to the proposed mitigation 
measures, as may be implemented by local agencies.  Section 1-5 of the PEIR 
specifically provides that “Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with documentation of 
compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG’s monitoring efforts, including 
SCAG’s Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process.”  It is infeasible for SCAG to require 
local jurisdictions to report when such mitigation measures are considered for any 
project.  Noting that the SCAG region includes 6 counties, 14 subregional entities and 
191 cities, this reporting requirement would surely fall short of expectations. Given this 
identified infeasibility, please clarify what obligations local agencies may have regarding 
SCAG’s mitigation monitoring efforts. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring Program Intent Requests/Recommendations:   
 

1. Does SCAG intend to require all jurisdictions that avail themselves of 
the mitigation measures to report to SCAG when such measures are 
considered for any project?   

 
2. SCAG’s approval of the PEIR needs to clearly state the intent and 

applicability of the mitigation measures and the PEIR reflective of our 
comments below and that mitigation measures do not supersede 
regulations under the jurisdiction of other regulatory agencies. 
 

3. Add language to Executive Summary and Introduction: “Mitigation 
measures do not supersede regulations under the jurisdiction of other 
regulatory agencies.” 

 
4. Feasibility and Applicability 
 
On pages 1-5 and 1-7, the language should reflect that Lead agencies will determine 
the feasibility and applicability of measures and that the measures are intended to offer 
a menu of options available should a lead agency opt to utilize them.  The PEIR makes 
the assertion on page 1-7 of the Project Description under Transportation Project 
Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation sections that the 
draft PEIR has made a preliminary determination that all of the mitigation measures in it 
are considered feasible. SCAG has not identified any analysis that supports the 
feasibility of the mitigation measures that are to be undertaken by entities other than 
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SCAG and SCAG staff has stated on numerous occasions that the mitigation measures 
were intended to be a menu of options for consideration by lead agencies. 

 
Issue: Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375. Given 
the combination of the RTP and the SCS processes, as mandated by SB 375, we 
recognize that SCAG must undertake the difficult task of balancing the goal of having a 
coordinated regional transportation system with land use strategies that encourage a 
more compact use of land.  However, a key principle of SB 375 is that it is not intended 
to supersede local agencies' authority to regulate land uses.  Specifically, Government 
Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) provides, in relevant part that “. . . .Nothing in a 
sustainable communities strategy shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of 
the land use authority of cities and counties within the region. . .” 

 
In light of the limitation expressed at Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), we find 
language in the PEIR, and specifically the mitigation measures therein, imposing 
affirmative obligations on local agencies within the SCAG region to be inappropriate and 
contrary to law.  The proposed language as recommended below would remedy the 
legal conflict with Section 65080(b)(2)(K), yet achieve SCAG's recognition that     
project-specific environmental review is the appropriate level of review for projects that 
have their own unique, site-specific circumstances.   

 
The revisions are further consistent with OCCOG's understanding that SCAG intended 
to provide the mitigation measures as a "toolbox" to local agencies for use within their 
discretion if and when appropriate for projects within their respective jurisdictions.  
Indeed, from materials presented by SCAG, including the January 26, 2012 workshop 
held at the City of Anaheim Council Chambers, SCAG explained that “This PEIR offers 
a “toolbox” of mitigation measures for future project-level environmental analyses. . .  
It also includes suggested mitigation measures for local agencies to consider for 
implementation, if appropriate and feasible (phrased as “can and should”).  This 
language is permissive and not mandatory upon local agencies.”   
 
Mitigation Measures Impose Obligations Beyond Scope of SB 375 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Please provide SCAG analysis supporting the feasibility of mitigation 
measures in the PEIR. 

 
2. Change language on page 1-7 found in 2 places under MITIGATION 

MEASURES, subheadings Transportation Project Mitigation and Land 
Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation: “This Draft PEIR has 
made a preliminary determination that the proposed mitigation 
measures are feasible and effective. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
expect that these agencies will actually implement them where, in the 
agencies’ independent discretion, the measures are deemed applicable 
in light specific circumstances at the project level.” 
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3. Change language on page 1-5, first paragraph: “Mitigation Measures 
proposed in this PEIR are available as tools for implementing agencies 
and local lead agencies to use as they deem applicable. The 
implementing agencies and local lead agencies are responsible for 
ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures as 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
projects are considered for approval over time.” 

 
4. Please make similar text amendments to other sections, including the 

Executive Summary, of the PEIR that reference how the mitigation 
measures are to be used by lead agencies. 

 
5. “Can and Should”   
 
As indicated in the PEIR on page 1-6, state law provides that it is appropriate to indicate 
in mitigation measures that they “can and should” be implemented where the authority 
to implement the measures rests with agencies other than SCAG.  The language 
conveys to local agencies an affirmative obligation to address each mitigation measure, 
irrespective of whether such agencies deem the measures applicable to a particular 
project or duplicative of their own or other governmental agencies' regulatory measures 
(as discussed in Section 14). OCCOG recognizes that SCAG's use of the words "can 
and should" are derived from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), at Public 
Resources Code sections 21081 and 2155.2(b)(5)(B)(ii) and CEQA Guidelines, 
including section 15091(a)(2).  Nevertheless, given the express limitation of SB 375 
upon respective local agencies’ land use authority, OCCOG deems any language 
seemingly imposing affirmative obligations contrary to SB 375 inappropriate. As such, 
the use of the language "can and should" for mitigation measures addressed to local 
agencies is inappropriate.   
 
“Can and Should” Recommendations:  Change language in all mitigation 
measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read “can and should consider 
where applicable and feasible.” To clarify the intent that the mitigation measures 
are a menu of options for which feasibility has not been established for any given 
project, the “can and should” language should be changed in all mitigation 
measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read “should consider where 
applicable and feasible.”   
 
6. CEQA Streamlining:  
 
One of the key components of SB 375 was the inclusion of incentives that provided 
CEQA streamlining for projects consistent with the objectives of the bill as well as 
consistent with the SCS.  As identified on pages 1-10 through 1-12, for projects to 
qualify for these incentives, mitigation measures from the applicable environmental 
document must be incorporated into the project.  It is not clear, however, which 
measures would need to be incorporated into a project for it to qualify, particularly in 
light of the intent of SCAG for the measures to be a toolbox. 
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CEQA Streamlining Recommendations: Please clarify how the “menu of 
mitigation measures” from this PEIR is expected to be used by a lead agency as 
well as which ones lead agencies should address in order for a project to qualify 
the use of the CEQA streamlining provisions of SB375. 
 
7. RTP/SCS Policies 
 
Please ensure that the discussion of the policies represented by the RTP/SCS in the 
draft PEIR is consistent with the policies actually in the RTP/SCS.  In particular, the 
bullet list on the page 2-3 is stated to represent the land use strategies of the plan; 
however, the strategies listed are not specifically identified in the regional SCS.  
Including different language in the PEIR implies additional policy. 
 
RTP/SCS Policies Recommendation: Amend the land use strategies identified on 
page 2-3 of the Project Description, under the section Purpose and Need for 
Action to reflect the strategies included in the SCS chapter of the RTP.   

 
8. PEIR Mitigation Measures 
 
By far the most concerning portion of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS to OCCOG members is 
the PEIR. Specifically, the proposed mitigation measures included in the PEIR extend to 
and impact a broad spectrum of technical and policy areas.  Many examples of these 
concerns are included on Attachments 1 and 2 of this letter.  In sum, the concerns are 
that the mitigation measures: 
 

 Appear to go above and beyond the requirements of the Regional Transportation 
Plan and Senate Bill 375;  

 
 Are measures already required by State and Federal law or are regulated by 

other agencies such as the South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
California Department of Housing and Community Development, Fish and Game, 
and the Regional Water Control Boards;  
 

 Appear to run counter to local control; and  
 

 Are financially infeasible for the agencies responsible for implementation. 
 
 
PEIR Mitigation Measures Recommendations. 
 

1. In order for the mitigation measures to truly be considered a toolbox of 
options for consideration by various entities in the SCAG region as 
intended, all mitigation measures in the PEIR intended for entities other 
than SCAG should be moved into an appendix to the PEIR and renamed 
“Sustainability Strategies”.  These strategies could then be identified for 
consideration by lead agencies as mitigation for future projects should 
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a lead agency choose to do so and deem them applicable and feasible.  
The PEIR would only retain mitigation measures applicable to SCAG.  
This action would also require that the Executive Summary, 
Introduction, and Project Description be updated to reflect the nature of 
the new appendix of Sustainability Strategies. 

 
2. Remove language within mitigation measures that establishes policies 

not included in the RTP/SCS or modifies the measure to specify a policy 
or endorses specific technology which would limit agency authority. 
 

3. In the draft PEIR, please replace text in all mitigation measures that 
identify policy for either SCAG or other entities with language that 
reflects either adopted SCAG policies or are policies that are included in 
the RTP and SCS. Mitigation measures should not be used to establish 
new policy for the region.   

 
For example:  

 MM-TR 17: “SCAG shall (for its employees) and local jurisdictions can and 
should institute where applicable and feasible teleconferencing, telecommute, 
and/or flexible work hour programs to reduce unnecessary employee 
transportation. 

 
 MM-TR 23:  “Local jurisdictions should consider when applicable and feasible 

coordinated and controlled intersections so that traffic passes more efficiently 
through congested areas.  Where  traffic  signals  or  streetlights  are  installed,  
require  the  use  of  a feasible, energy efficient Light  Emitting  Diode  (LED) 
technology.” 
 

 MM-TR 35:  “Local jurisdictions should consider where applicable and feasible 
the adoption of a comprehensive parking policy that discourages  private  vehicle  
use and encourages the use of alternative transportation.” 

 
9. SCAG Authority 
 
Several mitigation measures identify actions that SCAG shall undertake to mitigate 
impacts of the plan.  Many appropriately direct SCAG to provide a discussion forum or 
serve as a central data repository for a broad range of topics that affect the region as a 
whole.  However, many measures inappropriately direct SCAG to establish practices, 
standards, or policy in areas unrelated to what SCAG has purview over.  Further, the 
measures often appear to be directed at policy implementation that is unrelated to the 
plan itself, such as implementing AB 32.  Such measures will essentially require SCAG 
to establish policy in areas for which it has no authority.  Additionally, it is not clear how 
SCAG would fund the work efforts because they are not directly related to its mission 
and, therefore, do not have funding.  For example, MM-PS 118 states: “SCAG shall 
continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide direction 
on specific approaches and models and to specify levels of performance for regionally 
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significant projects to be consistent with regional plans.”  Green building practices and 
energy efficiency measures are already addressed by various state and federal 
agencies, as well as by other local organizations.  Further, SCAG does not have the 
authority to specify levels of performance for land use or buildings. 
 
SCAG Authority Recommendation: Remove the following mitigation measures for 
SCAG which it does not have purview for under the law or directed to do by the 
Regional Council through policy direction.  List may not be exhaustive. 
 

MM-BIO/OS 44 MM-LU 42 MM-LU 77 MM-PS 68 
MM-BIO/OS 45 MM-LU 47 MM-LU 80 MM-PS 71 
MM-BIO/OS 46 MM-LU 48 MM-LU 81 MM-PS 95 
MM-BIO/OS 48 MM-LU 51 MM-LU 82 MM-PS 121 
MM-GHG 3 MM-LU 53 MM-LU 83 MM-TR 17 
MM-GHG 8 MM-LU 56 MM-NO 12 MM-TR 23 
MM-GHG 11 MM-LU 57 MM-NO 16 MM-TR 28 
MM-LU 9 MM-LU 60 MM-POP 1 MM-TR 35 
MM-LU 21 MM-LU 61 MM-PS 3 MM-TR 83 
MM-LU 22 MM-LU 64 MM-PS 14 MM-TR 85 
MM-LU 24 MM-LU 65 MM-PS 25 MM-TR 96 
MM-LU 26 MM-LU 69 MM-PS 37 MM-W 34 
MM-LU 32 MM-LU 71 MM-PS 39 MM-W 59 
MM-LU 34 MM-LU 74 MM-PS 41 MM-W 60 
MM-LU 41 MM-LU 75 MM-PS 67 MM-W 65 

 
10. SCAG Mitigation Measures 
 
It would be helpful to understand how SCAG will implement the mitigation measures 
that it is assigned to do.  Many of the mitigation measures will expand SCAG’s role into 
areas that are not currently under its purview and are under the jurisdiction of other 
entities.  Many also constitute significant work efforts.   

 
SCAG Mitigation Measures Request: Please explain how the actions and 
programs required by the measures SCAG is assigned to do would be funded to 
ensure that they are truly feasible for SCAG to undertake. 

 
11.  Ensuring Outcomes 
 
SCAG has limited authority in many of the areas included in the measures and will not 
be able to ensure impacts are mitigated and that the outcomes identified do actually 
occur.  SCAG can assist, offer information, educate, and provide discussion forums for 
topics outside its area of jurisdiction; however, it is not possible to “ensure” that 
outcomes are achieved for things that are outside of its purview.   
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Ensuring Outcomes Recommendation:  Remove all references within mitigation 
measures that SCAG will “ensure” or “shall minimize impacts” that result from a 
mitigation measures. 
 

Example:  
MM-CUL17:  “Impacts to cultural resources shall be minimized through 
cooperation, information sharing, and SCAG’s shall, through cooperation, 
information sharing and ongoing regional planning efforts such as web-
based planning tools for local government including CA lots, and direct 
technical assistance efforts such as Compass Blueprint’s Toolbox Tuesday 
series, provide information and assistance to local agencies to help them 
avoid impacts to cultural resources. Resource agencies, such as the Office 
of Historic Preservation, shall be consulted during this process.” 

 
12.  Fees and Taxes 
 
Several mitigation measures indicate that local jurisdictions or other entities should 
implement new fees or propose taxes to pay for a variety of programs or for acquisition 
of land for preservation.  Increases to fees or taxes are issues that could require voter 
approval and, thus not be approved. They also represent prescriptive means to 
accomplish the mitigation.   
 
Fees and Taxes Recommendations:  
 

1. Reword measures to indicate that a new or increased fee, new tax, or 
other increase is only an option as a way to implement the mitigation.  
The following list may not be exhaustive. 

 
MM-BIO/OS55 MM-PS15 MM-TR30 MM-TR88 
MM-LU29 MM-PS63 MM-TR37 MM-TR94 
MM-LU53 MM-PS75 MM-TR47 MM-TR96 
MM-LU54 MM-PS76 MM-TR52 MM-W6 
MM-LU80 MM-PS78 MM-TR60 MM-W32 
MM-LU81 MM-PS92 MM-TR69 MM-W52 
MM-LU82 MM-PS106 MM-TR74 MM-W58 
MM-LU83 MM-PS107 MM-TR75  
MM-POP4 MM-PS113 MM-TR80  
MM-PS12 MM-TR28 MM-TR84  
    

2. Please clarify whether it was assumed that these additional fees were 
considered feasible and if the new fees that are suggested were 
considered in the financial plan or economic analysis of the RTP. 
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13.  Guidance Documents 
 
Guidance documents are there as information sources for consideration; however, they 
do not represent regulation or establish standards that are required to be achieved.  For 
example, MM-AQ19 inappropriately indicates that project sponsors should comply with 
the CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (June 2005) which is only a guidance 
document. 

 
Guidance Documents Recommendation: Remove references that indicate a 
compliance with guidance documents from mitigation measures. 
 
14.  Duplicative/Existing Regulations 
 
It is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of existing regulation or 
processes (e.g. CEQA review requirements). Under the CEQA, it is intended that 
measures be identified that will mitigate impacts of the project.  Existing regulations are 
already assumed to be abided by in the evaluation of the impact and the significance of 
the impact is after all existing regulation is applied.  Therefore, mitigation measures 
should address those actions that need to be undertaken in addition to existing 
regulation in order to mitigate the impact. Therefore, mitigation measures that simply 
restate existing regulation are not valid mitigation for purposes of CEQA.  Further, it is 
possible for regulations to change over time.  Because of this, restatement of the 
regulation in the mitigation measures could result in future conflict between the stated 
mitigation and the regulation.  It has become common practice to state that existing 
regulation will be implemented.  When this is done, it is common practice when 
compliance is used as a mitigation measure to simply state that the responsible entity 
will simply comply with the regulation.  If mitigation measures that restate existing 
regulation are not removed, then it is requested that the wording of the measures be 
restated to simply read that compliance with all applicable laws and regulations will be 
undertaken.  Language that could be used is: “Local jurisdictions, agencies, and project 
sponsors shall comply, as applicable, with existing federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations.”  Similar language is included in some mitigation measures. It is offered that 
MM-PS 13 is a good example of the type of appropriate language and reads “Project 
sponsors can and should ensure that projects are consistent with federal, state, and 
local plans that preserve open space.”   
 
The water section provides another example. The PEIR includes 68 mitigation 
measures in the Water Resources section regarding water quality.  At least 35 of these 
are related to storm water runoff best management practices (BMPs) that are currently 
regulated through Municipal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Storm Water Permits issued by Regional Water Quality Control Boards.  In the SCAG 
region, there are five water quality control boards each with its own Municipal NPDES 
Storm Water Permit.  The regulations and requirements contained in these permits vary 
from each other.  By listing specific measures in the PEIR that are not included in a 
project’s applicable Municipal NPDES Storm Water Permit, the PEIR creates conflicting 
compliance requirements.  To eliminate potential conflict with existing regulations, the 
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mitigation measures regarding specific BMPs should be removed and replaced with a 
single requirement that each project must comply with its applicable Municipal NPDES 
Storm Water Permit.  
 
Duplicative/Existing Regulations Recommendations: 
 

1. Please remove all mitigation measures listed in Attachment 1 which are 
duplicative of existing regulations administered by or under the 
jurisdiction of other agencies. The list may not be exhaustive. 

 
2. For each impact, please add the following language: “Local 

jurisdictions, agencies, and project sponsors should comply, as 
applicable, with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations.”   

 
15.  Draconian Mitigation Measures 
 
Many of the mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR are draconian and need to be 
removed. One prime example is MM-LU 85. It reads in part “Local jurisdictions can and 
should reduce heat gain from pavement and other hardscaping including: Reduce street 
rights-of-way and pavement widths to World War II widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for 
local streets and 30 to 35 feet for collector streets curb to curb)…” Although reduced 
street widths may be appropriate in some cases and have been implemented in many 
jurisdictions, it is inappropriate and counterproductive to require reduced street widths 
as a mitigation measure in the PEIR. Reduced street widths, for example, generally do 
not provide space for on-street parking which may result in greater, additional paved 
areas provided in separate parking lots. A second example is MM-LU15: “Project 
sponsors can and 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 
transportation projects/improvements.” Measures should support the SCAG Energy and 
Environment Committee which recommended that the programs build upon existing 
open space land acquisition and open space programs in the region, tailoring programs 
to each individual county in the region. These include, but are not limited to, OCTA’s 
Measure M Mitigation Program, and Transportation Corridor Agency’s open space 
mitigation program, which has protected 2,200 acres in perpetuity to date. Open space 
conservation should be pursued in a voluntary manner, working with willing private 
sector landowners and not be overly prescriptive and specific. 

 
Draconian Mitigation Measures Recommendations: Remove mitigation measures 
that are very prescriptive, such as reducing street widths to WW II widths or 
specifying preferred technology. 
 
In addition to the above comments, detailed technical comments, language changes, 
and questions on the RTP/SCS, Appendices, and PEIR documents are included in 
Attachment 2. 
 
 



Conclusion 

We recognize the immense efforts it took to prepare these documents. They represent 
incredibly complex technical work and have important and far-reaching policy impacts 
for our region. However, because of this importance and complexity, we would like to 
express concern about the timing of the release of the documents and hope that 
preparation of future RTP/SCS documents will take into account the need to 
accommodate adequate review, discussion and revision time for all of the documents. 
The current timeline of document releases, public comment period, and time allowed for 
the response to comments results in an inability to have credible discussion regarding 
possible changes because the timeline does not allow for recirculation or full discussion 
of requested changes. The documents were released over the holiday season and 
included the release of the draft PEIR document on December 30, 2011. The minimum 
45-day public comment period closes on February 14, 2012. Only a few weeks are 
provided to prepare responses to comments and amend the documents to ensure that 
the Regional Council may consider the certification of the PEIR and the approval of the 
draft RTP/SCS on April 4, 2012. 

We appreciate your consideration of all of the comments provided in this letter and its 
attachments and look forward to your responses. It is a shared goal to have an 
RTP/SCS adopted that is credible and defensible on all levels. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or Dave Simpson, OCCOG's Executive 
Director. 

s~ 
Peter Herlig7 / 
Chairman 

cc: OCCOG Member Agencies 
OCCOG Board of Directors 
OCT A Board of Directors 
Orange County City Managers Association 
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Attachment 1:  Mitigation Measures Duplicative of Existing Regulation 
(Listed by type of regulation measures duplicates) 
 
Air 
Quality/AQMD 

CDFG Federal & state 
law 

Federal law Resource 
agencies 

MM-AQ1 MM-BIO/OS1 MM-HM3 MM-LU14 MM-TR33 
MM-AQ2 MM-BIO/OS3 MM-HM4 MM-LU30 MM-BIO/OS29 
MM-AQ3 MM-BIO/OS4 MM-HM5  MM-BIO/OS30 
MM-AQ4 MM-BIO/OS8 MM-HM6  MM-BIO/OS31 
MM-AQ5 MM-BIO/OS10 MM-HM7 NPDES MM-BIO/OS32 
MM-AQ6 MM-BIO/OS11 MM-LU28 MM-AQ16 MM-BIO/OS33 
MM-AQ7 MM-BIO/OS17 MM-NO18 MM-

BIO/OS19 
MM-BIO/OS34 

MM-AQ8 MM-BIO/OS18 MM-PS13 MM-GEO5 MM-BIO/OS35 
MM-AQ9 MM-BIO/OS21 MM-W36 MM-W1 MM-BIO/OS50 
MM-AQ10 MM-BIO/OS22 MM-W37 MM-W13 MM-BIO/OS51 
MM-AQ11 MM-BIO/OS23 MM-W38 MM-W58  
MM-AQ12 MM-BIO/OS24    
MM-AQ13 MM-BIO/OS25  Flood control  
MM-AQ14 MM-BIO/OS26  MM-HM8  
MM-AQ17 MM-BIO/OS27    
MM-AQ18 MM-BIO/OS28 

 
Local 
Agencies  

 MM-BIO/OS14  MM-AV11  
 MM-BIO/OS7    
 
State law 
MM-AV3 MM-HM10 MM-PS4 MM-PS107 MM-W25 
MM-AV6 MM-HM11 MM-PS8 MM-PS113 MM-W26 
MM-AV12 MM-HM12 MM-PS10 MM-PS119 MM-W27 
MM-BIO/OS20 MM-HM13 MM-PS12 MM-PS122 MM-W28 
MM-CUL1 MM-HM14 MM-PS14 MM-TR29 MM-W29 
MM-CUL2 MM-HM15 MM-PS16 MM-TR49 MM-W30 
MM-CUL3 MM-HM16 MM-PS35 MM-TR55 MM-W31 
MM-CUL4 MM-LU10 MM-PS36 MM-TR75 MM-W32 
MM-CUL5 MM-LU11 MM-PS37 MM-TR89 MM-W39 
MM-CUL6 MM-LU17 MM-PS42 MM-W6 MM-W43 
MM-CUL7 MM-LU19 MM-PS43 MM-W8 MM-W46 
MM-CUL8 MM-LU20 MM-PS48 MM-W9 MM-W47 
MM-CUL9 MM-LU38 MM-PS55 MM-W10 MM-W48 
MM-CUL10 MM-LU43 MM-PS56 MM-W11 MM-W49 
MM-CUL11 MM-LU44 MM-PS57 MM-W12 MM-W50 
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MM-CUL12 MM-LU48 MM-PS59 MM-W15 MM-W51 
MM-CUL13 MM-LU58 MM-PS61 MM-W16 MM-W52 
MM-CUL15 MM-NO1 MM-PS67 MM-W17 MM-W54 
MM-CUL16 MM-NO4 MM-PS69 MM-W18 MM-W55 
MM-GEO1 MM-NO8 MM-PS71 MM-W19 MM-W56 
MM-GEO2 MM-NO9 MM-PS73 MM-W20 MM-W61 
MM-GEO3 MM-POP2 MM-PS77 MM-W21 MM-W62 
MM-GEO4 MM-POP4 MM-PS89 MM-W22 MM-W64 
MM-GEO6 MM-PS1 MM-PS92 MM-W23 MM-W66 
MM-HM9 MM-PS2 MM-PS97 MM-W24 MM-W68 
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Attachment 2: Additional Technical Clarifications on documents are also offered as 
follows:   
 
2012 RTP/SCS 
# TOPIC/ 

REQUEST 
PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

1 General 
Comment 

all All chapter headings should include the Chapter 
number on each page for ease of reference. 

2 Clarification 1, left column “The 2012 RTP/SCS includes a strong commitment 
to reduce emissions from transportation sources to 
comply with SB 375, both improve public health, 
and meet the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. 
As 

3 Clarification 4, right 
column 

“This region needs a long-term, sustainable funding 
plan that ensures the region receives its fair share 
of funding, supports an efficient and effective 
transportation system that grows the economy, 
provides mobility choices, and improves our quality 
of life.” 

4 Clarification page 7-  
Table 2 and  
page 95- 
Table 3.3  

Is additional $0.15 gas tax the sum total of both 
state and federal taxes or $0.15 each?  

5 Clarification 40, left 
column 

“Strategic investments, put forth by the private 
sector, that would remove barriers associated with 
telecommuting are expected…” 

6 Correction page 42- 
Table 2.2 
 

241 toll road completion year is 2030 

7 Please 
define in the 
text and add 
to a glossary 

50, left 
column 

“scrip” 

8 Clarification 54, right 
column 

“Express/HO T Lane Network 
Despite our concerted effort to reduce traffic 
congestion through years of infrastructure 
investment, the region’s system demands continue 
to exceed available capacity during peak periods.” 

9 Clarification 70, 78 Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 
SCAG seems to rely on CEQA to achieve the 
"maximum feasible" reductions in emissions from 
transportation.  However, this is not consistent with 
the intent of SB 375’s goal of achieving specific 
thresholds of 8% by 2020 and 13% by 2035 through 
a sustainable communities strategy plan.   
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Please provide clarification to this section indicating 
if the air quality and greenhouse gas CEQA 
mitigation measures obligate regional agencies and 
project developers to undertake more strategies, 
programs and mandates beyond those included in 
the OC SCS. 

10 Clarification 78, right 
column 

“Greenhouse Gases 
On road emissions (from passenger vehicles and 
heavy duty trucks) constitute 93 percent of the 
transportation sector total. Emissions from 
passenger vehicles, which are the subject of 
SB 375 and this RTP/SCS, constitute ___% of the 
transportation sector’s greenhouse gas emissions 
total.” 

11 Clarification 80, left 
column 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Statements are made, such as the following, "the 
RTP has the ability to affect the distribution of that 
growth" (in population in the region).  These 
statements could be interpreted to be contrary to 
SCAG's obligation under the Memorandum of 
Understanding with OCCOG to respect the 
strategies and local land use policies in the OC 
SCS.  
 
Please clarify how it is in SCAG's ability to affect 
local change when the OC SCS is consistent with 
acceptance of local land use plans and planned 
population and employment distribution? 
 
Recommended text change: “Transportation 
projects including new and expanded infrastructure 
are necessary to improve travel time and can 
enhance quality of life for those traveling throughout 
the region. However, these projects also have the 
potential to induce attract more of the regional 
population growth in certain areas of the region. 
This means that although Although SCAG does not 
anticipate that the RTP would affect the total growth 
in population in the region, the RTP has the ability 
to affect the distribution of that growth.” 
 
“In addition to induced population growth, 
transportation projects in the RTP also have the 
potential to divide established communities, 
primarily through acquisition of rights-of-way.” 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

82, right 
column 

Text indicates that the RTP and projects in the 
RTP/SCS as “inducing” growth.  It is noted that use 
of the term “induced growth” has a negative 
connotation and implies growth above and beyond 
what would occur naturally.  However, it is stated in 
the RTP that the population, housing, and 
employment growth totals are fixed and only the 
distributions may change based on the plan.  This 
means there will not be “new” growth and that the 
RTP and SCS may simply influence and shift the 
growth anticipated for the region. This moving of 
growth is the result of changes in distribution that 
are due to changes in land use or densities.  
Because of this, it is requested that references to 
“induced growth” be reworded to reflect the shifting 
of growth in the region. 
 
Recommended text change: “Cumulative impacts 
from the projected growth induced by the RTP 
include increased impervious surfaces;…” 

12 Clarification Chapter 3 SCAG’s Financial Plan includes a significant portion 
of “New Revenue Sources and Innovative 
Financing Strategies” that are not currently in place 
or available. While some of the proposed revenues 
are within the control of SCAG or MPOs and 
County Transportation Commissions, the majority of 
the revenues (in terms of dollars) require either 
state or federal action to implement.    
 
Please explain what the implications are if these 
new revenue sources and innovative financing 
strategies do not become available?   

13 Clarification 
 

page 95- 
Table 3.3 
 

“Mileage-based user fees would be implemented to 
replace gas tax and augment—estimated at about 
$0.05 (2011$) per mile and indexed to maintain 
purchasing power starting 2025.” 
 
Suggested language is from page 31 of Growth 
Forecast Appendix: 

“Current gasoline tax, estimated at about $0.05 
(2011$) per mile will increase through 2025, then in 
2026 it would be replaced with a mileage-based 
user fee indexed to maintain purchasing power.” 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

14 Clarification 
 

105, right 
column 

“While the region was once known worldwide as the 
“capital of sprawl,” the region today is projecting 
growth on only a small fraction of the has little raw 
land available in the region left to accommodate 
additional growth.”  

15 Clarification 
 

105, right 
column 

“While the region was once known worldwide as the 
“capital of sprawl,” the region today is projecting 
growth on only a small fraction of the has little raw 
land available in the region left to accommodate 
additional growth.”  

16 Clarification 
 

106 SCAG indicates that the OC SCS has been 
incorporated into the regional SCS. OCCOG was 
one of two subregions that undertook the arduous 
task and obligation of preparing an SCS.   
 
Please add clarifying text that these subregional 
SCSs, including the OC SCS, represent the 
Sustainable Communities Strategies applicable to 
those subregions. 

17 Clarification 
 

110, right 
column 
 

“Municipal water and sewer systems, for example, 
ensure clean water. At the same time, concrete 
stormwater runoff channels harm water quality and 
sprawl eats into open space as areas become more 
urbanized and the percentage of impervious 
surface is increased, the hydrologic regime is 
dramatically altered. Drainage conveyances that 
once were natural and riparian are required to be 
engineered as hardened flood control channels to 
provide adequate protection of private property and 
public infrastructure from the increased frequency, 
duration, peak flow, and overall volume of 
stormwater runoff. With this armoring of once 
natural channels, water quality benefits from 
biofiltration are lost along with opportunities for 
infiltration and evapotranspiration, which can lead to 
hydromodifcation downstream in sections which are 
not yet engineered and hardened. Many 
strategies…” 

18 Clarification  112, 117 The SCS documents the development of four 
scenarios to explore basic aspects of future growth. 
These scenarios were used in public outreach and 
the SCS and the associated Appendix states that 
“Using the public dialogue and feedback from the 
analysis of the SCS Scenarios, SCAG developed 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
the 2012 RTP/SCS Plan alternatives.” (Similar 
references are also include at RTP/SCS p. 117, and 
SCS Background Documentation p. 71). The 
RTP/SCS and Appendix then describes a process 
that led to the Plan alternatives. Neither the 
RTP/SCS, Appendix or PEIR expressly state or 
illustrate the fundamental land use and 
socioeconomic foundation for the SCS.  
 
In order to confirm consistency with the OC SCS, it 
is requested that SCAG include appropriate tables, 
graphics and maps that provide the detail that 
confirm this consistency.   

19 Clarification 113, 122 The regional SCS states that the 
scenarios/alternatives were developed using the 
Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT). The 
LSPT is a sketch planning tool that flattens 
geographical areas to a 5-acre grid cell. The OC 
SCS land use data was provided at much greater 
level of detail in that specific parcel data and detail 
were provided by each jurisdiction. A cursory review 
of some LSPT data reveals inconsistencies 
regarding interpretation of Orange County land 
uses.   
 
It is acknowledged that the regional SCS states, 
"Land use inputs for OCCOG SCS were 
unchanged". Yet use of the LSPT and SCAG 
Development and Community Types presented in 
the SCS leave open the question as to whether the 
OC SCS was altered, as noted above. 
 
Please provide confirmation that the underlying OC 
SCS land use data was used without significant 
alteration and LSPT flattening and interpretation in 
the development of the regional SCS Plan and 
alternatives.  

20
17 

Add to 
glossary 

127, right 
column 

“Gentrification” 

21 Clarification 
 

128, left 
column 
 

“Thus, this adjustment allowed the land use pattern 
to conform more closely to local expectations 
general plans, while reducing the amount of vehicle 
miles traveled.” 
 
Whose/What are “local expectations?”  
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

22 Clarification 149, right 
column 
 

Revise language to clarify that SCAG intends 
policies, strategies, and measures are a menu of 
options. 
 
“The following tables list specific implementation 
strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
stakeholders may use or consider while preparing 
specific projects which would help can and should 
undertake in order to successfully implement the 
SCS.” 

23 Clarification 150-152 The OC SCS was accepted by SCAG and 
represents the set of strategies and the growth 
distribution that outlines the best approach for how 
the requirements of SB 375 would be met within the 
subregion. Specifically, the OC SCS included 15 
specific Sustainability Strategies, reflecting a menu 
of 222 practices and actions that OC agencies have 
agreed to pursue (or continue to pursue) to achieve 
GHG reductions that support SB 375.   
 
Why doesn’t the regional SCS specifically 
acknowledge these 15 strategies yet include other 
strategies and performance measures not included 
in the OC SCS (e.g., Locational Efficiency)? 

24 Add to 
glossary 

166, right 
column 

“Greenfield” 

25 Clarification 194, right 
column 

“In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, all 
regular and special meetings of the RTP task 
forces, the Transportation Committee (TC), the 
CEHD, the EEC, and the SCAG Regional Council 
are publicly noticed and …” 

26 Clarification 201 Please clarify whether the text stating “Long-term 
emission reduction for rail, with a goal of zero-
emissions rail system” is intended to reflect a zero-
emissions freight rail system, or whether this goal 
also applies to passenger rail.  

27 Clarification 202,  
203- 
Table 7.1 

Unfunded operational improvements, of which 
several are listed on page 203, Table 7.1, include 
transit station improvements in Irvine, Fullerton, and 
Santa Ana, bus rapid transit (BRT) in Orange 
County, and high speed rail (HSR) Phase II.   
 
Please confirm that these are consistent with the 
OC SCS. 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

28 Clarification 207 Strategic Finance 
 
Please explain what will happen if reasonably 
foreseeable revenue sources of approximately $200 
million do not become available?  

29 Add to 
glossary 

205 “Active transportation” 

 
 
GROWTH FORECAST APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

1 Updated 
growth 
forecast 
numbers 

23, Table 13 In December 2011, Orange County provided SCAG 
with the revised growth forecast dataset, OCP-2010 
Modified, per the OC SCS MOU (official OCCOG 
Board action 1/26/2012).  
 
Please incorporate revised Orange County 
numbers (i.e. OCP-2010 Modified) into all reports, 
tables, exhibits, alternatives, maps, and modeling 
runs for final RTP.  

 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

1 Clarification 1 
 

The document states, “The performance measures 
are used to evaluate how well the RTP/SCS 
addresses the adopted goals and performance 
outcomes.”   
 
Is there any formal role for the performance 
measures?  
 
ARB will evaluate for SB 375 compliance not based 
on these measures but based on ARB process.   
 
Please include language clarifying that this is a 
requirement to demonstrate compliance with federal 
requirements and not for the obligations under SB 
375. 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

2 Clarification 1, end of first 
paragraph 
 

Add statement: “Performance measures and 
expected outcomes will be used to monitor the 
RTP/SCS at the regional level; these measures and 
outcomes are not proposed for use at the 
subregional or project-specific level.” 

3 Clarification 1, column 2 The document states, “The Regional Council will 
formally adopt the goals and outcomes as part of 
the final 2012 RTP/SCS.”   
 
Does this bring any formal obligation to meet goals? 
Goals are general, flexible, and aspirational rather 
than specific, as on p.1.  

4 Clarification 13, Table 8 The RTP/SCS claims an extra 2% CO2e emissions 
reduction in 2035 from the NHTS post-processing 
analysis. While the RTP/SCS meets the ARB 
SB375 goal without the extra 2%, we would like to 
note that the extra 2% could be important if the 
attorney general raises concerns about backsliding. 
Consequently, the reliability of the extra 2% 
reduction should be checked.  Questions on the 
NHTS model are below. 
 
It would be useful to know the answers to better 
judge the quality, although we do note that the 
report does look like it meets the standards or best 
practice.  

5 Clarification 9 NHTS Model Documentation Report  
 
Are the auto and bus accessibility variables 
included in the regression models for 30-mile rings?  
 
In “Number of trips” model – is number of cars, 
included as an independent variable, the actual or 
predicted value?  
 
The same question applies to other models. 

6 Clarification 23, Table 10 
 

NHTS Model Documentation Report  
 
Were the elasticities for the SCAG NHTS study 
calculated at sample means, or for each 
observation and then averaged for the sample?  
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

7 Clarification 24, Test 3  
 

NHTS Model Documentation Report  
 
(Compare Trip-Based and NHTS Model): The final 
test was to compare the results of the Trip-Based 
Model and the NHTS Model for the same scenarios.  
 
Please describe the scenarios tested. 

 
 
TRANSPORTATION FINANCE APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

1 Clarification General What are the implications if revenues other than 
core revenues do not become available?  
 
Please describe any implications to the ability of the 
region to meet SB 375 GHG emission reduction 
targets or the federally required air quality 
conformity? 

 
 
SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

1 Please 
define 

53, right 
column 

Housing Options and Mix: 
 
Define Larger-lot single family in text 

2 Clarification 71-74, 80-83 Alternatives naming: A, B, C 
 
Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the 
PEIR on pages ES-3 and 1-4.  
 
Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between two/all documents. 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

3 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

71, right 
column 

“Plan Alternative (B) 
… The alternative maintains city-level forecast 
control totals for both households and jobs, 
however, within city boundaries shifts are made to 
focus a much larger share of future growth in a 
more compact way around HQTAs, except in 
Gateway and Orange County COG subregions per 
their SCS delegation agreements. Future housing 
market demand is expected to shift significantly to 
small lot single-family, townhomes and multi-family 
hosuing housing.” 

4 Please 
define 

71, right 
column 

Plan Alternative (B) 
 
Define small lot single family in text 

5 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

71, right 
column 

Plan Alternative (C) 
“As a result very suburban communities may 
experience no new housing or employment growth, 
while some urban areas with very good access to 
regional transit may experience significant 
increases in housing or employment growth.” 

6 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

72, left 
column 

“While each alternative is distinctive, a number of 
parameters remained constant across each 
alternative: the regional RTP/SCS forecast total for 
population, households and jobs;…” 
 
“Detailed forecast: the detailed distribution of 
population, households, and jobs across the 
region…” 

7 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

72, Table D1 Alternatives A & B: 
“Controlled to TAZ-based RTP/SCS Forecast for 
2020; Controlled to city-level RTP/SCS Forecast for 
2020-2035, except in Gateway and Orange County 
COG subregions per their SCS delegation 
agreements.” 
 
Add statement to table notes: Gateway and Orange 
County COG subregions’ local input data will not be 
changed per their SCS delegation agreements. 

8 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

74, Table D2 Alternatives A & B: 
Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
subregions’ local input data will not be changed per 
their SCS delegation agreements. 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

9 Clarification 75, right 
column 

“Development Types 
The alternatives are built on, and provides data at, 
the level of the TAZ, which includes housing units 
and employment.” 
 
Please clarify if TAZ is Tier 1, Tier 2, or both. 

10 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

79, right 
column 

“Subregional SCSs submitted by the Gateway 
Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) and the 
Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
will be respected unchanged and integrated into the 
alternatives (with possible revisions for Alternative 
C only).” 

11 Clarification 79 The section includes the following language: 
“Subregional SCSs submitted by the Gateway 
Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) and the 
Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 
will be respected and integrated into the 
alternatives (with possible revisions for Alternative 
C only).”   
 
Please clearly indicate what the “possible revisions” 
are and what process would be used to coordinate 
with Orange County should changes to the 
socioeconomic data contained in the OC SCS be 
proposed?  

12 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

80 Alternative A 
Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
subregions’ local input data will not be changed per 
their SCS delegation agreements. 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

13 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

81 Alternative B 
It is not clear whether Alternative B is the SCS land 
use plan. If it is, statements in the appendix lead 
one to believe the OC SCS foundation has been 
altered. For example, adjustments made to land 
uses to locate proximate to High Quality 
Transportation Areas (HQTA) and intensification of 
residential and employment development in HQTA 
that diverge  from local General Plans as well as 
implementation of a vehicle user fee are not part of 
the OC SCS.  
 
Is Alternative B the SCS land use plan? 
 
Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
subregions’ local input data will not be changed per 
their SCS delegation agreements. 

14 Clarification 115, left 
column 

Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2011 
 
Is this a duplicate of the 2010 Santa Ana project? 
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PEIR 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

1 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

ES-2 ES contains matrix of mitigation measures which 
reference project sponsors, local agency, and 
project implementation agency without definitions. 
Add definitions into ES at end of ES.1: 
 
In general, the terms “local agency,” “project 
sponsor” and “project implementing agency” are 
used throughout this PEIR to identify agencies, 
organizations, companies and individuals that will 
act as lead agencies or project applicants for 
different types of individual projects. Individual 
projects that are 
anticipated to occur pursuant to the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS consist of planning projects (general 
plans, specific plans, climate action plans, etc.), 
development projects (including Transit Priority 
Projects (TPPs) and other similar projects), and 
transportation projects. 
 
In general, “local agency” is used to refer to a public 
agency that would propose a planning project or a 
public infrastructure project and/or an agency that 
would be lead agency for individual projects. 
“Project sponsor” is typically used to refer to an 
applicant (that could be public or private, an 
organization or an individual) that proposes a 
project. “Project implementing agency” is used to 
refer to an agency responsible for implementing a 
project. In this document, project-implementing 
agencies are those that are responsible for carrying 
out (reviewing, approving, constructing) 
transportation projects. 

2 Clarification ES-3, 1-4, 
Chapter 4 

Alternatives’ Naming: No Project Alternative, 
Modified 2008 RTP Alternative, Envision 2 
Alternative; Alternatives 1, 2, 3 
 
Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the 
SCS Background Documentation appendix on 
pages 71-74 and 80-83.  
 
Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between all documents. 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

3 Fix 
numbering 

ES-31 Duplicate naming of GHG11 and GHG12 

4 Please 
define 

ES-42 LU63- What are the smart growth principles? 

5 Please 
define 

ES-42 LU64- What are the benchmarks for smart growth? 

6 Fix 
numbering 

ES-51 PS17 & PS18 are missing 

7 Fix 
numbering 

ES-53 Duplicate naming of PS36 & PS37 

8 Please 
define 

ES-67 TR 34- what are the identified transportation 
benchmarks? 
 

9 Please 
define 

ES-83, 3.13-
42 
MM-W43 

Define climate change hydrology 

10 Please 
define 

ES-40, 3.8-21 
MM-LU42 

Define urban growth boundary 

11 Please 
define 

ES-57, 3.11-
49 
MM-PS68 & 
ES-74, 3.12-
43 MM-TR96 

Define parking cash out program/ cashouts 

12 Clarification 1-5 Besides IGR, what other monitoring efforts is SCAG 
in charge of? (that would require lead agencies to 
provide SCAG with documentation of compliance 
with mitigation measures) 

13 Language 
correction 

1-6, 
paragraph 3 

Language correction: “The latter former finding…” 

14 Language 
correction 

2-5 Sustainability section should be separated.  
 
Language correction:  
Sustainability. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is subject 
to specific requirements for environmental 
performance. 
 
New paragraph: 
“Beyond simply meeting these requirements, a …”  

15 Language 
correction 

2-5, Table  
2-2 

“Align the plan investments and policies with while 
improving…”  

16 Please 
define 

2-14 Define “scrip” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

17 Narrative 2-21 AB 32 is global warming solutions act. SB 375 was 
determined to be stand-alone legislation. RTP 
document is not forum to address global climate 
change and references distract from RTP goal and 
purpose. “Global warming” and “global climate 
change” are not interchangeable phrases. 
References should be removed or, where 
appropriate, language should be changed to “global 
warming”. 
Goods movement is also a major source of GHG 
emissions that contribute to global climate change. 

18 Clarification 2-27 
paragraph 4 

Not in SCAG’s authority, nor funding available. 
Delete sentence:  
SCAG will work with local jurisdictions and 
community stakeholders to seek resources and 
provide assistance to address any possible 
gentrification effects of new development on 
existing communities and vulnerable populations. 

19 Clarification 2-27 
paragraph 5 

“The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use development 
pattern accommodates over 50 percent of new 
housing and employment growth in HQTAs, while 
keeping jurisdictional totals consistent with local 
input.”   
 
Please confirm that there are no changes to the 
local land use inputs provided by Orange County. 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

20 Clarification 2-29 “For purposes of SCAG’s SCS, a Development 
Type reflects an estimated average density of 22 
residential units per acre. However, it is important to 
note that the designation is a potential ultimate 
average for the TAZ—and is not an absolute 
project-specific requirement that must be met in 
order to determine consistency with the SCS. In 
other words, the SCS was not developed with the 
intent that each project to be located within any 
given TAZ must exactly equal the density and 
relative use designations that are indicated by the 
SCS Development Type in order for the project to 
be found consistent with the SCS’s use 
designation, density, building intensity and 
applicable policies. Instead, any given project, 
having satisfied all of the statutory requirements of 
either a residential/mixed-use project or TPP, may 
be deemed by the lead agency to be consistent 
with the SCS so long as the project does not 
prevent achieving the estimated average use 
designations, densities and building intensities 
indicated by the Development Type within the TAZ, 
assuming that the TAZ will be built-out under 
reasonable local planning and zoning 
assumptions.”   
 
Does the above PEIR language create a 
requirement for average TAZ density levels in 2035 
and a requirement that each local project not 
preclude those density levels?  
 
Additionally, please clarify whether in HQTAs, these 
densities could be exceeded as well as implications 
of an area that is already fully developed not 
redeveloping such that it ever achieves the 
identified densities. 

21 Please 
define 

3.8-5 
paragraph 3,  

Define “open space” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 

22 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

4-39 Envision 2 alternative contains growth projections 
that would place housing in flight paths, locate 
housing on sites for which housing is not allowed 
due to environmental contamination, would 
significantly impact existing industrial operations 
necessary to maintain quality jobs in the region, 
and does not include development projects that are 
legally allowed due to having existing entitlement 
for development.  Because this alternative does not 
consider the existing health and safety of future 
residents nor the existing legal approvals of 
development in the region, it is not possible to 
determine if the alternative is actually superior to 
other alternatives.  It is simply another alternative 
for consideration. 
 
Please remove references to the Envision 2 (or any 
other name of this alternative) as being 
environmentally superior.   
 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ENVISION 2 
ALTERNATIVE 

23 Revise 
language to 
clarify  

4-40 “Of the three alternatives, the Envision 2 Alternative 
would be considered by State CEQA guidelines as 
the environmentally superior alternative because it 
does not allow further use of land for single-family 
development…” 

 
 



 

 

 

February 9, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 W. 7th Street, 12th floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Via Email: 2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov 

RE:  Comments on 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and Program EIR 

Dear Mr. Lieb, 

The Orange County Department of Education (OCDE) appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and Program EIR.  OCDE serves as 

the center for educational leadership and coordination, providing the 

broadest possible services for over 500,000 children and young adults in 

the 27 school districts of Orange County. The Department is responsible 

for interpretation and enforcement of state laws as directed by the 

Legislature, the State Board of Education, and the California Department 

of Education. In addition, OCDE partners with families, businesses, and 

the community to promote student success and well-being in Orange 

County.   

The SCS’s focus on mixed uses, higher densities, infill development, and 

public transportation is expected to dramatically change the landscape of 

southern California over time, and with it will come many challenges for 

school districts facilities and operations.  For example, the RTP/SCS EIR 

concludes that the greater concentration and mixture of urban uses 

would create significant and unavoidable impacts on schools associated 

with increased exposure to hazardous emissions sources. This more 

urbanized land use pattern will have impacts on existing schools and may 

make it more difficult to find sites for new schools near growing 

populations.  

Table 1 presents sections of the PEIR that are relevant to school districts 

by the particular impact statement, mitigation measures, and level of 

significance after mitigation. Our assessment of the implications for 

school districts is provided under “Commentary.”  

mailto:2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov?subject=Draft%202012%20PEIR
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TABLE 1 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY PROGRAM EIR 

SCHOOL-RELEVANT IMPACTS, MITIGATION, AND COMMENTARY 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 

LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER MITIGATION 

AESTHETICS AND VIEWS 

Potential to result in 

shade and shadow or 

light and glare impacts. 

MM-AV12: Project sponsors can and should ensure 

that proposed lighting fixtures are adequately 

shielded to a point below the light bulb and 

reflector and that prevent unnecessary glare onto 

adjacent properties. Plans should be submitted to 

the Lead Agency (or other government agency as 

appropriate) for review and approval. All lighting 

should be architecturally integrated into the site. 

 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 

 

Commentary: On page 3.1-14, the PEIR acknowledges that the RTP/SCS encourages more 

compact development and with such development significant shade/shadow impacts would 

occur. However, MM-AV12 cited above addresses only light and glare impacts and not 

shade/shadow impacts.  
 

The increased building heights and reduced setbacks have the potential to cause significant 

adverse shade/shadow impacts on schools. Schools and their associated grass fields and play 

areas are especially light-sensitive land uses. Outside play areas and play time with daylight are 

critical components to a child’s learning. The shadows cast across school property from adjacent 

tall buildings may saddle a school with significant shadow impacts. Studies have shown a positive 

connection between exposure to daylight in the classroom and academic performance. Shadow 

impacts would have a negative impact on students, and undermine schools that have been 

specifically designed to make to make use of natural light and minimize energy use. Any new 

shade/shadow effects would interfere with the district’s mandate under state law relative to the 

learning environment and eliminate some of the energy-saving benefits of solar systems and 

passive solar design.  
 

The significance threshold used in the PEIR for shadow impacts is too lenient. From page 3.1-8, 

the threshold is “If shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by project-related structures for 

more than three hours in the winter or for more than four hours during the summer.” During the 

winter solstice, this threshold means that a 50 percent reduction in useable sunlight (generally 

between 9am and 3pm [not adjusted for daylight savings time]) would not be a significant 

impact. Such a reduction represents a significant impact and is contrary to other goals to 
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encourage passive solar design, solar collectors, etc.  
 

An appropriate performance-type mitigation measure should be added to the PEIR that specifies 

building height limitations, setbacks, stepped-back design, or other features where light-

sensitive land uses, particularly schools, would be impacted.  

 

AIR QUALITY 

Under the Plan, 

carcinogenic health risk 

related to air toxics 

within any given 

distance of mobile 

sources in the region 

would decrease when 

compared to existing 

conditions. Total acute 

and chronic risk 

associated with criteria 

pollutants from mobile 

sources at given 

distances would also 

decrease when 

compared to existing 

conditions. 

Noncarcinogenic health 

incidences due to VMT-

related reentrained dust 

would increase under 

the Plan. However, 

increases in these 

health incidences would 

be at least partially 

offset by the decrease 

in health incidences 

related to air toxics and 

criteria pollutants 

generated by vehicle 

exhaust.  

Impacts related to health incidences were 

determined to be less than significant because of 

the decrease in risk at any given distance from 

freeways (due to emission controls). 

 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Commentary: The PEIR states that exhaust from heavy-duty trucks is anticipated to decrease in all 
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areas of the region as a result of more stringent control measures, and thus diesel particulate 

matter (DPM) associated with freeways will also decrease. In general, and on a programmatic 

level, DPM emissions rates from heavy trucks are expected to decrease over time. Since it is also 

true that carcinogenic health risk from toxic air contaminants (TACs) is driven predominantly by 

DPM from heavy trucks, the PEIR concludes cancer risk from mobile sources associated with the 

RTP/SCS is less than significant. However, this conclusion is misleading without the proper 

context of the limited scope of the analysis in the PEIR. It should be recognized that health risk 

impacts at individual schools may be greater under the RTP/SCS, depending on site-specific 

factors such as proximity of TAC emissions to specific schools. Site-specific impacts are 

appropriately evaluated at a project level-analysis, such as a project EIR, rather than a 

programmatic EIR. The programmatic EIR Air Quality analysis for the RTP/SCS was based in part 

on a screening level health risk assessment (HRA) with a very limited scope. Among the 

“limitations” of this screening HRA and the associated analysis in the PEIR are the following: 

 

- Only cancer risk is assessed; non-cancer risk (e.g., childhood asthma, lung disease, heart 

disease) is not quantified. 

- Only emissions from certain sections of eight selected freeways are evaluated—no emissions 

from other streets, including major arterial streets, are evaluated. 

- Construction emissions are not included in the assessment. 

- Roadway dust and associated particulate matter (e.g., from tire wear and brake lining 

emissions, etc.) was not accounted for in the risk estimates. 

- Assessment is heavily dependent on critical assumptions (e.g., such as truck types per 

freeway segment) that may or may not be validated, but are essential to the evaluation and 

conclusions. 

- Doesn't use children's age-specific cancer risk factors, which the Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA 2009) now recommends to account for the greater 

sensitivity of children to cancer risk from TAC exposure. 

- Doesn't calculate cancer burden (i.e., the estimated number of people that will get cancer), 

which is a function of the population exposed to a particular cancer risk estimate. 

- Defers to future "project specific EIRs" for the unaddressed issues such as non-cancer risk, 

construction risk, and non-freeway risk/impacts. 

 

The above limitations in the scope of the PEIR and underlying screening HRA do not allow for a 

comprehensive analysis of traffic-related air quality impacts to existing and future schools. 

Moreover, it is documented in the PEIR (see quote below from p. 3.7-17) that compared to the No 

Project Alternative, the RTP will bring more traffic in closer proximity to more existing schools, 

let alone future schools: “The No Project Alternative would result in the construction of 

approximately 68,040 new lane miles compared with over 74,297 new lane miles in the 2012–
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2035 RTP/SCS. Based on GIS analysis of existing uses adjacent to Plan and No Plan projects, new 

transportation projects in the No Project Alternative would be within a one-quarter mile radius of 

147 kindergarten through 12th grade schools. The Plan projects would impact an additional 394 

schools.” (These figures are for the entire SCAG region.) 

 

The PEIR should include a map showing all schools in Orange County that are within these impact 

zones. To respond appropriately to the PEIR, school districts need to know which of their schools 

may be impacted by unhealthful air quality so that they may address the potential consequences 

of the RTP/SCS on both indoor spaces and outdoor recreation. With the emphasis on encouraging 

physical fitness and walking and biking to school, the issue of air pollution within more 

urbanized areas becomes critical.  

Potential to increase 

population within 500 

feet of transportation 

facilities that could 

expose residents 

(schools and other 

sensitive receptors) to 

elevated (as compared 

to average) cancer and 

other health risks. 

MM-AQ19: In order to comply with the California 

Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use 

Handbook (June 2005) and achieve an acceptable 

interior air quality level for sensitive receptors, 

appropriate measures, project sponsors can and 

should be incorporated into project building design. 

The appropriate measures should include one of the 

following methods: 

a. The project sponsor should retain a qualified air 

quality consultant to prepare a health risk 

assessment (HRA) in accordance with the 

California Air Resources Board and the Office of 

Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment 

requirements to determine the exposure of 

project residents/occupants/users to stationary 

air quality polluters prior to issuance of a 

demolition, grading, or building permit. The HRA 

should be submitted to the Lead Agency for 

review and approval. The sponsor should 

implement the approved HRA recommendations, 

if any. If the HRA concludes that the air quality 

risks from nearby sources are at or below 

acceptable levels, then additional measures are 

not required. 

b. The project sponsor should implement the 

following features that have been found to 

reduce the air quality risk to sensitive receptors 

and should be included in the project 

Less than 

significant. 
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construction plans. These should be submitted 

to the appropriate agency for review and 

approval prior to the issuance of a demolition, 

grading, or building permit and ongoing. 

i. Do not locate sensitive receptors near 

distribution center’s entry and exit points. 

ii. Do not locate sensitive receptors in the same 

building as a perchloroleythene dry cleaning 

facility. 

iii. Maintain a 50 foot buffer from a typical gas 

dispensing facility (under 3.6 million gallons 

of gas per year). 

iv. Install, operate and maintain in good working 

order a central heating and ventilation (HV) 

system or other air take system in the 

building, or in each individual residential 

unit, that meets the efficiency standard of the 

MERV 13. The HV system should include the 

following features: Installation of a high 

efficiency filter and/or carbon filter-to-filter 

particulates and other chemical matter from 

entering the building. Either HEPA filters or 

ASHRAE 85% supply filters should be used. 

v. Retain a qualified HV consultant or HERS rater 

during the design phase of the project to 

locate the HV system based on exposure 

modeling from the mobile and/or stationary 

pollutant sources. 

vi. Maintain positive pressure within the 

building. 

vii. Achieve a performance standard of at least 

one air exchange per hour of fresh outside 

filtered air. 

viii. Achieve a performance standard of at least 4 

air exchanges per hour of recirculation 

ix. Achieve a performance standard of .25 air 

exchanges per hour of in unfiltered 

infiltration if the building is not positively 
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pressurized. 

c. Project sponsor should maintain, repair and/or 

replace HV system or prepare an Operation and 

Maintenance Manual for the HV system and the 

filter. The manual should include the operating 

instructions and maintenance and replacement 

schedule. This manual should be included in the 

CC&R’s for residential projects and distributed to 

the building maintenance staff. In addition, the 

sponsor should prepare a separate Homeowners 

Manual. The manual should contain the 

operating instructions and maintenance and 

replacement schedule for the HV system and the 

filters. It should also include a disclosure to the 

buyers of the air quality analysis findings. 

 

MM-AQ20: To the maximum extent practicable the 

Lead Agency can and should ensure that private 

(individual and common) exterior open space, 

including playgrounds, patios, and decks, should 

either be shielded from stationary source of air 

pollution by buildings or otherwise buffered to 

further reduce air pollution for project occupants. 

Commentary: The move to concentrate growth within certain dense corridors will result in more 

conflicts between sensitive land uses, such as schools, and pollution sources, including 

transportation corridors and industry. MM-AQ19 suggests school districts will need to place 

greater importance on HVAC systems and filters during design and construction to maintain 

indoor air quality.  It does not address existing systems that will need to be replaced or retrofit. 

Further, there is an inherent conflict between the approach taken in the cited California Air 

Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, which recommends minimum distances 

between sensitive land uses and polluting sources, and the RTP/SCS, which proposes mixed uses 

and compact land use patterns. While MM-AQ20 encourages distance and shielding between 

exterior playgrounds and stationary emissions sources, districts will not have opportunities to 

increase distances or provide buffers between pollution sources and existing playfields.  

The additional requirements placed on school sites within 500 feet of a busy traffic corridor and 

hazardous emissions sources as proposed in the RTP/SCS will create more challenges to find 

appropriate school sites to house future students.  
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Under the Plan, GHG 

emissions from 

residential and 

commercial building 

construction and 

operational energy 

demand and total 

mobile source 

emissions would 

increase (from 141 

million metric tons) 

when compared to 

existing conditions (130 

million metric tons). 

Therefore, the Plan 

would result in a 

significant impact 

related to total 

emissions. 

MM-GHG12: Schools Programs: SCAG shall and local 

jurisdictions can and should develop and implement 

a program to present information to school children 

about climate change and ways to reduce GHG 

emissions, and will support school-based programs 

for GHG reduction, such as school based trip 

reduction and the importance of recycling. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Commentary: School districts should note that MM-GHG12 is seeking help in reducing GHG 

emissions by instituting student education programs in schools. There is no funding association 

with this request, and school districts are already dealing with budget cuts, staff reductions, and 

shorter school years. This is a laudable goal, but difficult to accomplish given all the constraints 

schools are facing.   

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Potential to create a 

hazard to the public or 

the environment by 

emitting hazardous 

materials within one 

quarter mile of a 

school. 

MM-HM4: Project sponsors can and should consider 

any known or planned school locations when 

determining the alignment of new transportation 

projects and modifications 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Commentary: According to the PEIR, there are 541 K–12 schools within ¼-mile of RTP/SCS 

projects. It appears that many additional schools could also be impacted from the more intense 

development patterns with designated HQTAs and urban areas. The PEIR isn’t clear about exactly 

which areas were included it its survey of schools and which areas were omitted. The PEIR 

should be revised to include this information and quantify the number of schools in Orange 

County, and the analysis should be broadened beyond its current focus on hazardous materials 
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carried along transportation corridors.  

Also, note how narrow MM-HM4 is as written, dealing only with the placement of transportation 

projects near existing and proposed schools. However, the impact also deals with exposure of 

schools to non-transportation source emissions and hazardous material handlers. As explained 

elsewhere, school districts are concerned about the conflicts between increasing densities, mixed 

uses, and schools. Appropriate mitigation should be included to address this broader issue. 

 

LAND USE AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Potential to influence 

the pattern of 

urbanization in the 

region such that land 

use incompatibilities 

could occur. 

MM-LU36: Local jurisdictions can and should 

encourage patterns of urban development and land 

use, which reduce costs on infrastructure and make 

better use of existing facilities. 

MM-LU41: Local jurisdictions or agencies can and 

should adopt and implement a development pattern 

that utilizes existing infrastructure; reduces the 

need for new roads, utilities and other public works 

in new growth areas; and enhances nonautomobile 

transportation. 

MM-LU42: Local jurisdictions or agencies can and 

should establish an urban growth boundary (UBG) 

with related ordinances or programs to limit 

suburban sprawl; local jurisdictions or agencies can 

and should restrict urban development beyond the 

UGB and streamline entitlement processes within 

the UGB for consistent projects. 

MM-LU43: Urban development can and should 

occur only where urban public facilities and services 

exist or can be reasonably made available. 

MM-LU44: The improvement and expansion of one 

urban public facility or service can and should not 

stimulate development that significantly precedes 

the local jurisdiction’s ability to provide all other 

necessary urban public facilities and services at 

adequate levels. 

MM-LU45: Local jurisdictions can and should 

redirect new growth into existing city/urban reserve 

areas.  

MM-LU47: Local jurisdictions can and should 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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encourage high-density, mixed-use, infill 

development and creative reuse of brownfield, 

under-utilized and/or defunct properties within the 

urban core. 

MM-LU53: SCAG shall promote infill, mixed-use 

and higher density development, and provide 

incentives to support the creation of affordable 

housing in mixed use zones. 

MM-LU57: Local jurisdictions can and should 

identify and facilitate the inclusion of 

complementary land uses not already present in 

local zoning districts, such as supermarkets, parks 

and recreational fields, schools in neighborhoods, 

and residential uses in business districts, to reduce 

the vehicle miles traveled and promote bicycling 

and walking to these uses. [emphasis added] 

MM-LU67: Project sponsors can and should include 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities within projects and 

ensure that existing nonmotorized routes are 

maintained and enhanced. 

MM-LU68: Local jurisdictions can and should 

encourage residential development in High Quality 

Transit Areas (HQTAs). Such development can and 

should include a generally a walkable transit village 

that has a minimum density of 20 dwelling units per 

acre and is within a ½ mile of a well-serviced transit 

stop, and includes transit corridors with minimum 

15-minute or less service frequency during peak 

commute hours. 

MM-LU79: Local jurisdictions can and should ensure 

pedestrian access to activities and services, 

especially within, but not limited to, mixed-use and 

transit-oriented development areas, including: 

Ensuring new development that provides pedestrian 

connections in as many locations as possible to 

adjacent development, arterial streets, 

thoroughfares; 

Ensuring a balanced mix of housing, workplaces, 

shopping, recreational opportunities, and 
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institutional uses, including mixed-use structures; 

Locating schools in neighborhoods, within safe and 

easy walking distances of residences served; 

[emphasis added] 

 

Commentary: This section acknowledges that the proposed land use pattern under the RTP/SCS 

will bring with it conflicts with sensitive land uses, including schools. Schools certainly support 

the smart growth concept of walkable communities, where compatible uses are located in close 

proximity and safe paths of travel for pedestrians and bicycles are provided. While most of these 

pathways are outside of school campuses, school districts should monitor cities and 

development applications to ensure they are built up to appropriate access points to the school, 

provide on-site pathways and secure bike storage.  

 

School facility planners are well aware that the public health concerns relating to the location of 

schools relative to industries and transportation facilities area is already addressed in Title 5 of 

the California Code of Regulations. While the Title 5 standards apply to the siting of new schools, 

they are seldom applied in reverse, when new development is proposed near existing schools. 

 

POPULATION, HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT 

Potential to facilitate 

substantial population 

growth to some areas 

of the SCAG region. 

MM-POP1: SCAG shall work with its member 

agencies to implement growth strategies to create 

an urban form designed to focus development in 

HQTAs in accordance with the policies, strategies 

and investments contained in the 2012-2035 

RTP/SCS, enhancing mobility and reducing land 

consumption. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Commentary: Population growth will be concentrated in areas where transportation facilities are 

most available, and the PEIR acknowledges urban growth patterns will create certain significant 

and unavoidable impacts. Refer to earlier comments under Land Use. 

 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES: EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES 

Potential to increase 

demand for school 

facilities 

MM-PS12: Project sponsors can and should 

undertake project-specific review of the impacts to 

educational facilities as part of project specific 

environmental review. For any identified impacts, 

project sponsors can and should ensure that the 

appropriate school district fees are paid in 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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accordance with State law. The project sponsors or 

local jurisdiction can and should be responsible for 

ensuring adherence to required mitigation. SCAG 

should be provided with documentation of 

compliance with any necessary mitigation measures. 

Potential to contribute 

to a cumulatively 

considerable demand 

for schools that 

exceeds capacity.  

See Mitigation Measures MM-PS12. Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Commentary: We are in agreement with the conclusion that projected population growth will 

increase the demand for school facilities and this impact will be significant and unavoidable. 

However, the analysis on pages 3.11-10 through 3.11-14 of the PEIR is overly simplistic and 

doesn’t recognize how such school impacts will occur. The PEIR should identify several 

representative existing schools in designated HQTAs, which are the areas targeted for 

transportation improvements and intense development. Analyses of these representative schools 

could then consider how such schools will bear the brunt of future development patterns under 

the RTP/SCS, especially in terms of noise, air pollution, exposure to diesel emissions and other 

toxic materials, impacts from increased rail activity, etc. 

 

The increased development in these targeted growth areas will both increase the demand for 

school facilities and make it more difficult to accommodate such growth by expanding existing 

schools. The PEIR should include a review of how relevant sections of the Education Code and 

Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations will impact the ability of school districts to respond 

to intense, urban development. The same will be true of school districts needing to develop new 

schools within these targeted urban areas.  
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RECREATION 

Potential to result in a 

substantial loss or 

disturbance of existing 

open space and 

recreational lands. 

MM-PS14: Project sponsors can and should consider 

corridor realignment, buffer zones and setbacks, 

and berms and fencing where feasible, to avoid 

open space and recreation land and to reduce 

conflicts between transportation uses and open 

space and recreation lands. 

MM-PS22: Local jurisdictions can and should 

encourage multiple use spaces and encourage 

redevelopment in areas where it will provide more 

opportunities for recreational uses and access to 

natural areas close to the urban core. 

MM-PS23: Project level mitigation for significant 

cumulative and growth-inducing impacts on open 

space resources can and should include the 

conservation of natural lands, community open 

space and important farmland through existing 

projects in the region. 

MM-PS28: SCAG shall support local jurisdictions 

and other service providers in their efforts to 

develop sustainable communities and provide, 

equally to all members of society, accessible and 

effective services such as: public education, 

housing, health care, social services, recreational 

facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable  

Commentary: The PEIR recognizes the potential loss of open space and recreational lands 

associated with the Plan’s transportation improvements. However, there is no recognition of the 

importance of school facilities in providing open space and recreation, especially in these 

targeted corridors. Further, the PEIR should include analysis of how the use of outdoor 

recreational areas at schools may be restricted due to exposure to air pollution. While the overall 

SCS is intended to reduce air pollution regionally and globally, schools in areas targeted for 

intense urban development and transportation improvements may be adversely impacted. Note 

that the mitigation applicable where schools are nearby under AQ-19 is focused exclusively on 

interior air quality. The need for exterior mitigation for impacted outdoor recreational spaces is 

ignored. 

TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC AND SECURITY 

Potential to increase 

total daily Vehicle Miles 

MM-TR31: Local jurisdictions can and should 

encourage bicycling and walking by incorporating 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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of Travel -(VMT) in 2035 

com pared to current 

daily VMT. The Plan 

would result in a 

bicycle lanes into street systems in regional 

transportation plans, new subdivisions, and large 

developments, creating bicycle lanes and walking 

paths directed to the location of schools and other 

significant 

related to VMT. 

impact logical points of destination and provide adequate 

bicycle parking, and encouraging commercial 

projects to include facilities on- site to encourage 

employees to bicycle or walk to work. 

Commentary: Schools near transportation corridors will be impacted by transportation-related 

noi se and by air pollution impacts and pedestrian / bicycle hazards at intersection s, rail crossings, 

and any location where full pedestrian and bike facilities have not been completed. In addition 

cuts to funding for schoo l districts to provide home to school transportation will affect student 

safety, increasing walking distances, walking or bicycling at dawn and twilight, and more cars at 

school district drop- off and pick- up points. Districts should continue to work with local 

jurisdictions to identify problem areas, seek grant money for Safe Routes to Scbool 

improvements where appropriate, and encourage students to walk and bike to school. 

As SCAG explains: "This PEIR provides a regional scale analysis and a framework of mitigation 

measures for subsequent, site-specific environmental review documents prepared by lead agencies 

in the region as individual planning, development and transportation projects are identified, 

designed and move through the planning, review and decision- making process." 

OCDE appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the RTP/ SCS PEIR as it relates to 

impacts to schools based on the information currently available. If you have any questions 

regarding this letter or response to comments, please contact me at asullivan@ocde.us or 

714.966.4325. 

Cordially, 

~~ 
Andrea Sullivan 

Director 

Facilities Planning and Maintenance & Operations 

Cc: Renee Hendrick, Wendy Benkert Ed.D. - OCDE 

Orange County K- 12 Assistant Superintendents, Business Services 



 

 

 
February 14, 2012 
 
 
Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90017-3435 
 
Re: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Program Environmental  
 Impact Report 
 
Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 
 
The Orange County Transportation Authority, Transportation Corridor Agencies, 
Orange County Council of Governments, Association of California Cities - Orange County, 
County of Orange, Orange County Business Council, and undersigned organizations 
representing local agencies thank you for the opportunity to comment on the  
Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG’s) Draft 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and associated Program Environmental Impact  
Report (PEIR).  We acknowledge SCAG’s effort to deliver the draft documents, and 
your commitments to incorporate the Orange County Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (OC SCS) and Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as presented to you. 
 
Each of our agencies has prepared individual comment letters; however, this letter 
emphasizes some issues of common concern raised through our collaborative review. 
 
 Induced growth discussions incorrectly imply a lack of coordination between 

land-use and transportation planning agencies and are contrary to the balanced 
plans provided through the LRTP and OC SCS collaboration process. Please 
state that land-use plans and transportation projects identified in the OC SCS 
and LRTP are balanced and, if necessary, clarify under what circumstances 
“induced growth” may occur. 

 
 The preliminary determination that all of the mitigation measures are feasible is 

not supported within the draft documents.  Moreover, the “can and should” 
language incorrectly implies that mitigation measures are feasible for the 
identified agencies. SCAG should provide a clear statement that all mitigation 
measure recommendations are advisory and replace the “can and should” 
phrase with “may” when referencing mitigation measures.   

 
 Multiple mitigation measures appear to exceed SCAG’s authority and 

responsibilities for implementation.  These mitigation measures should be 
restated or removed as appropriate. 
 

 New revenue sources and innovative financing strategies used to demonstrate 
financial constraint can have significant impacts on businesses and the 
economy that must be clearly understood before advancing.  In fact, the RTP 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ocbc.org/


 
 
vision statement recognizes the linkages between economy and the regional 
transportation system.   Specifically, details on how any new user fees would be 
further defined, evaluated, and advanced must be evaluated through a full 
economic analysis prior to final adoption of the RTP. In addition, this analysis 
should demonstrate, by county, the need for new revenues, how the new 
revenues are proposed to be invested, and how a county-level return to source 
mechanism can be ensured. 

 
We encourage SCAG to pay particular attention to these issues and the specific 
comments submitted by the respective agencies and ensure that they are appropriately 
addressed in the RTP and PEIR revisions. 
 
Regards, 

 
 
 
 

Will Kempton, Chief Executive Officer  Tom Margro, Chief Executive Officer 
Orange County Transportation Authority   Transportation Corridor Agencies 
 

 
Tom Mauk, Chief Executive Officer   Lucy Dunn, President 
County of Orange     Orange County Business Council 

 
 
 
 
 

Lisa Bartlett, President    Rich Freschi, President  
League of California Cities,    Independent Special Districts of 
Orange County     Orange County   
 
        
 
 

Peter Herzog, Chairman    Lacy Kelly, Chief Executive Officer 
Orange County Council of Governments  Association of California Cities - 
       Orange County 
        
 
 
Deborah S. Diep, Director  
Center for Demographic Research 
 
c: OCTA Board of Directors 
 OCCOG Board of Directors 
 Orange County City Managers Association 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
February 14, 2012 
Page 2 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Program 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California 
Association of Governments' (SCAG) draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) and associated Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR}. The 
2012 RTP and PEIR are comprehensive documents that reflect the 
transportation and funding challenges the region will face in the coming years, 
in addition to the program level impacts and mitigation options. These 
documents are critical to the region's ability to operate, maintain, and improve 
the transportation system. 

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) appreciates that SCAG 
has included the commitments identified in OCT A's 2010 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan, Destination 2035, as well as the demographic forecasts 
and land-use data submitted through the 2010 Orange County Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. In addition, OCTA appreciates the hard work and 
cooperation of SCAG staff throughout the RTP and PEIR development process. 

OCTA has coordinated with Orange County's local jurisdictions to identify policy 
and technical issues related to the draft 2012 RTP and PEIR that are of concern 
to Orange County. The issues that were identified through this effort, and that 
are of particular concern to OCTA, are discussed below. Some of these issues 
were previously transmitted to SCAG in a letter dated October 7, 2011. Since a 
response to the October letter was never received from SCAG, OCT A strongly 
urges SCAG to carefully review the issues below and provide specific and 
detailed responses. 

twtKempton Innovative Financing and New Revenue Sources 
Chir:f r:xocuiivo Officer 

The draft RTP suggests that $127.2 billion of the approximately $219.5 billion 
regional shortfall can be addressed through actions at either the state or federal 
level with a $0.15 gas tax increase between 2017 and 2024. Afterthat, the 
draft RTP assumes that the state or federal government would either replace 
the gas tax with an indexed mileage-based user fee of $0.05 per mile, 

Orange County Transportation Authority 
550 South Main Street! PO Box 14184 I Orange I California 92863-15841 (714} 560-0CTA {6282} 
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beginning in 2025, or further increase fuel taxes to generate revenues 
equivalent to the mileage-based user fee. 

OCTA cannot support an increase in fees, including the introduction of a 
mileage-based user fee, until a comprehensive economic impact study is 
completed and presented to the OCTA Board of Directors (Board) for 
discussion. In addition, when considering support for any kind of a new 
user-based fee program, an emphasis must be placed on the need for a 
return-to-source criteria that guarantees funds generated within Orange County 
are reinvested in Orange County. Finally, there should also be a process for 
recognizing and rewarding areas that keep the transportation system in a state 
of good repair. 

California High-Speed Rail 

The draft RTP identifies Phase I of the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority (CHSRA) Project as a potential solution for improving interregional 
and intercity ground transportation. As described in the RTP, the project is 
planned to connect San Francisco with Los Angeles and Anaheim. This also 
assumes improvements to increase speeds along the Los Angeles-San Diego
San Louis Obispo (LOSSAN) corridor and the Metrolink Antelope Valley Line. 

This project description is consistent with the draft CHSRA Business Plan, 
which OCTA has reviewed and provided comments on (Attachment A). OCTA 
would like SCAG to take these comments into consideration as the RTP is 
refined for adoption in April. In summary, these comments focused on the 
following: 

• OCTA supports the phased delivery approach, which includes early 
investment in the existing LOSSAN and Metrolink infrastructure 

• Rather than initially investing in the central segment, OCTA believes it is 
more prudent to begin implementation at the "bookends" of the system 

• Extending the implementation of Phase I by 13 years may jeopardize 
existing funding due to timely use criteria 
The updated schedule should account for potential contingencies, and 
the associated potential cost increases should be addressed through 
contingency planning 

• The project's dependency on public funds could place CHSRA in direct 
competition for funding with existing transit service providers and local 
transportation agencies 
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It is questionable whether the funding plan truly complies with the 
requirements set out in Proposition 1A, specifically Section 2704.08(c)(2), 
items A through K 

The operating assumption of "up to nine trains per hour" will likely result 
in an unnecessary level of service, and the projected operating surplus of 
$1 billion per year is too optimistic 

• The $171 billion alternative investment in airports and roadways does not 
account for the airport and roadway investments that will be required 
both with and without the high-speed rail project 

In addition, OCTA recommends that SCAG provide regular updates to the 
Transportation Committee and Regional Council regarding the CHSRA 
business plan, financial status, implementation progress, and any changes in 
assumptions by the CHSRA; particularly with respect to the status of the 
memorandum of understanding that better defines CHSRA's commitments to 
near-term speed improvements for the LOS SAN and Metrolink services. 

Regional High-Occupancy Toll Lane Network 

The draft RTP includes the implementation of a regional high-occupancy toll (HOT) 
lane network. This network appears to utilize existing and planned 
high-occupancy vehicle lanes to generate new revenues by selling excess 
capacity to single-occupancy drivers. The proposed regional HOT lane network 
assumes that Orange County would include HOT lanes on Interstate 5 (1-5) 
between the San Diego County border and the southern end of 
State Route 73 (SR-73); along 1-405 between the northern end of SR-73 and 
the Los Angeles County border; and along State Route 91 (SR-91) extending 
the Express Lanes west to the Los Angeles County border. 

On December 12, 2011, the OCTA Board approved the Express Lane Planning 
and Implementation Principles (Attachment B). OCTA requests that these 
principles be incorporated into the assumptions for segments of the regional 
HOT lane network that are within Orange County. Furthemore, the proposed 
HOT lane improvements to 1-5, and SR-91 should be subject to further study to 
evaluate right-of-way impacts, community issues, and overall feasibility, prior to 
inclusion in the constrained plan. 

East-West Freight Corridor 

Due to continuing growth at the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, and 
increasing congestion on freeways throughout the SCAG region, the draft RTP 
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highlights the need for a zero emission East-West Freight Corridor. The corridor 
would aid the movement of goods between the ports and warehousing facilities 
located inland. This reflects the findings from the Comprehensive Regional Goods 
Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy. 

Several other corridors were examined, including the SR-91, through 
Orange County and Interstate 10. After considerable study, the State Route 60 
corridor was selected for further study based on its proximity to current and 
future markets, feasibility and right-of-way constraints, future truck volumes, 
and potential for reducing truck-involved accidents. The SR-91 was not 
selected primarily due to right-of-way constraints throughout the corridor, and 
lack of good access to warehousing locations. 

OCTA supports the East-West Corridor as it appears in the Draft 2012 RTP. 
OCT A believes that the findings from the Comprehensive Regional Goods 
Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy are accurate, and OCTA 
encourages SCAG to build on the progress of the East-West Corridor based on 
these findings. 

Other Regional Strategies 

SCAG proposes a number of other investments within the draft RTP that affect 
Orange County, and go beyond the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 
OCTA recognizes that it is within SCAG's purview to plan for regional strategies 
that enhance transportation, such as the ones discussed below. It should be 
noted that OCTA is committed to delivering the projects within the LRTP. 
OCT A will only consider additional investments after revenues are identified to 
account for these commitments. The regional strategies identified by SCAG do 
not have clear funding mechanisms, and it must be made clear that their 
inclusion in the RTP does not constitute a commitment to fund and/or 
implement the improvements. 

Examples of regional strategies include the congestion management projects 
identified by the California Department of Transportation. In Orange County, 
these corridors include State Route 57, State Route 22, Interstate 605, SR-91, 
and 1-405. The improvements consist of relatively low-cost operational 
improvements such as ramp metering, auxilary lanes, and other ramp and 
interchange enhancements. These are in addition to what was already submitted to 
SCAG by the county transportation commissions (CTCs) such as OCTA, and rely on 
funding sources beyond those identified in the LRTP. 
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The draft RTP also proposes additional transit enhancements throughout 
the region. The key transit investments that go beyond what the CTCs have 
committed include expanding local bus service, additional bus rapid transit, 
and new express bus service. These improvements are not specified in the 
draft RTP, but the additional cost to the region for these services is estimated at 
about $2.6 billion. These additional costs are are covered by SCAG's assumed 
transportation funding levels, which are beyond the available and committed 
resources identified in the LRTP. 

An additional emphasis is also placed on walking and bicycling, which is 
referred to as "active transportation." The draft RTP proposes to increase the 
regional investment in active transportation by about $4.5 billion. When the 
committed investments submitted by the CTCs are accounted for, the total 
active transportation investment is approximately $6 billion for the SCAG 
region. Again, this additional investment is over and above resources identified in 
the LRTP, and the improvements are addressed only at the regional level. 

Transportation Induced Growth 

Throughout the draft RTP and PEIR, there are references to transportation 
projects inducing growth and influencing land-use development and demand. 
One such instance is on page 80 of the draft RTP, which states the following: 

"Transportation projects including new and expanded infrastructure are 
necessary to improve travel time and can enhance quality of life for 
those traveling throughout the region. However, these projects also 
have the potential to induce population growth in certain areas of the 
region. Although SCAG does not anticipate that the RTP would affect 
the total growth in population in the region, the RTP has the ability to 
affect the distribution of that growth." 

These types of statements are misleading for a number of reasons. For 
example, the excerpt quoted above states that the "RTP has the ability to affect 
the distribution of growth." This can be understood to imply that SCAG has the 
ability to influence growth through the development of the RTP. OCTA trusts 
that this is not SCAG's intent. OCTA recommends that such references be 
clarified, as land use decisions are within the purview of local agencies. 

Moreover, and more importantly, statements such as the above excerpt imply a 
lack of coordination between land-use and transportation agencies, especially 
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in the light of the recent efforts to develop the Sustainable Communities 
Strategies at the subregional and regional levels. There should be an emphasis 
in the RTP on the fact that land-use and transportation agencies are 
coordinating better now than ever before. OCTA recommends that SCAG 
clarify the negative implication of the statements regarding induced growth, and 
highlight the elevated level of coordination occurring today. 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

The Draft PEIR is a program level document that is intended to serve as an 
informational document, disclosing all potential environmental impacts and 
possible mitigation measures. OCTA has coordinated with a number of 
agencies throughout Orange County who have expressed interest in reviewing 
and commenting on the draft 2012 RTP and PEIR (Attachment C). These 
agencies have identified a variety of concerns during their review of the 
documents, in particular with the list of 549 mitigation measures within the 
PEIR. The key concerns that have been identified include: 

• The Draft PEIR states that it "has made a preliminary determination that 
the proposed mitigation measures are feasible and effective." It is 
unclear how this determination was made, and this assumption could 
prove to be inaccurate if and when these mitigation measures are 
considered at a project level. Therefore, any feasibility determinations in 
the PEIR must clearly state that they only apply at the program level. 

• Several of the mitigation measures that identify SCAG as the acting 
agency propose measures that appear to exceed the purview of SCAG. 
SCAG must be mindful of local and county land-use and transportation 
authorities, and use great discretion when making commitments and/or 
suggesting policies and strategies that may impact and encroach upon 
local and county agencies' responsibilities. 

• The PEIR includes mitigation measures that restate existing 
requirements enforced by other agencies and, therefore, do not need to 
be repeated in this list of mitigation measures. 

Additionally, OCTA understands that only those mitigation measures that state 
that "SCAG shall" are required to be carried forward. Any mitigation measure 
that identifies an agency other than SCAG can be considered at the discretion 
of the appropriate agency; however, such consideration is not required unless 
the agency chooses to use the PEIR in order to tier when performing project 
level environmental analysis. 
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OCTA understands the term "can and should" to mean that the agency 
identified by SCAG in a mitigation measure has the authority to implement the 
mitigation measure, and that SCAG encourages the agency to do so. The term 
is not intended to imply that the measures are feasible nor required. 

Finally, SCAG's current Intergovernmental Review ("IGR") policy "encourages" 
the use of the mitigation measures identified in the 2008 RTP PEIR to "aid with 
demonstrating consistency with regional plans and polices." SCAG will most 
likely update the IGR policy to refer to the 2012 RTP PEIR mitigation 
measures. As explained above, and as already recognized by SCAG, 
compliance with the RTP PEIR mitigation measures is mandatory for SCAG only. 
These mitigation measures, therefore, should not be considered in any way during 
the IGR process to determine consistency with regional plans and policies. 

While OCTA shares many of the concerns raised by partner agencies and 
stakeholders in Orange County, such as those described above, the attached 
list of comments on the PEIR (Attachment C) focuses on the issues within 
OCTA's purview that were identified through the coordination efforts. Please 
provide responses and clarifications with regard to these comments. 

OCTA appreciates SCAG's work on the RTP and PEIR to date and looks 
forward to the adoption of a complete and accurate 2012 RTP and PEIR in 
April. If you have further questions, please contact Gregory Nord, 
Senior Transportation Analyst, at (714) 560-5885. 

Sincerely, 

cS&gXr--
Paul G. Glaab 
Chairman 

WK:gn 
Attachments 

c: OCT A Board of Directors 
Executive Staff 
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Chairman Thomas J. Umberg 
Board of Directors 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chairman Umberg: 

On behalf of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), we 
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the California High-Speed 
Rail Draft 2012 Business Plan (Plan). As the only public agency to provide a 
financial contribution to the environmental clearance effort, OCTA has a vested 
interest in the California High-Speed Rail (CHSR) project, especially since 
the designated southern terminus for Phase 1 of the CHSR project is in 
Orange County. 

The Plan is a marked improvement over the 2009 Plan and attempts to address 
' many of the previous areas of concern raised by the Legislature, the Peer 

Review Group, the Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO), and affected 
communities. We are pleased that the Plan includes the blended approach as 
requested by OCTA and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro) in spring 2010. The plan recognizes the importance of 
existing passenger rail service providers and the need to link those systems 
with the CHSR project. We believe this is the key to the successful 
implementation of CHSR in Southern California, and the retention of federal 
support for this project. Linking into the existing successful rail services will 
provide the needed connectivity to regional transit systems to enable the full 
potential of the CHSR system. 

While the Plan represents a more realistic assessment of the CHSR project, 
there remain areas of serious concern that should be addressed prior to 
submission to the Legislature and certainly prior to implementation. Below is a 
summary of our comments/ concerns: 

• Phased Delivery Approach: We are pleased with the introduction of 
the phased delivery approach as it represents a more realistic delivery 
model and includes the blended operations approach as requested by 
OCTA and LA Metro; however, this approach begins with construction .in 
the Central Valley instead of the Anaheim to San Fernando Valley and 
San Francisco to San Jose segments, often referred to as the bookends 

Orange Counly Transportatfan Authority 
550 South Main Strest! P.O. Box 14184 f Orange 1 Califomia 92863· 1584 f (714) 560-0CTA (6282) 
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of the system, which show much higher ridmship and revenue, as well as 
provrcling connectivity to the most urbanized areas ot the state. While 
them may be requirements whrch JUstify initial expenditums on the 
Centml Valley, we believe it more prurJent for the California Hi[Jh-Speed 
Rail /\uthority (CHSR/\) to ber]in wrth project implementat:on at the 
bookr:nds of the systern. This approact1 will maxirnize the investment of 
the scarce state and federal funds and provide cntical connect1ons to the 
existing passenger rail systems in southern and northern California. If 
new track is constructed outside of the bookends in southern and 
northern California, it should be added between the San Fernando Valley 
and Bakersfield to connect the Pac1flc Suliliner and San Joaquin intercity 
rail corridors. This important infrastructure would fill the gap in passenger 
rail service which now exists between Los Angeles and Bakersfield. 

• Project Schedule: We understand that the updated schedule aligns 
with the phased delivery approach, adding 13 years to the full Phase 1 
project. Unfortunately, this change in schedule leads to significant cost 
increases due to inflation and escalation and it puts the existing funding 
sources in jeopardy due to timely use. Additionally, the updated schedule 
includes no contingency for project delay that may be caused by 
environmental clearance, legal challenges, gaps in funding, or limited 
availability of construction materials and qualified technical resources. 

• Cost Increase: While we are aware that the previous cost estimate was 
in base year dollars and the updated cost estimate now includes normal 
escalation and inflation, the cost increase is significant. As stated in the 
business plan, the increased cost also does not address worst case 
scenarios for mitigations that may be required through the environmental 
process nor is it based on the high end of the range presented in 2010 
dollars. These potential cost changes could be significant and should be 
addressed through contingency planning. 

• Funding/Financial Plan: The funding plan is largely speculative and 
lacks any firm commitment of funding beyond the initial construction 
section. The current secured funding is not adequate to build either of 
the Initial Operating Sections, which the Plan states are the dr1ving force 
behind attracting any private funding and future public funds. 
Additionally, the Plan relies heavily on scarce public funds on the front 
end of the project and could place the CHSRA in direct competition with 
existing rail service providers given the identified potential fund sources. 
This is of great concern to OCT A as it will directly impact existing and 
future planned programs. Specifically we are very concerned about the 
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assumptions on the use of federal Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality and Regional Surface Transportation Program funds that OCTA 
utilize' for highway and transit projects. In addition, the use of federal 
New Starts funds for the high-speed rail (HSI'<) program presents direct 
competition to OCTA and other local transportation agencies t!1at rely on 
this pruorarn for the development of new fixed guideway projects. 

• Compliance with Proposition 1A: Proposition 1A Soctron 2704 08(c)(2) 
specrfrcally states that any funding plan submrtted to the Leq:slature 
"shall :nclude . <ill ot the following," and items A through K are listed. 
Subd:vis:on H requires that. "The corridor or usable segment thereof 
would be suitable and ready for hioh-speed train operation." ··corridor" is 
specifically defined in Section 2704.01 and refers to a "high-speed train 
system." which is defined in Subsection (e) of 2704.01 as a "system with 
high .. speed trains and includes ... power system, rolling stock ... " among 
other items. Additionally, Subsection K of 2704.08(c)(2) requires that, 
"The Authonty has completed all necessary project-level environmental 
elearances necessary to proceed to construction." As noted by the 
LAO's November 29, 2011 report on the Plan, it would appear that there 
are serious questions that need to be fully analyzed as to whether the 
funding plan truly complies with the requirements set out in 
Proposition 1A. 

• Operational Assumptions: The operating assumptions include some 
very aggressive service levels of up to nine trains per hour. This is likely 
to result in unnecessary frequency. The projected operating surplus of 
over $1 billion per year is aiso speculative and based on an optimum 
number of trains; in our view, it is simply too optimistic. 

• Cost Comparisons: The cost comparisons made in the Plan are based 
on a theoretical maximum of HSR capacity. More concerning is that the 
Plan does not include a build vs. no-build option for HSR and ignores 
existing capacity and other tools for managing congestion; in addition, 
the Plan compares a $98 billion investment in HSR to a $171 billion 
future investment in airports/roadways for equivalent capacity, but does 
not acoount for the roadway/airport work investment that will be required 
both with and without HSR. 

The CHSR project represents the single largest public works project in 
California history, requiring extensive coordination and investment. OCTA is 
pleased to see the enhanced level of coordination between the CHSRA and 
existing service providers and railroad owners. However, we have grave 
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concern over what appears to be missinq elements and unrealistic components 
of the Plan. We also urge the CHSF\A to address tile serious concerns 
regarding the Plan raised by the LAO prior to submission of this Plan to the 
Leurslature. OCT A would further appreciate adequate responses to the issue 
rarsr•d in the Jetter. This project has the potential to provide significant 
improvements to California's transportation infrastructure, but must be done 
with prudent planning and judicious use of public funds. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ I Patricia Bates 
1 Chairman 

PB:jlb 

c Board of Directors 
Executive Staff 



Express Lane Planning and Implementation Principles 

User Experience 

1. Express lane projects shall be designed and implemented to provide safe, 
reliable, and predictable travel times. 

2. Express lanes shall be planned and implemented to support improved regional 
connectivity. 

3. Design and management of the interface of express lane facilities with existing 
freeway, high-occupancy vel1icle, and express facilities shall seek to achieve a 
consistent, seamless user experience. 

Existing System 

4. Express lane projects shall not be implemented to replace committed projects 
to be funded with local transportation sales tax revenues. 

5. Although Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration control highway 
operations, OCTA does not intend to replace existing mixed-flow freeway 
lanes with express lanes .. 

6. Existing high-occupancy vehicle lanes may be functionally encompassed 
within an express lane project, provided: 

a. The total number of lanes is increased by the project; and 
b. Both vehicle throughput and average vehicle occupancy levels can be 

maintained and/or improved. 

Operations 

7. Express lane operations policies shall: 
a. Assure coverage of capital and operations costs as well as maintenance 

responsibilities. 
b. Maximize overall corridor throughput and efficiency through congestion 

pricing. 
c. Promote increased average vehicle occupancy, including incentives for 

carpools, vanpools, and transit services. 

Revenues 

8. Any express lane project revenues in excess of what is needed for annual 
debt payments, financing requirements, and operations responsibilities shall 
be used for congestion relief projects and expanded transit options in the 
same corridor area. 

9. Continued operations of express lanes, beyond bond retirement dates, shall 
be subject to demonstrated congestion relief measured by vehicle throughput 
and average vehicle occupancy levels in the corridor. 

12112/11 



OCTA 

Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Phm
Program Environmental Impact Report 

OCT A Comment #1 
MM-A01 - Thrs mitigation measure stales that SCAG shall implement Transportation Control 
Measures (TCMsi However, page 26 of the Transportation Conformity supplemental report to 
the draH 2012 RTP states that "Although prqect rmplementation remarns an enforceable 
commrtment by project sponsor agenc1es, SCAG is responsrble for assuring the timely 
implementation of TCMs." OCTA recommends modifying this mitigation measure to describe 
SCAG's role as being limrted to monrtoring the trmely implementation of TCMs, consistent with 
the language from the Transportation Conformity supplemental report. 

-----r--c=-:- 0--~---~--~-----"-"- ---,--,-"__,-~--, 

I TCMs shall be rrnplemented as appropnate by SCAG and can and should be 

MM~AQ1 

implemented by local agencies and project sponsors as appropriate" TCMs included 111 

the Plan are rdentrlied rn the Transportation Conformity Appendix to the 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS (starting on page 26), CAA Section 108(f)(1)(A) lists the following sixteen 
measures as illustrative of TCMs: 
I. Prograrns for rmproved use of public transit; 
II. Restriction of certain roads or lanes to, or construction of such roads or lanes for use II 

by, passenger buses or HOV; 
Ill. Ernployer-based transportation management plans, including incentives; 
IV" Trip-reductron ordinances: I 
V" Traffic flow improvement programs that achieve emission reductions; 
VL Fringe and transportation corndor parking facilities, serving multiple occupancy 

vehicle programs or transrt service; 
, VII. Programs to limit or restrict vehicle use in downtown areas or other areas of emission 

concentration. particularly during periods of peak use; 
VIII, Programs for the provision of all forms of high-occupancy, shared-ride services, such 

as the pooled use of vans; 
IX. Programs to limit portions of road surfaces or certain sections of the metropolitan area 

to the use of non-motorized vehicles or pedestrian use, both as to time and place; 
X. Prog rarns for secure brcycle storage facilities and other facilities, including bicycle I 

lanes, for the convenience and protection of bicyclists, in both public and private areas; 
XI. Programs to control extended idling of vehicles; 
XIL Programs to reduce motor vehicle emissions, consistent with Title II of the CAA, 

which are caused by extreme cold start conditions; 
XIIL Employer-sponsored programs to permit flexible work schedules; 
XIV, Programs and ordinances to facilitate non-automobile travel, provision and utilization 

of mass transit, and to generally reduce the need for single-occupant vehicle travel, 
as part of transportation planning and development efforts of a locality, including 
programs and ordinances applicable to new shopping centers, special events, and 
other centers of vehicle activity; 

XV" Programs for new construction and major reconstruction of paths, tracks or areas 
solely for the use by pedestrian or other non-motorized means of transportation, when 
economically feasible and in the public interest; and 

XVL Programs to encourage the voluntary removal from use and the marketplace of pre-
1980 rnodel year light duty vehicles and pre-1980 model light duty trucks" 

The Plan has been prepared to facilitate implementation of TCMs and they also serve as 
r air quality mitigation measures for the purpose."s-'o'"'f-'1'-'he"-'-P-'E"'I"R'"'-" __________ __) 

1 



OCT A Comment #2 
MM·BIOIOS45- OCTA recommends rev"tsing this miftgation measure to indicate that SCAG will 
accept CTC adopted conservation and mlt>gation strategies for determining pnonty conservation 
areas and 1n developtnq regional rn>t1gat1on polic1es 

I I SCAG shall deve!op a strategy 10 coordirrat1on With local JlmSdlct!ons and i 

j _ agencies tndudtng CTCs to determine pnority conservation areas and develop reg1onal 1 

1 MM~ ; rnltigaticm polic1es SCAG shall produce and matntam a iist/rnap of potential conservation 1 

i BIO/OS45 : opportunity areas based on most recent land use data. These conservation opportunity I 'l J areas may be used by local jurisdictions and project sponsors as priority areas for 
mitigating impacts to open space resources. SCAG's forthcoming regional conservation : 

--·-·-··· p@(ln>ngpolicy will inc!LJ>:f.e addili!m§irnfori11<3D(ln o~_c.(JnS§f',fal'9~.oER9>1U0i!lt_ar"as _ ~J 

OCT A Comment #3 
MM-LU9 - SCAG has no land-use authority to implement this mitigation measure. OCTA 
recommends removing any reference to SCAG implementing the coordinated mitigation 
programs. 

!~M-LU9 I !GAG sii'all develop and implement-coordinated mitigation programs for regional 
I rojects, with an emphasis on regional transportation projects"-·---

OCT A Comment #4 
MM·PS34 -This mitigation measure is unclear regarding the specific funding opportunities and 
programs that would be affected. Any new requirements implied through this mitigation 
measure that affect funding for transportation projects are not supported by OCT A. 

I 
MM-PS34 I SCAG shall consider consistency with ongoing regional open space planning in funding 

L. -----L._,opportunities and r rams administered b SCAG. 

OCT A Comment #5 
MM-PS118- OCTA recommends revising the language in this mitigation measure to read as 
follows: 

"SCAG shall continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide 
direction on specific approaches, models, and levels of performance for regionally significant 
projects to be consistent with regional plans:· 

I 1
1 SCAG shall continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide 

' MM-PS118 direction on specific approaches and models and to specify levels of performance for 
I regionally significant projects to be consistent with regional plans. 

2 



OCTA Comment #6 
MM-TR6- OCTA recommends revising this mitigation measure to indicate that SCAG will defer 
to the CTCs to plan and coordinate at the project level. 

--T-scAG-Sh8'1!-·8st·a·biish--t-F8iiSPOrtatiOil ____ !ntrastructure praCtiCes- that promote and enhance 
secunty SCAG shall work with lransportatron operators to plan and coordinate 
transportation projects, as appropriate. wrth DHS grant projects, to enhance the regronal 
transit security strategy (RTSS). SCAG shall establish transportation infrastructure 

MM-TR6 practices that identrfy and priontrze the design, retrofit, hardenrng. and stabrirzatron of 
cntical transportation infrastructure to prevent failure, to minimize loss of life and property, 

j injuries, and avoid long term economic disruption. SCAG shall establrsh a Transportation 

__j~J~~~~n~~~k;i~~ .. ~~~~ps6~;~;~8g~=~~~~~;g~:~~~~c~TP/~C~ consrsterrcy···wi~ 

OCTA Comment #7 
MM-TR 15 - OCTA recommends revising the language to indicate that SCAG will coordinate 
closely with CTCs and local agencies when developing advocacy strategies regarding 
congestion pricing. 

f:,~~.C. o~gestionPricing: SCAG shall advocate for a regional, market·based system to price or 
~ _ _:_::'_jcharge for auto tr,rp""s-'d"'u"'rrn"'g'--"'pe"'a::.k=-:hc:oc::u;..ors"-. ------------------' 

OCTA Comment #8 
MM-TR21 - SCAG has no authority to "ensure that new developments incorporate both local 
and regional transit measures into the project design that promote the use of alternative modes 
of transportation." Please modify the language to remove the "SCAG shall", and to state that 
"Local agencies can and should ensure" this effort "to the extent feasible". 

Transportation Planning: SCAG shall and local jurisdictions can and should ensure that 
MM-TR21 new developments incorporate both local and regional transit measures into the project 

'------'-'d"'e""si""g"'n-=th,:,C),t promote the use of alternative modes of transportation. 
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PASKERIAN, BLOCK, MARTINDALE & BRINTON LLP 

MATTHEWW. PASKERIAN 

February 13, 2012 

COUNSELORS AT LAW 

SUMMIT BUSINESS CENTER 

85 ENTERPRISE, SUITE 470 

ALISO VIEJO, CALIFORNIA 92656 

TELEPHONE 949 215.8329 

DEVON W. BLOCK ROBIN C. MARTINDALE 

Via Email and Overnight Delivery 
Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

C. JEFF BRINTON 

RE: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report ("PEIR") for SCAG 2012-2035 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy ("RTP/SCS"); 
State Clearinghouse #2011051018 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

We are pleased to provide these comments on the draft RTP/SCS PEIR on behalf of 
Rancho Mission Viejo, LLC ("RMV"). RMV controls over 22,000 acres in the unincorporated 
portion of southeastern Orange County, California. These lands, commonly known as the 
"Ranch", are bound by the existing communities of Rancho Santa Margarita, Mission Viejo, San 
Juan Capistrano and the undeveloped Cleveland National Forest and MCP Camp Pendleton. 

As more fully set forth below, while we appreciate SCAG's efforts in preparing an 
environmental document that addresses a project of vast scope and singular complexity such as 
the RTP/SCS, we believe that certain clarifications are required. These include clarifications in 
order to (1) more clearly describe the nature and intended use ofPEIR mitigation measures by 
local agencies, (2) address other pertinent requirements pertaining to the imposition of mitigation 
measures, and (3) recognize the special nature of development projects that have already been 
approved and vested. 

The Ranch Plan Project 
A long term conservation, management and development plan for the Ranch (referred to 

as the "Ranch Plan") and associated General Plan and Zoning entitlements were approved by the 
Orange County Board of Supervisors in November, 2004, following the Board's certification of 
a program EIR ("Ranch Plan EIR"). At the same time, the County and RMV entered into a 
Development Agreement pursuant to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq., which 
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vests RMV's right to carry out the Ranch Plan development in accordance with the approved 
entitlements, including specified development densities. 

Since that time, RMV has received additional entitlements for the Ranch Plan including a 
Habitat Conservation Plan ("HCP") from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, a Special Area 
Management Plan ("SAMP") from the Army Corps ofEngineers, a Master Streambed Alteration 
Agreement ("MSAA") from the California Department ofFish and Game, as well as various 
County approvals for the first phase of Ranch Plan development. That first phase of the projected 
20 year development project is currently under way. 

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy 
As noted in the PEIR, SCAG has included a Sustainable Communities Strategy ("SCS") 

as an element of its RTP. This regional SCS, required by SB 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 
2008), focuses on reducing greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions from cars and light trucks, with 
an emphasis on land use strategies linked to transit and/or non-motorized travel. 

As allowed by SB 375, the Orange County Council of Governments ("OCCOG") opted 
to develop and submit a subregional SCS ("OC SCS") to SCAG with the intent that it be 
included in the regional SCS. Both the RTP/SCS (Page 171) and the PEIR (Page 2-26) report 
that the subregional OC SCS was indeed "integrated as provided into the regional SCS". The 
RTP/SCS (Page 122) further explains that the land use inputs for the OC COG were unchanged. 
Because the proposed Ranch Plan development was incorporated into the OC SCS that was 
submitted to SCAG, it is therefore reflected in the regional SCS. 

The Program EIR Approach is Appropriate 
We appreciate the time and effort put forth by SCAG in its preparation of the PEIR and 

recognize the inherent difficulties presented by this endeavor given the scope of the region (6 
counties, 14 subregional entities and 191 cities) and complexityofthe issues covered. 
Notwithstanding the challenges, SCAG is charged with fulfilling the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") [Public Resources Code Scetion 21000 et. seq.] 
and the CEQA Guidelines [14 California Code ofRegulations Section 15000 et. seq.] in a way 
that is both understandable and legally sound. 

As it is required to do under CEQA, SCAG has analyzed the potentially significant 
environmental effects ofthe RTP/SCS project and has formulated mitigation measures to 
minimize or avoid those potential significant environmental effects. In this regard, we note the 
inclusion of over 500 such mitigation measures in the PEIR. 

Of necessity, the PEIR "analyzes potential environmental impacts from a regional 
perspective and is programmatic in nature" (PEIR, Page 1-1 ). Thus, the PEIR is considered a 
"program" or "first tier" EIR document. 

4831-8968-5764, V. I 
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Nevertheless, the Program EIR Approach Has Limitations 
Because the impacts analyzed are wide-ranging and varied, the mitigation measures to 

address them are also wide ranging and varied. Understandably, however, as a program EIR 
covering six counties, the PEIR is limited in its ability to (1) assess impacts resulting from 
specific projects to be proposed by or acted on by a "local agency", "project sponsor", or 
"project implementing agency" (collectively hereafter referred to as "local agencies") and (2) 
determine which of the multitude of mitigation measures set forth in the PEIR would actually be 
applicable to such projects. The PEIR recognizes this limitation and explains that later "project
specific CEQA reviews will focus on project-specific impacts and mitigation measures" (PEIR, 
Page 1-2). 

Also, because CEQA does not grant an agency new powers independent of the powers 
granted to the agency by other laws (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15040), SCAG cannot require 
that any mitigation measures be imposed on any projects outside the scope of its discretionary 
powers. In this regard, the PEIR correctly acknowledges that "SCAG has no authority to adopt 
local land use plans or approve local land use projects that will implement the SCS". (PEIR, 
Page 1-7). The PEIR reiterates that nothing in SB 375 supercedes the land use authority of cities 
and counties and that "local governments are the main agencies responsible for mitigation of the 
impacts ofland use plans and projects that implement the RTP/SCS, and SCAG has no 
concurrent authority to mitigate the impacts of land use plans and projects" (PEIR, Page 1-7). 

The PEIR Properly Offers a Framework of Mitigation Measures 
Certain of the PEIR mitigation measures would be within SCAG's jurisdiction, and 

therefore are intended to be implemented by SCAG. With regard to the remaining mitigation 
measures, the PEIR concedes that it only provides a "framework of mitigation measures for 
subsequent, site specific environmental review documents " (PEIR, Page 1-2). It notes that 
mitigation measures in a first tier EIR may properly contain such "generalized mitigation 
criteria" (PEIR, Page 1-6). After citing the supporting case law, the PEIR goes on to explain that 
"deferral of the specifics of mitigation is permissible where the lead agency commits itself to 
mitigation and, in the mitigation measure, either describes performance standards to be met in 
future mitigation or provides a menu of alternative mitigation measures to be selected from in the 
future" (PEIR, Page 1-6). 

Thus, those mitigation measures in the PEIR which are outside ofSCAG's jurisdiction 
should properly be viewed as a menu of potential alternative mitigation measures that local lead 
agencies may select from in the future. This message is repeated in each topical analysis 
presented in the PEIR, wherein the PEIR clarifies that any of the mitigation measures included in 
SCAG's list may be "adjusted" as necessary to respond to site-specific conditions (see, for 
example, the discussion regarding land use mitigation measures on Page 3.8-16 ofthe PEIR). 

Although regional performance standards are presented for some mitigation measures, 
i.e., transportation, the PEIR clarifies that the "selection of appropriate project-specific 
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performance standards is appropriately deferred to project-specific CEQA documents, since the 
circumstances of individual transportation and land use projects will vary widely" (PEIR, Page 
1-7). 

The Determination ofFeasibility is Necessarily Generalized 
In any event, CEQA requires that mitigation measures be "feasible". CEQA defines 

"feasible" as meaning "capable ofbeing accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors" (CEQA, Section 21061.1). Certainly, the foregoing factors are most 
appropriately analyzed with reference to a specific project. Because, by its own admission, the 
PEIR does not evaluate impacts at a project-specific level, SCAG has necessarily determined the 
feasibility and effectiveness of its menu ofmitigation measures on a "preliminary" and more 
generalized basis (PEIR, Page 1-7). 

Essentially, the rationale for the PEIR's generalized feasibility determination is that other 
agencies "routinely implement the types of mitigation measures indentified in this Draft PEIR 
during project design, CEQA review, and/or project construction" (PEIR, Page 1-7). It goes 
without saying that this rationale is only true in the collective sense. Just because the measures 
may have been applied at one time or another by one or more agencies somewhere in the state, it 
does not follow that any of the measures would necessarily apply to any specific future project 
being considered by a local agency in the SCAG region. Furthermore, even though the PEIR list 
of mitigation measures is by any measure extensive, it cannot reasonably be asserted that the list 
would represent the entire universe of mitigation measures, i.e., that they are the only mitigation 
measures that might be applicable to a specific project or situation. Nor does the PEIR make 
such a claim. The above-quoted PEIR statement merely states that "the ~ of mitigation 
measures" [emphasis added] have been applied. Again, the overriding message ofthe PEIR is 
that the mitigation measures selected by a local agency in regard to a specific project it is 
considering, and the related determination of feasibility, is to be left to the discretion of that 
agency. 

There Are Potential Inconsistencies Re The Nature and Intended Use ofMitigation Measures 
Notwithstanding SCAG's attempt to accurately explain the nature of and intended use of 

the PEIR mitigation measures by local agencies, the issue is clouded by some seemingly 
inconsistent statements in the PEIR. An example of such statements is the following directive: 

"Mitigation Measures proposed in this PEIR can be incorporated as policies in the 
Final2012-2035 RTP/SCS and will help ensure that feasible mitigation measures 
are implemented at the project level. The implementing agencies and local lead 
agencies shall be responsible for ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures as 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS projects are considered for approval over time. Lead 
agencies shall provide SCAG with documentation of compliance with mitigation 
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The Nature and Use ofMitigation Measures Must Be Clarified 
In order to remove the potential for misunderstanding, we respectfully request that SCAG 

revise the PEIR to more accurately state SCAG's position with regard to the mitigation measures 
and their relevance to and use by local agencies. Indeed, we believe it to be imperative that the 
PEIR include these revisions and clarifications regarding PEIR mitigation measures. Such 
revisions would not, in any event, rise to the level of"significant new information" requiring 
recirculation of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Section 21092.1. 

We are aware that SCAG has already recognized the need to clarify the nature ofPEIR 
mitigation measures and associated obligations. Specifically, a "Questions and Answers Sheet" 
was recently prepared by SCAG staff to answer the several questions that have been raised 
regarding the contents of the PEIR in general and the mitigation measures in particular. This 
sheet was included with the Agenda Report to SCAG's Energy and Environment Committee 
dated February 2, 2012. The salient points set forth in the Questions and Answers Sheet are as 
follows: 

1. SCAG is the responsible party for the programmatic/regional scale mitigation 
measures in the PEIR and SCAG will commit to that mitigation activity. 

2. Other project-level mitigation measures are identified for consideration by other 
parties, including agencies that deliver transportation projects and local governments 
that approve development projects. SCAG believes that such measures are feasible 
from a programmatic/regional perspective. 

3. Because SCAG has no authority to determine whether the measures in item 2 above 
are appropriate and feasible with respect to individual projects, these mitigation 
measures are laid out as a ''toolbox/menu of options for consideration at the discretion 
ofthe implementing agency. Thus, the "can and should" language is permissive and 
does not imply that these mitigation measures must be applied to any particular 
project. 

4. The mitigation measures for local development do not create a compliance 
requirement for local governments. 

The above clarifications parallel those that we are requesting be included in the PEIR, and made 
a part of the CEQA findings that SCAG will adopt in approving the RTP/SCS. 

There Are Also Concerns Regarding Specific Mitigation Measures 
Because the numerous PEIR mitigation measures are only a menu/toolbox (and an 

incomplete one at that), we do not address their individual merits or shortcomings in these 
comments. The clarifications we are seeking in the PEIR will confirm that the use of these 
mitigation measures or others will be at the discretion oflocal agencies. We would, however, 
note that several concerns have been raised by OC COG and others that, among other things, 
many of the measures identified in the PEIR: 
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1. Appear to go above and beyond the requirements of the Regional Transportation Plan 
and Senate Bill 3 7 5; 

2. Are measures already required by state and federal laws, or are regulated by other 
agencies; 

3. Conflict with some of those existing policies and regulations; and 

4. Elevate voluntary guidance documents (such as CARB's Air Quality & Land Use 
Handbook - June 2005) in a way that was not intended. 

The PEIR mitigation measures should be clarified, as necessary, to address these concerns. 
Given the nature of the PEIR, we believe that SCAG would be well served to focus on those 
mitigation measures that are "policy oriented". As with the other clarifications discussed above, 
such clarifications would not trigger the need for recirculation in that they do not rise to the level 
of"significant new information". 

Other Requirements Must Also Be Met Before Imposing Mitigation Measures 
The PEIR should also clarify that, before imposing any mitigation measure, the local 

agency will need to comply with all relevant CEQA provisions regarding the imposition of 
mitigation measures. These include, for example, the constitutional requirements that there be an 
"essential nexus" between the mitigation measure and a legal governmental interest, and that the 
mitigation measure be "roughly proportional" to the impact of the project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(4)). 

Already Approved and Vested Projects Require Special Recognition 
The need for clarity regarding the imposition/implementation of mitigation measures is 

particularly germane with regard to projects not yet completed that have already been approved 
by local agencies in reliance on certified EIRs. CEQA has a strong presumption against 
additional environmental review for such projects. Appropriate mitigation measures have already 
been included in conjunction with the respective project approvals and associated environmental 
review documents. Thus, in such cases, CEQA does not allow a local lead agency or any 
responsible agency to require a subsequent or supplemental EIR, unless one of certain specific 
events occurs, such as a "substantial change" in the project that would require "major revisions" 
ofthe EIR (CEQA Section 21166, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162). Absent the reopening 
of environmental review, agencies are restricted in their ability to impose additional mitigation 
measures. 

Also, for some of these projects, such as the Ranch Plan, development rights have been 
vested in accordance with state law. Thus, the ability of agencies to require additional 
environmental review and mitigation can be even further restricted. See, for example, San Diego 
Navy Broadway Complex Coalition v City of San Diego (2010) 185 CA4th 924. The RTP/SCS 
(Page 158), recognizes the need to protect such vested rights and accordingly cites a key 
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provision of Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), namely, that nothing in the RTP/SCS 
process "shall be interpreted to authorize the abrogation of any vested right whether created by 
statute or by common law". These limitations with regard to already approved projects, 
especially those with vested rights, and their relevance to the local agencies' ability (or inability) 
to impose PEIR mitigation measures, should be explained in the PEIR. 

The requested clarifications will help confirm that SCAG is not suggesting that PEIR 
mitigation measures would either take precedence over, or be required in addition to, a project's 
already adopted mitigation measures. Any such suggestion clearly would exceed the limits of 
SCAG's authority under existing law, including but not limited to SB375, and could lead to 
unnecessary confusion and, ultimately, to litigation. 

Although it is not clearly stated in the RTP/SCS, or the PEIR, we presume that already 
approved development projects, especially those with vested rights, will generally be considered 
as part ofthe baseline condition. As noted above, in the case of the Ranch Plan project, it has 
been incorporated as part of the OC SCS, which in tum has been integrated in the regional SCS. 
It would therefore seem appropriate for SCAG, both in the RTP/SCS and PEIR, to recognize the 
distinction between development and growth that local jurisdictions have already approved (and 
that is therefore planned for) and growth that is not yet approved and that potentially would be 
inconsistent with the policies sought to be advanced in the RPT/SCS. Clearly, the focus of the 
policies now advocated by SCAG ought to be directed to the latter. 

Conclusion 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to present these comments on the PEIR and trust 

that SCAG, before certifying the PEIR and approving the RTP/SCS, will include the requested 
clarifications set forth above. 

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions about these comments. 

Sincerely, 

c.~~~ 
C. JeffBrinton 

cc: Mr. Richard Broming, Rancho Mission Viejo 
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Peter A. Orona 

Los Angeles, CA -
February 5, 2012 

SCAG/2012 PEIR/SR 710 TUNNELIEIR QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS 
ATTN: JACOB LIEB 
818 W. 7TH STREET, 12TH FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90017 

The proposed 710 Tunnel raises serious moral questions about public/private 
transportation issues. We did not choose to live near a freeway, connector road , or 
tunnel. Currently, productive residents living within the Meridian Corridor do so without 
any complex technologies adding to our health risks. For children , it brings an 
increased risk of asthma, according to researchers at the Keck School of Medicine of 
the University of Southern California. "It's one of a host of breathing problems that can 
plague teens living and learning near L.A.'s vast network of freeways- and these 
problems can follow them throughout life. With traffic cris-crossing into every corner of 
SoCal , few families in any part of town are immune to the risk (LA Parent March 15, 
2011 Issue) http://www. reportingonhealth .org/fellowships/projects/air-teenage-lungs-1 
." Freeway pollution and noise increase the risk of developing asthma, cancer, hearing 
loss, and stress related diseases. Those of us who live in this neighborhood can only 
look forward to a future filled with illness. 
Today there is no 710 Surface Freeway Route, Valley Blvd.-Alhambra Connector 
Road, or 710 Tunnel ; consequently, the risk emanating from such concepts are 
zero. To all Federal, State, County, and Local governments who profess accountability 
when maintaining modern commercial productivity, it is your duty to find a balance 
between an individual's right to exist, and urbanization. Anything short of this is a 

1 
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travesty to the democratic process, and an abatement of our humanity.  As elected 
officials, it is your responsibility in making sure that our communities are not 
abused.  Our communities are holding you accountable.  As honorable civil servants of 
our communities, we respectfully request the following items be addressed rigorously, 
competently, and judiciously. 
1.		What	would	it	take	to	construct	the	southern	portal	between	the	60	Frwy	(Pomona),	
and	the	10	Frwy	(San	Bernardino)?		Can	Freeway	Interchanges	be	reconfigured?		If	yes,	
then	would	it	be	possible	for	the	southern	portal	to	begin	just	before	the	10	Frwy.		Can	a	
tunnel	be	constructed	to	go	underneath	the	San	Bernardino	Frwy? 
  
2.  In regards to Electrostatic precipitators (ESP), or Electrostatic air cleaners:  What 
data is there on the effectiveness of ESP/Scrubbers on ambient outside air?  Are there 
a list of contaminants that scrubbers will remove and a list that the scrubbers will not 
remove?   Which companies will be contracted to build the ESP’s?   Japan uses 
removal technologies in high-density areas, what is going to be done in El 
Sereno?  What kind of containment tunnel management will be used; “dispersion 
containment”, or removal containment”?   How many tons of waste will a “scrubber 
tower” hold prior to maintenance?  Can a “scrubber tower” implode?  If a “scrubber 
tower” fails or is destroyed, is there a back-up system, or replacement procedure in 
place?  Where is the waste from the scrubber pollution going?  Can the same, or better 
“scrubber” technology utilized in nuclear submarines and spacecraft be applied to 710 
Tunnel Scrubber Towers?  How will 710 Tunnel Environmental Authorities continuously 
regulate/monitor the atmospheric conditions inside and outside the tunnel region?  As 
scrubber technology improves, can scrubber towers be upgraded? 

3.  Provide information on studies done to measure simultaneously Particulate Matter 
contamination emanating at both portals (i.e., same weather/seasons/day/hour).  How 
will the Air Quality Descriptor for PM 2.5 and PM10 be articulated in relation to the 710 
Tunnel?  Will PM 2.5 and PM 10 particles be eliminated in the process of being 
scrubbed? What contaminants will be left over and breathed by citizens? Where will 
the tunnel portals begin?  Allen? Concord? Valley Blvd.? Del Mar?  How will mitigation 
measures be addressed at the portal entrances, and tower sites when the technology 
to control pollution is not proven, or does not exist?   How much toxins/noxious 
gases/CO2/PM2.5/PM10 particles will cars and trucks release inside the 710 Tunnel 
per hour?  Please provide low and high estimates.  Will authorities shut down the 
tunnel when too many hazardous PM2.5 and PM10 particles are detected on any given 
day?  How much smog will the 710 Tunnel’s portals, and scrubber towers contribute to 
the local existing pollution?  For example, how will this new source of smog affect the 
smog inversions that the communities of La Canada/Flintridge/Tujunga 
experience?  How many tons of air pollution will the proposed scrubbers 
capture?  How often will the proposed scrubbers need to be cleaned?  Provide low and 
high estimates. 
4.  How would authorities mitigate the noise pollution during the construction of the 710 
Tunnel? How will you recapture, and recycle water from any tunnel excavation 
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encounters?  Will authorities monitor noise levels, and pollution levels during 
construction?  If levels exceed allowed limits, or the community’s concern will they halt 
work for the day? 

5.  How will the Valley Blvd.-Alhambra Ave. Connector Road (part of the Low-Multi-
Build Alternatives) benefit El Sereno?  Compare and contrast the efficiency and 
effectiveness between the Valley Blvd.-Alhambra Ave. Connector Road, a 710 Surface 
Freeway Route, and the 710 Tunnel.  Provide all information on any and all 
environmental studies, or reports that have been done and completed near, and 
around the proposed 710 Tunnel.  Indicate what efforts have been made to provide this 
information to the community of El Sereno.  Provide any tangent plans that are being 
considered in conjunction to the 710 Tunnel in order to mitigate LA County traffic 
problems.  For example, will a commuter train station be constructed in El Sereno 
between Alhambra Ave., and Valley Blvd.? 

6.    What formulas/strategies are being used to measure risk acceptability in relation to 
the 710 Tunnel?  Provide all information on how safety, and risk assessments of the 
proposed 710 Tunnel figure into human and environmental degradation within the 
affected local communities?  How many additional lives will be lost prematurely due to 
the 710 Tunnel pollution and traffic accidents?  What are all the cost-benefit ratios?  Is 
the risk of implementing the 710 Tunnel not greater than the level of pollution output 
currently used in modes of transportation? 

7. Provide a number estimate of traffic that will move from the beginning southern part 
of the proposed 710 Tunnel to the exit in Pasadena.  The number should include 
projected number of cars, commercial trucks, and other vehicles.  Will truck traffic in 
the tunnel be limited?  What will be the vehicle capacity for the 710 Tunnel?  How 
many cars would be able to fit within the 710 Tunnel during bumper-to-bumper 
traffic?  Approximately, how many trucks will fit inside the 710 Tunnel?  What kind of 
hazardous materials will be allowed to travel through the 710 Tunnel?  For example, 
will commercial trucks be allowed to carry tankers with acids and flammable liquids 
through the 710 Tunnel? 

8. Describe the potential biohazards that both tunnel construction, and usage 
bring.  How is the construction company going to prevent Valley Fever from affecting 
people when digging, and clearing soil debris?  Will there be limited hours of 
construction? What are the current local industry's hazardous emissions around the 
proposed 710 Tunnel?  How can these materials interact with the new air pollution that 
the 710 Tunnel will bring?  How will they mitigate truck pollution during 
construction?  For example, will pavements be used during tunnel construction to 
prevent excess dust?  Where will all the trucks for hauling out debris be parked?  How 
many trucks will be used to haul away dirt?  Where will the excavated dirt be 
dumped?  Again, can the dirt contain Valley Fever materials?  Will the train system be 
used to haul out construction debris?  How do authorities intend to mitigate, or address 
the noise problem caused by the train during the day, and night? 

9. How will the 710 Tunnel benefit the community of El Sereno?  How many scrubber 
towers will be located in El Sereno, and what will be their locations?  How many 
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Construction staging areas will be located in El Sereno, and what are the locations of 
the staging areas? 

10. How will a fire inside the 710 Tunnel be mitigated?  Where there is fire there is 
smoke.  How will untested scrubber towers filter all the hazardous smoke from inside a 
710 Tunnel fire?  Will the toxic smoke be allowed to escape through the scrubber 
towers, vents, emergency exits, and portals?  Should fire-fighting foam be used to 
combat fire inside the tunnel?  Can powerful fans be used to redirect the smoke above 
ground?  Will there be double jeopardy during a fire?  What kind of endangerment will 
inhabitants above ground face during a catastrophic fire within the 710 Tunnel? Will 
there be a sprinkler system installed inside the 710 Tunnel in order to mitigate fires? 

11.  Will homeowners who live directly over/adjacent to the 710 Tunnel have to 
relinquish their mineral rights?   
 
12.  Can Caltrans buy/build two tunnel boring machines?  Having the boring machines 
simultaneously working at both ends could cut tunnel construction time in half.  Why 
can't the boring machines be designed, and built by Americans within the United 
States?  
13.  After tunnel construction and cost, how many years will it take to break 
even?  When will Los Angeles County start making its profits? 

14. Will authorities compensate the community, and individuals for any illnesses 
related to PM2.5 and PM10 particles that would have originated from the 710 Tunnel 
site?  Will they be given health insurance, or monetary benefits? 

15.  Will MTA provide medical experts to begin a comprehensive health study around 
the local communities that will be affected by the 710 Tunnel?  Will an unbiased 
environmental overseer be hired to protect, and monitor the community’s health and 
safety concerns during, and after construction? 

16. What kind of security will merit monitoring the entire 710 Tunnel facilities?  How will 
terrorist concerns be addressed?  What will be done to safeguard the occupants in, 
and around the 710 Tunnel? 

17. How much green space will be needed to offset the pollution that will be generated 
by the 710 Tunnel?  How many fully mature trees will be needed to absorb vehicle 
exhaust emanating from both the portals, and scrubber towers? 

18.  How much will a toll road system cost to implement, and maintain? 

19.  Are current modes of production changing to prevent the harmful effects of 
pollution?  Provide information that the Market Place will create alternative-affordable 
modes of transportation, and fuels by the time the 710 Tunnel is completed?  For 
example, when will Fuel Cell Vehicles (FCV’s) be readily available on a mass transit 
scale? 

20.  Will the 710 Tunnel engineers learn from all the errors that previous tunnel 
mishaps demonstrate?  For example, people living around tunnel portals in Australia 
are suffering, and dying.  The Big Dig in Boston is a fiasco.  Will an independent panel 
of environmental experts review the 710 Tunnel EIR?  Will a contact telephone number 
for all agencies, and government officials be provided to voice concerns and 
complaints during construction?   
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21.  Logistically, would it be possible to evenly spread the amount of freight tonnage 
along the Pacific Rim harbors (San Diego, Long Beach, San Pedro, San Francisco, 
and Seattle).  What would it take to ensure that a more efficient and effective On Time 
Delivery System be implemented?   Would an upgraded of our national railway system 
help prevent unnecessary truck traffic through the counties of LA/Riverside/Ventura/ 
San Bernardino/San Luis Obispo, etc.?  For example, can the coordination of freight 
goods that make their way towards the Midwest, or Northwest be dropped off at any of 
the northern bays rather than being distributed from the ports of Los Angeles or Long 
Beach? 

  
22.  Are the 710 Tunnel scrubber towers, and emergency exits going to be equidistant 
from each other?  Indicate tower and exit locations.  Can tower and exit locations be 
situated where there are no existing domiciles?  If a scrubber tower is warranted in a 
residential neighborhood, can a four-block radius of green space circumscribe the 
scrubber tower? 

23.    How many people concerned about the 710 Tunnel have read ADVICE & 
PLANNING by Martin H. Krieger? 
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The Port of 

lONG BEACH 

February 3, 2012 

Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

On behalf of the Port of Long Beach, thank you for the opportunity to 
review and comment on the draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), including the Goods 
Movement Report contained within the RTP/SCS 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 one minor correction. 

Maritime Ports 

The statistic for the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles in the second 
paragraph, second sentence of the PEIR on page 3 .12-15 is incorrect. 
The ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles combined are the world's 
sixth-busiest port complex in 2011 (15.8 million total TEU), after 
Singapore (23.2 million TEU), Hong Kong (22.4 million), Shanghai 
(18.1 million) and Shenzhen, China (16.2 million). 

As noted in the PEIR, 34% of the jobs in the region depend on the goods 
movement industry. However, our region, with a combined population over 
18 million residents, 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. The Port cannot do it alone-

www.polb.com 
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and we stand ready to work with you in implementing programs envisioned 
in the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (562) 283-
7180. 

Sincerely, 

Eric C. Shen, P .E., PTP 
Director of Transportation Planning 



ente Hills 
Habitat Preservation Authority 
Endowment Provided by the Puente Hills Landfill 

January 26, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The Puente Hills Habitat Preservation Authority (Habitat Authority) is a joint powers authority 
established pursuant to California Government Code Section 6500 et seq. with a Board of 
Directors consisting of the City of Whittier, County of Los Angeles, Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County, and the Hacienda Heights Improvement Association. According to our 
mission, the Habitat Authority is dedicated to the acquisition, restoration, and management of 
open space in the Puente Hills for preservation of the land in perpetuity, with the primary 
purpose to protect the biological diversity. The Habitat Authority's jurisdiction extends within 
eastern Los Angeles County approximately from the intersection ofthe 605 and 60 Freeways in 
the west to Harbor Boulevard in the east. 

The Habitat Authority appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS). We have a few comments to offer on Section 3.3 of the document 
regarding Biological Resources and Open Space, as presented below. 

On page 3.3-6 it notes that the California Department ofFish and Game considers three 
woodland plant communities as sensitive: valley oak woodland, Engelmann oak woodland, and 
California walnut woodland. However, any oak woodland may be considered protected under 
California State Statute Section 21083.4. In addition, on page 3.3-9, it notes that the California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) lists three sensitive coastal scrub communities: coastal 
bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub, and Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub. However, 
according to California Department ofFish and Game's Natural Communities List, Diegan and 
Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub are also considered sensitive plant communities. These plant 
communities are mentioned specifically since coast live oak woodlands and coastal sage scrub 
occur on the Puente Hills Preserve and we believe that impacts to these habitat types should be 
mitigated at a 3: 1 ratio as required for sensitive plant communities in Mitigation Measure 
BIO/OS 11. 

A Joint Powers Agency created pursuant to California Government Code §6500 et seq. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO/OS 35 on page 3.3-54 states that active bird nests can be "re-located" if 
found during pre-construction surveys. It is the Habitat Authority's understanding that 
regulatory agencies do not issue permits for the relocation of active nests. Please consider 
revising the language to avoid any disturbance to active nests. 

Mitigation Measures BIO/OS 36 and 45 discuss utilizing mitigation banking or off-site land 
conservation as ways to mitigate for impacts to habitat linkages/corridors and open space 
resources. The Habitat Authority regularly accepts off-site mitigation for projects and welcomes 
inclusion of the Puente Hills Preserve in SCAG' s forthcoming regional conservation planning 
policy, which will include such conservation opportunity areas. The Puente Hills Preserve is an 
integral part of the larger Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor, which provides many 
opportunities to further preserve and expand this corridor. On a related note, although it is 
unclear what constitutes a "large-scale protected area in the SCAG region" as listed in Appendix 
C, please consider adding the Puente Hills Preserve in Los Angeles County as managed by the 
Habitat Authority to that list. 

Map 3.3-1 shows listed and sensitive species habitat within the SCAG region; however, the 
federally-listed coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) is not shown 
as occurring in the Puente Hills Preserve. Occurrences of this species are documented in the 
CNDDB, and the Habitat Authority is available to provide GIS shapefiles of gnatcatcher 
locations. In addition, Map 3.3-2 shows open space land uses in the SCAG region; however, the 
land use types shown for the Puente Hills Preserve are difficult to discern. In addition, it appears 
that some ofthe Preserve is designated as "open space" and some as "plant and animal habitat", 
but no definitions of these land use types could be found in Section 3.3 of the DEIR. Please 
include a definition of each land use type and consider classifying the entire Preserve as one 
type, most likely "plant and animal habitat". 

The Habitat Authority is available to provide any information or data necessary during 
preparation of the Final EIR as well as the regional conservation planning policy. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me or Shannon Lucas, Ecologist, for discussion at (562) 945-9003. 

sd?~~ 
Bob Henderson 
Chairman 

C: Board of Directors and Advisory Committee 



REAL TORS® Committee on Air Quality 

Carol Banner, Chairman 

February 13, 2012 

Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 

Subject: Comment on Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

4101 Sea View Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 
323/342-93 73 

The REAL TORS Committee on Air Quality is a voluntary coalition of Associations of 
REAL TORS throughout the South Coast Air Basin. On behalf of property owners and 
the communities we serve, REAL TORS are vitally interested in air quality and quality of 
life issues addressed in the Draft RTP/SCS. To this end, we have reviewed the Draft 
RTP/SCS and the accompanying Draft Program Environmental Impact Report. 

We strenuously oppose SCAG' s proposed PEIR mitigation measures PS-91 and PS-92 
that would require REAL TORS® and escrow officers to enforce energy audits and 
appliance change-out at the point of sale. These proposals ignore the existing Home 
Energy Rating System (HERS) program to encourage and incentivize energy efficiency 
in all homes. Further, we believe that mandating this approach will price many buyers 
out of home ownership, and will not achieve the desired energy use reductions until long 
past the Plan horizon of2035. Our attached comments present information supporting 
our position, and recommend alternative approaches to upgrading energy features and 
appliances. 

Mitgation Measure Clarification: Two proposed mitigation measures require 
clarification before the final PEIR is certified in order to insure the most efficient and 
least economically burdensome approach to improving energy efficiency of existing 
homes. 

Mitigation Measure PS-91 instructs cities and counties to require energy audits when 
homes are sold. Further, Mitigation Measure PS-92 tells cities and counties to adopt an 
ordinance requiring energy upgrades at time of property sale. Unfortunately, these 
measures are not informed by the best information available on motivating the public to 
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implement energy efficiency features in their homes. California' s Home Energy Rating 
Standards already allow buyers to request an energy audit as part of their home 
inspection, and energy efficient mortgages provide incentives for such audits. 
In fact, mandatory point-of-sale programs are the least efficient and least accelerated 
way to accomplish the goal of energy efficiency, and impose the greatest costs on home 
owners and home buyers at the most vulnerable point in the transaction. 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

MM-PS91: Local jurisdictions can and should require the performance of energy audits for 
residential and commercial buildings prior to completion of sale, and that audit results and 
information about opportunities for energy efficiency improvements be presented to the buyer. 

MM-PS92: Local jurisdictions can and should create an outreach and incentive program to promote 
energy efficiency and conservation in the community, including : 
Launch an "energy efficiency challenge" campaign for community residents ; 
Implement a low-income weatherization assistance program; 
Implement conservation campaigns specifically targeted to residents, and separately to 
businesses ; 
Promote the purchase of Energy Star® appliances, including, where feasible , incentive grants and 
vouchers ; 
Promote participation in the local "Green Business" program; 
Distribute free CFL bulbs or other efficiency fixtures to community members; 
Offer exchange programs for high-energy-use items, such as halogen torchiere lamps; 
Adopt an ordinance requiring energy upgrades at time of property sale . 

Realtors support improving energy efficiency in homes, but we strongly object to this 
approach for the following reasons: 

• Too Slow. Point of sale enforcement of energy audits can take more than 25 
years to achieve the goal of more efficient homes , given that only a small 
percentage of existing homes is sold each year- and only if each and every 
jurisdiction selects this mitigation measure. In an extended slow market like the 
current one, properties change hands less frequently, which will further delay 
implementation of energy efficiency through property transfers. Programs 
that incentize all homes, not just those being sold , to upgrade will be far more 
effective. 

• Too Late. Enforcing energy upgrades as part of the escrow process comes too 
late in the property transfer to introduce a significant appliance removal and 
replacement or other energy efficiency upgrade. Energy upgrades can cost 
thousands of dollars, and are not comparable to the most common type of point-of 
sale improvement: toilet retrofits that cost $100 apiece. 

• Inappropriately Shifts Responsibility. Point of sale enforcement shifts the 
responsibility for enforcement to real estate professionals. REAL TORS®, 
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brokers, escrow officers, home inspectors, appraisers and others in the real estate 
industry are not accountable to local jurisdictions, and have no certification in 
energy efficiency or appliance operation or installation. If carried out as 
proposed, local point of sale ordinances and enforcement could impose new legal 
liabilities on real estate industry professionals that to do not relate to their 
expertise or function in property sales. 

• Incomplete Coverage. Positioning REAL TORS® as gatekeepers for energy 
audits and appliance upgrades would not reach all home sales or property 
transfers. In the first place, not all lead agencies may select this mitigation 
measure. Even if selected, not all homes buyers opt for a home inspection. 
Further, not all property sales or transfers are handled by REAL TORS® or real 
estate licensees. 

• Increased Home Prices Disqualify Potential Home Buyers. Increased home 
costs due to energy upgrades at the point of sale will price more households out of 
affording a home. These well-intentioned but misguided measures could prevent 
thousands of home buyers from completing a home purchase. 

Recommended Revision: For all these reasons, PS-91 and PS-92 should be revised to 
implement energy audits and appliance upgrades on a broad, ongoing basis through 
utility incentives, subsidies, tax credits and other proven mechanisms effective in 
motivating property owners to accomplish energy upgrades. If these measures remain in 
the document, we recommend the following language for the final PEIR: 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

MM-PS91: Local jurisdictions can and should work with utilities to incentivize 
~the performance of energy audits for residential and commercial buildings p!'ief-tG 
comf:~leton of sale, ana that auelit results anel information about Of'lf'lOFtunities for energy efficiency 
imf:~rovements be f:~resenteel to the buyer. 

MM-PS92: Local jurisdictions can and should create an outreach and incentive program to promote 
energy efficiency and conservation in the community, including: 
Launch an "energy efficiency challenge" campaign for community residents ; 
Implement a low-income weatherization assistance program; 
Implement conservation campaigns specifically targeted to residents, and separately to 
businesses; 
Promote the purchase of Energy Star® appliances, including, where feasible, incentive grants and 
vouchers ; 
Promote participation in the local "Green Business" program; 
Distribute free CFL bulbs or other efficiency fixtures to community members; 
Offer exchange programs for high-energy-use items, such as halogen torchiere lamps; 
Aelof:~t an orelinance requiring energy Uf'lgraeles at time of f:~rOf:~eFty sale . 

Separate Mitigation from Advice. We also note that the voluminous mitigation 
measures aimed at local jurisdictions and project sponsors- both outside SCAG's 
authority - place a counterproductive burden on new housing needed to expand and 
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refresh our housing supply. The measures will reduce housing opportunities because 
they impose significant new implementation costs that will be passed on to homebuyers; 
impose new fees and taxes above and beyond the cost of the plan identified in the Draft 
RTP/SCS; and are so numerous that an individual project cannot feasibly address all of 
them even though the PEIR deems them "feasible." 

Recommended Revision: We urge SCAG to remedy these problems by restricting 
mitigation measures to those things that SCAG itself can implement. All other advice to 
cities, counties and project sponsors on best practices should be labeled as such. 

Comments on the Draft RTP/SCS. The RCAQ finds that the Draft Plan does not 
discuss or quantify the impact of the Plan on the affordability and availability of housing 
in the region. This information is of the utmost importance to the public and to elected 
officials in order to understand the consequences of increased infill development, density, 
open space preservation and other proposals in the Draft Plan that will change the size, 
type, cost and distribution of housing in the region. The impact that these strategies will 
have on housing affordability, and home ownership rates must be explained. At present, 
the Draft Plan discusses the changing population composition and a shift to multifamily 
housing in only the most general terms. The Scenario Outcomes on page 116 look at 
energy costs and water cost- but fail to examine housing costs. The Economic Impact 
Technical Report is silent on the housing cost and affordability impacts of the proposed 
major shifts in the housing supply. 

Recommended Revision: We request that the fmal Plan include a discussion in the SCS 
chapter that both qualitatively and quantitatively summarizes the proposed plan's impact 
on housing cost and affordability. 

Thank you for clarifying these matters in the PEIR and the Plan prior to certification and 
adoption. We are available to answer any questions you may have regarding these 
requested revisions. Please contact me at carolabanner@gmail.com. 

sm~ 

Carol Banner 
Chairman 
REALTORS Committee on Air Quality 
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From: Margaret Lin
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 3:43 PM
To: Diana S. Gould
Subject: FW: Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

FYI 
 

From: Jeff W. Liu  
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 1:05 PM 
To: Margaret Lin; Angela Rushen; Sylvia Patsaouras 
Cc: Naresh Amatya 
Subject: Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
 
This was posted on the Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce’s Twitter account and Facebook page. I am assuming 
they sent this letter in, so this is just fyi: 
 
 
Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce's Profile 

  

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
Mr. Hasan Ikhrata Executive Director Southern California Association of Governments 818 West Seventh 
Street, 12th Floor Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
 
RE: Comments on the Drafts of the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
 
Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 
For the past three years, business and industry representatives from throughout Southern California have 
participated in the Southern California Association of Government’s extensive process used to develop the 
region’s Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which includes an inaugural Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS). Our interest in this process has been particularly keen given both the 
significant economic challenges currently facing our region’s economy and the fact that the inaugural SCS 
could – if not considered from many viewpoints – have unforeseen negative consequences. 
In light of our ongoing participation and understanding, we appreciate the tremendous effort that SCAG’s 
staff and leaders have put into the process that led to the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS & PEIR. The development of 
this RTP/SCS followed an inclusive approach with SCAG holding hundreds of meetings with SCAG’s public 
and private stakeholders. We also appreciate the extensive economic analysis that SCAG has performed on 
the Draft RTP/SCS in order to provide all stakeholders and SCAG’s Regional Councilmembers with an 
understanding of the financial impacts of the plan. 
As representatives of Southern California’s broader business community, we recognize the crucial roles 
that transportation and infrastructure have in maintaining our region’s economy and quality of life. 
Accordingly, through this letter, we join together to provide SCAG with general comments regarding 
remaining significant concerns about the contents of both (i) the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, and (ii) the Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 
 
From the beginning, representatives of businesses and industries have agreed upon the qualities of a good 
RTP/SCS. Those qualities can be summarized as follows. The RTP/SCS should: 
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Foster economic growth and job creation in a balanced and accountable manner and in recognition of 
foreseeable regional population growth; 
 
Utilize all revenue sources very efficiently, and utilize new revenue sources only if they are economically 
sound and equitable; 
 
Honor the prerogatives that local governments – as the level of government with the greatest 
understanding of and sensitivity to community interests and context – should continue to enjoy concerning 
land use and community development; 
 
Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and federal environmental laws and 
regulations (e.g., federal Clean Air Act conformity); and Allow for expeditious review and approval of 
projects that are consistent with a sound and reasonably accommodating RTP/SCS. 
 
Despite our overall appreciation for the work put in by SCAG’s staff, there are important aspects of the 
Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR which, we believe, require much more consideration and correction or 
clarification before SCAG approves the 2012 RTP/SCS and the Final PEIR. Corrections – or at least 
substantial clarifications – are needed in order to bring the Final 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR back into line 
with the principles set forth above. 
Stated here in the most general terms, SCAG’s staff and ultimately its Regional Council should address the 
following concerns and correct the final 2012 RTP/SCS and the accompanying PEIR. 
 
1) The Draft PEIR is unduly prescriptive and imposes mitigation requirements that are not suitable for 
mandatory consideration at the individual project level. Simply put, many of the prescribed mitigation 
measures address matters at too small a scale for a regional transportation and land use strategy. The 
Draft PEIR lists more than 500 discrete mitigation measures that cover a broad range of topics; and it 
asserts that SCAG has preliminarily found that all such mitigation measures are feasible and “can and 
should” apply to all future projects in the region. Many of these mitigation measures were drawn from 
“model policies” that were drafted in 2009 and were intended for consideration only at a jurisdictional 
planning level – not an individual project level. Many of the mitigation measures listed are not reasonably 
considerable – let alone feasible – generally at a project level throughout Southern California. 
 
2) Many of the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft PEIR have no relationship to the RTP/SCS or its 
impacts. For example, the Draft PEIR invokes mitigation measures ranging from low-flow toilets to green 
roofs. Such mitigation measures have nothing to do with the regional dispersion of future development 
and redevelopment or its indirect effects on emissions from vehicular use (which is the proper focus of the 
RTP/SCS). 
 
3) The Draft PEIR attempts to etch in stone the project-level consideration and potential incorporation of 
mitigation measures that conflict with, or inevitably will conflict with, highly-evolved and dynamic subject-
matter regulations. For example, the Draft PEIR would prescribe mitigation requirements concerning 
matters ranging from storm water management to energy efficiency standards to fire protection to 
landscaping to water supply analyses – all matters that are highly regulated and subject to dynamic 
standards that either are now or are bound to be at odds with the PEIR. 
In light of the above-stated problems with the Draft PEIR, we believe that it needs to be substantially 
rewritten to clarify what we understand was intended by SCAG’s staff and leaders – that the PEIR should 
not subtract from or interfere with local governments’ reasonable prerogatives under CEQA. As the Draft 
PEIR now stands, the environmental analysis and suggested mitigation requirements would likely lead to 
more CEQA litigation rather than to CEQA streamlining as California Senate Bill 375 (2008) promised. 
Southern California Association of Governments February 14, 2012 Page 3 of 6 
Turning to the substance of the RTP/SCS as a policy matter, we have the following additional general 
comments: 
 
4) The RTP/SCS is undergirded by analysis which shows the dispersion of populations and employment 
shown and categorized at the level of sub-jurisdictional “transportation analysis zones” (TAZs). The TAZ 
level of detail is, we believe, too small and precise a level at which to prescribe the spatial dispersion of 
development and redevelopment, particularly in light of the regional nature of the RTP/SCS. Page 148 of 
the SCS should therefore be clarified to indicate that questions of consistency with the RTP/SCS should be 
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substantively measured and determined at a jurisdictional or sub-regional level, not at a TAZ level. 
 
5) The RTP/SCS should aim to reflect and accommodate both the short-term future of the SCAG region and 
its long- term future. For example, the RTP should better anticipate the need for and reasonable likelihood 
of a gradual transition in the region’s overall vehicle fleet (e.g., gradually towards alternative fuels) and 
the ongoing need for enhancements to vehicular mobility even as more mass transit comes to fruition. 
 
6) More detail, clarity and explanation are needed concerning the new revenue sources that are outlined 
within the plan document. New revenues account for $219.5 billion out of the total $524.7 billion needed 
for the transportation plan, yet there is very little detail explaining these significant new fees and 
impositions (see page 95 & 96 of the Draft RTP/SCS). 
To fully and fairly evaluate these proposals, the business community and all stakeholders need the benefit 
of additional detail and explanation. In particular, we need clarity and assurance regarding the following: 
 
a. The new revenue concepts assumed within the RTP/SCS must be fair, equitable and economically sound, 
meaning that an appropriate nexus exists to assure that new revenues are drawn fairly and proportionally 
from those who benefit from the related transportation infrastructure or improvement. 
 
b. The new revenue sources within the RTP must be effectively allocated, meaning the plan should clearly 
articulate how resources will be efficiently and responsibly allocated so that there is the best possible 
return on investment for the expenditure of these new transportation funds. SCAG needs to show that it 
will be a responsible, accountable and innovative steward of the new revenues that it is proposing. 
 
7) New revenues from fees on businesses operating in the SCAG region – and particularly the “Freight 
Fee/National Freight Program” listed on page 96 of the Draft RTP – need to be developed and implemented 
at the federal level, not the local and regional level. Unless such fees are imposed on a national scale, the 
region’s competiveness will be compromised. 
 
8) In the RTP, SCAG should identify and highlight the significant economic contributions of the goods 
movement sector to the regional and state economy. Specifically, the RTP should acknowledge that, as 
business stakeholders work with regulatory agencies to further reduce emissions in the SCAG region, any 
technology introduced must not compromise the safety, velocity, cargo throughput, economic 
competitiveness, or reliability of the goods movement system. It would be helpful for SCAG to state clearly 
in the RTP that, to date, stakeholders have not reached consensus on technologies, timing, funding, or 
emissions impacts of the various options that SCAG examined in the RTP. For example, SCAG discusses 
long-term steps towards a "Zero Emissions Container Movement System" (ZECMS). If SCAG chooses to 
pursue such a fundamental shift in new technology, it would need to work with all goods movement 
stakeholders to clearly establish whether and, if so, when and where within the transportation 
infrastructure a ZECMS option could be demonstrated and evaluated without negatively effecting the 
velocity and throughput of the system. 
 
9) With the recent elimination of redevelopment agencies, the ability of local jurisdictions to meet the 
densification of urban centers in the near term is challenged, given the costs related to aging or 
inadequate infrastructure capacity and high development costs for higher density projects. The elimination 
of redevelopment agencies also threatens the availability of sufficient housing options necessary to meet 
the needs of a dynamic workforce. In fact, since the passage of SB 375, the State of California has stripped 
local governments of funds that were previously available for transit, transportation and redevelopment. 
This follows many years in which the state diverted revenues from gasoline, sales, income and other taxes 
needed for local government programs. Local governments cannot help to fulfill the 2012 RTP/SCS without 
increased, not decreased, state support. SCAG should emphasize the need for the state to restore support 
for planning, transit, transportation and redevelopment or other necessary funding to pre-SB 375 levels in 
order to speed the attainment of mandated goals. 
 
While we find many very positive aspects in the plan, especially related to principles and direction, these 
significant issues need to be addressed. The short list of general concerns set forth above is not meant to 
be exhaustive. Many of the organizations that subscribe to the above-stated comments will be commenting 
more robustly in separate writings. We join here, however, to express our unity in finding the Draft 2012 
RTP/SCS and PEIR to be in need of significant clarification and correction. We are also jointly committed to 
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completing this process and, over the remaining weeks, working closely with SCAG to develop and adopt a 
smart, flexible, accountable, and economically sound RTP/SCS. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jim Clarke  
Executive Director Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles (AAGLA) 
 
Hilary Norton Executive Director FAST – Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic 
 
Gene Hale Chairman Greater Los Angeles African American Chamber 
 
Andrew R. Henderson Vice President and General Counsel Building Industry Association of Southern 
California, Inc. 
 
Elizabeth Warren Executive Director FuturePorts 
 
Paul C. Granillo President & CEO Inland Empire Economic Partnership 
 
Heidi L. Gallegos Executive Director Eastvale Chamber of Commerce 
 
John Kelsall President & CEO Greater Lakewood Chamber of Commerce 
 
Joeann Valle Executive Director Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber of Commerce 
 
Gary Toebben President & CEO Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 
 
Kate Klimow Vice President of Government Affairs Orange County Business Council 
 
Rich Lambros Managing Director Southern California Leadership Council 
 
Patty Senecal Manager, Southern California Region and Infrastructure Issues Western States Petroleum 
Association 
 
Alexander Pugh Senior Project Manager - Policy & Project Management Southern California Edison 
 
David Fleming Founding Chairman Los Angeles County Business Federation 
T.L. Garrett Vice President Pacific Merchant Shipping Association 
 
Ron L. Wood President & CEO The Valley Economic Alliance 
Michael W. Lewis Senior Vice-President Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition (CIAQC) 
 
Bill Allen President & CEO Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation 
 
Hugo W. Merida Chairman of the Board Los Angeles Metropolitan Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
 
Sandy Cajas President & CEO Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
 
Stuart Waldman President Valley Industry & Commerce Association (VICA) 
 
Michael W. Lewis Senior Vice-President Construction Industry Coalition on Water Quality (CICWQ) 
 
John Guerra Director, Regional Public Affairs SoCalGas 
 
Michael Carroll Regulatory Flexibility Group 
 
Randy Gordon President/CEO Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce 
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LaDonna DiCamillo Senior Manager Government Affairs BNSF Railway 
 
Eric Sauer Vice President Policy and Regulatory Affairs California Trucking Association 
 
Randy Gordon President/CEO Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce 
 
Eric Sauer Vice President Policy and Regulatory Affairs California Trucking Association 
 
Madame M C Townsend President & CEO Regional Black Chamber of Commerce – San Fernando Valley 
 
Jay McKeeman Vice President, Government Relations & Communications California Independent Oil 
Marketers Association (CIOMA) 
 
Lupe Valdez, Director of Public Affairs Union Pacific Railroad 
 
Bob Amano Executive Director Hotel Association of Los Angeles 
 
Christina Davis President & CEO LAX Coastal Chamber 
 
Fred Johring Fred Johring 
President Harbor Trucking Association 
 
 
 
 

Jeff Liu 
Public Affairs Specialist 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90017 
T: (213) 236-1998   |  F: (213) 236-1961 
E: liuj@scag.ca.gov  |  W: www.scag.ca.gov 
 
Stay	Connected	
	

			 			 	
	

Don’t	miss	SCAG’s	Regional	Conference	&	
General	Assembly,	April	5,	2012,	at	the	
Bonaventure	Hotel	in	downtown	Los	Angeles.	
Register	now	at	www.scag.ca.gov/ga2012	
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Susan D. Harrington, M.S., R.O. 

Rlvarsilte Counry 
Community 1-lll.,llh Ag<:~nt:y 

Department :j}u6ll& +tult./r. 

Feblilary 14, 20 2 

President Pam 'Connor and Members 
Southern Califo ia Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street. Uth Floor 
Los Angeles. C. 9001 7 

'Connor and Regional Council Members: 

Director 

The Riverside ounty Department of Public Health thanks the Southern Califomia Association of 
Governments ( CAG) staff for their hard wol'k on the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities S ategy (RTP/SCS) and for recognizing that the decisiQns made in the planning 
process ultimat ly affect Public Health. While we believe the draft plan under review has many 
positive eleme s, we also believe strengthening measures are needed to assure that strong public 
health benefrts e achieved through the plan. 

The serious air ollution and health problems experienced in the Southern California region require 
strong action t transform transportati<:Jn and land use planning. The Los Angeles region continues to 
be rated as the ost pc_Jlluted area for ozone in the country by the American Lung Association and the 
public health t ll remains high. The Inland Empire contjnues to bear the brunt of this pollution due to 
weather patte that concentrate pollution in the area leading to more severe health impacts. 

The research b the American Lung Association in California shows that the six-county Southern 
California regi n could avoid over $16 billion in cumulative health and societal costs through smart 
growth strategi s that reduce the growth in the region's vehicle trips by 20 percent by 2035. 

We offer the f1 llowing c<:Jmments and recommendations to ensure that the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy and f1 rure transportation investments place sufficient emphasis on promoting active 
transportation odes and n-ansit oriented development, measuring and improving health progJ:"ess. and 
ensuring that ealth and equity are imbedded in the decisi<:Jn making process for this plan and future 
planning effo s. 

Key Health R commendations for SCAG SCS 
• Impr' e Assessment of health benefits tb.-ougb new modeling approaches. Utllize the 

new C tifomia Department of Public Health I-TRIM screening toot to analyze the potential 
chroni disease reductions that can be achieved in the SCAG region based on increased 
transp rt.ation-rel<Ited physical activity such as walking and biking. This model was used in 
the S Francisco Bay Area region to determine reductions in heart and respiratory disease, 
breast cancer and other health effects linked to active transportation scenarios. We urge 
SCA to incorporate this tool in regional planning and decision making for transportation 
invest ents. 

• In ad ition to monitoring premature mortality, SCAG should also assess reductions in 
asthm incidence and exacerbations due to traffic related pollution (NOX) and other targets 
throu h collabomtion with local health departments, the South Coast Air Quality 

4065 County Circle Drive, Riverside, California 92503 
phone 951.358.5074, fax 951.358.5120, tdd 951.356.5124 
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Manage ent District, academic researchers and community based organizations. 
Improve ents to the targets should be monitored and reported to the public every two years-

• Focus i vestments ou. completing transit systems and building out transit infrastructure, 
rather highway expansion, including the following: 

o oubling MetroHnk ridership by 2020 and double it again by 2035 
o xpanding Bus Rapid Transit and regional bus service 
o nhancing TOO planning and 1st-mile-last-mile investments near Metroli:nk stations 
o oubling the bicycle network to 24,000 miles and improving pedestrian environment 

• Increas transit and tnt.u.sit oriented planning in l.nla1.1d Empire. Because so much ofthe 
planned growth in the Inland Empire is relatively low density and remote from transit, SCAG 
should 'ork closely with Inland Empire governments to accelerate expansion and frequency 
of trans t and rail to the area and focus more growth around transit corridors. 

• Front I ad active transportatiou. funding. SCAG should commit to a higher amount of 
transpo tion funding for bike and pedestrian infrastructure, especially in the early years of 
the 25- ear RTP process. SCAG should work with local transportation agencies to prioritize 
bicycle nd pedestrian projects and ensure the majority of funds are spent prior to 2020. 

• I:ucrea e investments in zero emis!i\ion freight transportation in order to reduce diesel 
emissio sand exposures in communities neat freight corridors and rail yards. Ensure that 
fundin mechanisms are in place to expedite the implementation of the zero and near-zero 
~;:missio freight and truck strategies alld infrastructure. Prioritize spending on projects that 
deliver a_ximum health benefits for residents of the region, especially those living along the 
freight orridor_ 

• Evalua e the uumber and type of new developments that could be located in close 
proxim ty to freeways and high traffic roadways in the SCAG region under the new RTP
Work ·ith air district, health departments and universities to develop and implement best 
practic policies for developments located near heavy traffic areas to reduce exposures to air 
polluti JL 

We appreciate he opportunity to be part of the RTP/SCS process and look forward to working with 
SCAG in the ture. If you have any qu¢stions regarding this letter, please contact me at 
951-358-5074 r email illQ~ur@.rivcocha.org 

Michael Osur, 
Deputy Dit:ect r of Publjc Health 

Cc: Bonnie Ho mes Gen, American Lung Association in California 



 
 

 

 

 

 
Carolyn Syms Luna 

Director 

 

Riverside Office  4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor Desert Office  38686 El Cerrito Road 
P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Palm Desert, California  92211 

(951) 955-3200  Fax  (951) 955-1811 (760) 863-8277  Fax  (760) 863-7555 
 

“Planning Our Future…  Preserving Our Past” 
 

February 14, 2012 
 
Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435  
 
RE: Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) – Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2012-2035 (RTP/SCS 2012) and Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) (SCH# 2011051018) 
 
The County of Riverside Planning Department (“Planning Department”) appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the draft 2012 RTP/SCS and the associated draft PEIR. The Planning Department 
supports the approach of resolving future challenges based on the economy, transportation, and land 
use. We recognize and understand the challenges that the region has been facing and will continue to 
face in regard to growth and development.  

SCAG is already home to 18 million people, and it is anticipated that the region will add 4 million 
people by 2035. From the County’s perspective, it is important to note that the trend of such 
tremendous growth did not and will not occur evenly across the SCAG region. Much of the recent 
growth has occurred and projected growth will occur within the Inland Empire area, especially in 
Riverside County. According to the latest census, Riverside County was the fastest growing county in 
California between 2000 and 2010 both in absolute numbers (644,254) and in percentages (41.7%). 
This accounts for almost 20 percent of total growth in California. Similarly, over 20 percent of the 
regions household growth between 2014 and 2021 is projected to occur in Riverside County. 

Nevertheless, many of the strategies and mitigation measures identified in the plan as well as in the 
PEIR should be refined to meet the individual needs of the counties within the SCAG region and 
account for the growth trends of the region. Because SCAG is a regional entity, Riverside County 
understands the difficulty of tailoring the proposed mitigations and policies to be specific to certain 
geographic locations, but having many blanket implementation measures without consideration of 
each local jurisdiction also leaves the assurance of the document implementation to be much desired 
when feasibility is concerned. 

The Planning Department has the following comments: 

1. Land Use 

One of the biggest changes in the RTP/SCS 2012 is its emphasis on higher density residential 
development and its concentration within the High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) to accommodate the 
changing demand in types of housing. To a certain extent, this is true on a regional level; however, the 
trend is not necessarily mutual when each area is separated out of the SCAG region. Inland counties 
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still see the demand for single family housing, and when the economy rebounds, the County of 
Riverside still plans on managing the growth of the single family housing market through its General 
Plan. SCAG should address the fact that growth is still occurring in the Inland counties as evidenced 
by the recent census. Table 4, 8, 10, and 11 of the RTP Growth Forecast shows the past, current and 
forecasted trends for each county in the region.  

Example: Riverside County’s share of regional population in 1990 was 8%, in 2000 it grew to 
be 9.4%, and then 12.1% in 2010. Even with SCAG assumptions shown in Table 8 of the 
Growth Forecast, the share of the population for Riverside County grows to 15% by 2035 
equaling that of Orange County. In contrast, the share of population in Los Angeles County 
diminishes to 51% from 54% and employment to 51% from 57% by 2035. Riverside County 
would like to compare the projection numbers of 2020 and 2035 with SCAG’s growth 
forecasts. Riverside County population projections of 2010 is 2,153,189 and 2035 is 
3,396,287.  

Using the example above, an inferred conclusion can be made that SCAG’s HQTA designations for 
2035 (Exhibit 4.13 to 4.19) do not accurately reflect the population and employment trends shown in 
Table 8. It appears that HQTAs were designated based on existing Transit or Transportation corridors 
without considering the actual existing and proposed population centers of each jurisdiction in 
Riverside County. When HQTAs are compared together amongst all six counties, as in Exhibit 4.13, 
the share of HQTAs clearly do not show the 15% population share that Riverside County represents in 
2035.  Also, questions can be raised as to why Riverside County HQTAs do not connect to any of the 
surrounding counties such as San Diego County.  

In addition, when city boundaries are overlaid on top of Exhibit 4.18 (see handout 1), the 
unincorporated section of the County contains only one corridor with an HQTA on I-15 in Temescal 
Canyon. Currently, the unincorporated County has 355,718 people (excluding Jurupa Valley and 
Eastvale) and expects a population growth of 704,253 people by 2035, almost doubling the current 
number. Considering the County forecast and the historical growth trend of Riverside County, 
SCAG’s placements of HQTAs become more questionable. How was SCAG able to redistribute 51 
percent of the new residential growth in the unincorporated Riverside County? From Riverside 
County’s perspective, the placements of the HQTAs are perceived to just be relocation of growth 
rather than managing growth. Riverside County would benefit greatly if the details of the land use and 
projection data analysis were shared with the local jurisdictions. Currently, based on the plan and the 
PEIR, the land use analysis and local inputs on the data incorporations are not clearly outlined.  

Example: PEIR 2.25 states, “The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth in 
High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) and other opportunity areas in existing main streets, 
downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and 
more opportunity for TOD.” Again, looking at the HQTAs on a macro level, the jobs-
housing balance goal may have been achieved based on the provided locations of the HQTAs, 
but if the HQTAs are separated out by counties, jobs-housing balance cannot be achieved in 
the Inland Empire region. As stated, “The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS assumes that 51 percent of 
new housing developed between 2008 and 2035 will be within HQTAs, along with 53 percent 
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of new employment growth (compared with 39 and 48 percent, respectively in 2008).” (PEIR 
p.2-31). As indicated above, if most of the growth is still projected to occur in the Inland 
Empire region, achieving the goal of locating 51 percent of the new growths in the limited 
HQTAs in the Inland Empire is not feasible. Creating more urban centers within suburban 
counties achieve far greater jobs-housing balance than having the employment concentration 
heavily depend on Orange and Los Angeles Counties.  

2. Public Outreach and Data Usage (Land Use and Projections) 

Both of the SCAG documents have stated that the outreach efforts have allowed the organization to 
collect land use data from the local jurisdictions in developing the SCS, especially in Orange County 
and Los Angeles County (Gateway Cities COG). Riverside County also appreciates many 
opportunities and discussions on various levels of data sharing with SCAG. In the past, Riverside 
County has provided SCAG with General Plan Land Use data, Demographics/Socioeconomic data, 
and Growth Projections data with maps and comment letters on a TAZ level basis. All of these great 
efforts cannot be recognized if SCAG does not detail how they have incorporated the local jurisdiction 
inputs into the RTP/SCS and PEIR. Some projection data from SCAG was shared, but the 
discrepancies between SCAG and Riverside County data was not explained. (see attachment)  

Example: SCAG RTP/SCS and PEIR state, “SCAG shall encourage cities and counties in the 
region to provide SCAG with electronic versions of their most recent general plan (and 
associated environmental document) and any updates as they are produced” (MM-LU1), and 
“…Lead and responsible agencies can and should then make any necessary adjustments to the 
applicable General Plan. Any such identified adjustment shall be communicated to SCAG” 
(MM-PS11 and PS56). “As a result of this comprehensive and integrated approach, the 
transportation projects and strategies included in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS are generally 
consistent with the county and regional level general plan data available to SCAG.” (PEIR 
3.8-13) SCAG should work with local jurisdictions to explain how the data provided by 
various agencies were used in the RTP/SCS, and SCAG also should ask local jurisdictions for 
interpretation of the provided land use data.  

3. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

In light of recent updates and litigations on the GHG topic, it is a challenge to provide definitive 
comments. However, one comment is on the analysis conducted by SCAG (Calthorpe) on a per capita 
basis to meet the less than significant threshold outlined by the SB375. As the PEIR states in p.3.6-19, 
“…the Plan alone is not intended to meet the AB32 target. By meeting the SB375 targets, the Plan has 
successfully contributed its share of meeting the objectives of AB32”. SCAG’s PEIR does not 
quantify or attempt to meet the AB32 Scoping Plan challenges that most of the local jurisdictions face 
with their General Plan update processes and development of Climate Action Plans (CAP). Although 
SCAG correctly concludes Impacts 3.6-1 and 3.6-2 to be significant and unavoidable, as the regional 
MPO, more efforts should have been made to address the GHG issues outlined in AB32 Scoping Plan 
through quantifications to assist the local jurisdictions who are struggling with AB32 compliance. 
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 4. Use of Words “should and can” in the PEIR 

 The PEIR of the RTP/SCS mitigation measures contain the phrase “…should and can…”. 
Such terms are not typically used in EIR documents to implement mitigation measures, especially 
when the measures are directed at another project proponents like the local jurisdictions. SCAG should 
provide more accurate information on the intent of the phrase “…should and can…” usage as well as 
obtaining opinion on its legal meaning. Currently, as it stands, it is perceived to convey a message that 
local jurisdictions are able to deliver on the implementation of the measures and that it must be 
completed as noted in the PEIR.  

Example: RTP p.81 “Encourage cities and counties to update their general plans and provide 
the most recent plans to SCAG” vs. PEIR p.ES-37 “MM-LU16: Local jurisdictions can and 
should seek funding to prepare specific plans and related environmental documents to 
facilitate mixed-use development at selected sites, and to allow these areas to serve as receiver 
sites for transfer of development rights away from environmentally sensitive lands and rural 
areas outside established urban growth boundaries.” 

In MM-LU16, SCAG does not have the enforcement ability to direct local jurisdictions to seek 
funding for mixed-use planning and development, especially when the measure is directing the 
implementing agencies to implement a planning concept that is exceptionally difficult to implement in 
areas such as Riverside County. (“transfer of development rights” (TDRs) and “urban growth 
boundaries”) Measures identified in the PEIR must be appropriate, feasible, enforceable, and 
implementable by the suggested responsible agencies. It is recommended that the words “…should 
and can…” be replaced with language that suggests that the mitigation measures should be considered 
where appropriate and possible. If this language is not changed, then it is suggested that SCAG seek 
legal opinion on whether effected entities are legally obligated to implement the mitigation measures.  

5. Geographic Feasibility 

While producing the RTP/SCS and PEIR is a massive effort due to the sheer size of the region that 
SCAG covers (38,000 sq. mi.), some geographically specific details should be available to the local 
jurisdictions that it impacts. In fact, because of the size and diversity of the region, SCAG should 
detail some aspects of the plan, analysis, and mitigation measures to target specific locations. It is 
correct that CEQA Guidelines 15152(c) does state that lead agency can defer the project-specific 
CEQA analysis for large plans like General Plans and RTPs (PEIR p.1-2); however, some sub-regional 
categorical analysis and mitigation measures are clearly necessary due to the “very complicated and 
highly diverse” nature of the region. (PEIR p.1-2) SCAG, as a regional entity, should not be 
oversimplifying the plan that leaves the local implementing agencies questioning details. 

6. Growth Forecast 

Growth forecasts at the jurisdictional level were approved by the Riverside County Board of 
Supervisors, the CVAG and WRCOG Executive Committees and were transmitted to SCAG in 2010. 
Subsequent to these policy level actions, County staff provided SCAG staff detailed growth forecast at 
the TAZ level. WRCOG did approve revised forecasts for the jurisdictions within its subregion and 
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SCAG staff did adjust the forecasts for the Cities of Hemet, Menifee, and San Jacinto. The growth 
distribution of households and employment utilized in the RTP/SCS are not consistent with the TAZ 
level data provided to SCAG staff. It is therefore recommended that the growth forecasts are not 
approved at the TAZ level. It is further recommended that no findings of consistency and conformity, 
recommendations on the placement of infrastructure, or recommended funding be based on the TAZ 
level forecast used in the RTP/SCS plan. From the perspective of local jurisdiction, it is alarming and 
disconcerting to find that the data provided to SCAG can be modified without adequate methodologies 
or explanations.  

7. Financial Plans 

“One of the most critical elements of the RTP/SCS is the financial plan.  The RTP is required to be 
financially constrained, meaning that project costs must be matched with “reasonably available” 
revenues.” Riverside County agrees with other COG comments on the Financial Plans of the 
RTP/SCS. There are some innovative funding mechanisms identified in the plan (Table 3.3 and 3.4.4), 
however, once again, the feasibility of the revenue identified in the RTP is questionable. In fact, it is 
very unlikely that much of the new supplemental revenues identified in the plan will materialize. 
There are no other alternatives identified in the plan that would replace or augment the loss in revenue 
if the new funding measures fail. Implementation measures on the funding items should be more 
clearly outlined and planned for the local jurisdictions. 

Examples: 15c per gallon in addition to 18c per gallon current California State gas tax is 
almost doubling the tax rate. A mileage-based user fees are also identified in the plan that 
estimates about 5c per mile starting 2025 replacing current gas tax. In addition, the plan 
identifies E-Commerce Tax, Highway Tolls, and Special Districts. 

8. Minor Edits: 

a. RTP p.54: Complete Streets Discussion: “Encourage local jurisdictions to adopt and 
implement the proposed SCAG Regional Bikeway Network.” Riverside County continuously 
implements and updates its own trails network to create connectivity and accessibility. We 
would like to find out how SCAG’s Exhibit 2.5 Regional Bicycle Network was developed 
before relying on the map provided in the regional plan. Such process should be a “bottom-
up” process and not a “top-down” approach.  

b. Mitigation measures in the PEIR should not reiterate current existing laws or regulations. 
Already mandated items cannot be used to further mitigate an impact. e.g. “MM-CUL5: As 
part of the appropriate project/environmental review of individual projects, project sponsors 
can and should consult with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to determine 
whether known sacred sites are in the project area, and identify the Native American(s) to 
contact to obtain information about the project site.” “MM-HM11: If asbestos-containing 
materials (ACM) are found to be present in building materials to be removed project sponsors 
can and should submit specifications signed by a certified asbestos consultant for the removal, 
encapsulation, or enclosure of the identified ACM in accordance with all applicable laws and 
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regulations, including but not necessarily limited to: California Code of Regulations, Title 8; 
Business and Professions Code; Division 3; California Health & Safety Code Section 25915-
25919.7; and other local regulations as applicable.” “MM-TR89: Vehicle Idling: Local 
jurisdictions can and should enforce State idling laws for commercial vehicles, including 
delivery and construction vehicles.” 

c. PEIR 3.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p.3.6-7): “Green Riverside, Green Action Plan” is a 
plan within the City of Riverside and is not related to what the County is doing on GHG topic. 
Riverside County is in the process of developing its Climate Action Plan (CAP) and has 
finished the initial greenhouse gas inventory. Accordingly, County has finished the draft 
update of the Air Quality Element with draft implementation measures. 

d. PEIR 2.0 Project Description (p.2-3): Table 2-1 should be showing 2035 projections for 
population, households, and employment in relation to “project” and “no project”, but the 
actual numbers are identical. It looks like a table formatting mistake. 

The Planning Department formally request, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, to 
continue to be notified and be involved in the CEQA review process of the above referenced project 
until the adoption of the Final EIR. Further, Riverside County staff is available to work with SCAG to 
address issues and questions outlined in the comment letter. If you have any questions, please contact 
Josh Lee at 951-955-6864 or via email at jlee@rctlma.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
Carolyn Syms Luna, Director 
 
 
  
Lee, Josh – Urban Regional Planner IV 
 
cc:  George Johnson, Director, Transportation and Land Management Agency 
 Carolyn Syms Luna, Director, Planning Department 
 Juan Perez, Director, Transportation Department 

Frank Coyle, Deputy Director, Planning Department 
 Tom Mullen II, Deputy Director, Transportation and Land Management Agency 
 Mitra Mehta-Cooper, Principal Planner, Planning Department 
 Bill Gayk, Consultant, Planning Department 
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Attachment 1: Riverside County Cities in Relation to SCAG HQTA Placements 

 
 
Attachment 2: Household Projection Comparison Between SCAG and Riverside County: Lakeview/Nuevo 
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Attachment 3: Household Projection Comparison Between SCAG and Riverside County: Temescal Canyon 

 
 
Attachment 4: Household Projection Comparison Between SCAG and Riverside County: Coachella Valley 

 



Riverside County Transportation Commission 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor • Riverside, CA 
Mailing Address: P. 0. Box 12008 • Riverside, CA 92502-2208 

(951) 787-7141 • Fax (951) 787-7920 • www.rctc.org 

Subject: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

oearM7"¥J 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region. This long range transportation plan reflects 
multimodal transportation projects and programs throughout the vast six county SCAG region including land 
use, demographic, environmental, and health considerations. The Riverside County Transportation 
Commission (RCTC) appreciates SCAG's effort in developing this comprehensive document using a bottom-up 
approach and broadening the public participation opportunities that were made available in developing the 
Draft 2012 RTP. RCTC also thanks SCAG for supporting county sales tax measure programs and projects in the 
RTP as this demonstrates a commitment to the voters that our measure programs will be implemented in 
accordance with the respective county measure ordinances. 

RCTC is submitting its formal comments on the RTP and will submit minor comments/clarifications, including 
changes to the project lists, to reflect the most accurate information via the SCAG website as RCTC was 
informed the website has been set up specifically to accommodate project list corrections. 

RCTC's formal comments are as follows: 

Chapter 2, Transportation Investments 

Page 41, Congestion Management System 

The 2012 RTP Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) addresses federal requirements for the 
Congestion Management System (CMS). Specifically, the RTP SCS component contains Transportation 
Demand Management strategies, which is a required element for County Congestion Management 
Programs (CMP) to meet federal CMS guidance. The individual county CMPs, Caltrans CSMPs, and the 
SCS give the entire picture of the region's TDM efforts. Therefore, RCTC requests the following be 
removed: 
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"First, SCAG will incorporate a requirement in the FTIP guidelines that calls for submittal of 
documentation by the sponsoring agencies associated with significant roadway capacity projects 
(greater than $50 million) to ensure documentation of all the alternatives considered in defining the 
project as well as identifying appropriate mitigation that would be implemented in conjunction with 
the project." 

This requirement should also be removed from the FTIP guidelines since a comprehensive view of the 
regions' TDM projects and programs is clearly highlighted in county CMPs, Caltrans CSMPs, and the RTP 
scs. 

Page 43, Completing Our System 

Table 2.2 Major Highway Completion Projects includes one to two projects per county emphasizing 
"critical gaps in the network that hinder access to certain parts of the region." The project identified in 
Riverside County is "CETAP Intercounty Corridor A." RCTC requests that this project be removed from 
the list and be replaced with the SR-79 realignment (RTP ID# RIV62024), and the 1-215 widening project 
from Scott to Nuevo (RTP ID# RIV070309). 

Page 44, Completing Our System 

Table 2.3 identifies Major HOV Projects for each county. The 1-215 Bi-county project is listed under 
San Bernardino County from Spruce Street to Orange Show Road. This project is also in Riverside 
County. RCTC requests that SCAG clarify that the project is in San Bernardino, from Orange Show Road 
to the Riverside-San Bernardino County line, and in Riverside County from the 
Riverside-San Bernardino County line to Spruce Street. 

Table 2.3 does not include the SR-91 HOV lane project (RTP ID# 010212). RCTC requests that SCAG add 
this project to the table as it is a major highway project that will begin construction this year and, 
together with the 1-215 Bi-county project, will provide a continuous HOV system from Orange County 
to San Bernardino County along the SR-91/1-215 corridor. 

Page 46, Strategically Expanding Our System 

Exhibit 2.1 Major Highway Project - This map highlights highway improvement projects to be 
implemented by 2035. RCTC requests that the Mid County Parkway (RTP ID# RIV031218) and SR-79 

realignment (RTP ID# 62024) be added to the map. 
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Page 76- 79, Environmental Mitigation 

This section discusses Conservation Planning, Biological Resources and Open Space, Locations for 
Mitigation, etc. RCTC requests that SCAG include Riverside County's Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) efforts in Western County and Coachella Valley in this section as an 
example of what counties are doing to mitigate environmental impacts. Information on the 
Western County MSHCP is available at http://www.wrc-rca.org. Information on the Coachella Valley 
MSHCP is available at http://www.cvmshcp.org. 

Pages 78 - 84, Summary of the Environmental Mitigation Program 

This section describes various mitigation programs for: Biological Resources and Open Space, Green 
House Gas, Air Quality, Transportation and Safety, Population and Housing, Land Use, Aesthetics, 
Public Services and Utilities, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, Cultural Resources, Water Resources, 
Hazardous Materials, and Noise. Under each ofthese programs is a list of measures using action words 
such as "coordinating", "minimizing", "identifying", "work with", "encourage", etc. But some of the 
programs have measures that say "require the project implementation agencies to .... " Examples of 
"require" statements for the public services and utilities program are below: 

• Require the project implementation agencies to identify police protection, fire service, 
emergency medical service, waste collection, and public school needs and coordinate with local 
officials to ensure that the existing public services would be able to handle the increase in 
demand for their services; and 

• Require the project implementation agencies to identify the locations of existing utility lines, 
and avoid all known utility lines during construction. 

RCTC suggests that SCAG replace the word "require" in each mitigation section with either "encourage" or 

"support" as SCAG does not have the authority to "require" mitigation measures by agencies outside of its 

purview. Additionally, this section and the PEIR include mitigation measures that restate existing 

requirements enforced by other agencies. Therefore, RCTC suggests that such measures do not need to be 

repeated in this list of mitigation measures. Moreover, mitigation measures in the RTP should be 

programmatic in nature and not specific to individual projects. Individual project efforts at the local level are 

already required to comply with all state and federal environmental laws; providing specific mitigation actions 

in the RTP are redundant and could result in conflicts with project specific environmental approvals for voter 

approved and other transportation projects. 
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Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Page 128, Resource Areas and Farmland 

This section talks about areas to be protected from development including parklands, open space, 
natural resource areas, and farmland. It says that 11SCAG is also developing a natural lands acquisition 
and open space conservation strategy to encourage large-scale acquisition and management of critical 
habitat to mitigate impacts .... " RCTC also requests that SCAG mention Riverside County's MSHCP 
accomplishments in this section. 

Page 151, Table 4.4 Transportation Network Actions and Strategies 

Another action/strategy listed is ~~cooperate with stakeholders, particularly county transportation 
commissions and Caltrans, to prioritize funding sources for preservation and maintenance of the 
existing transportation network." RCTC agrees that there is insufficient funding for System 
Preservation. Each county transportation commission established projects and programs with various 
ways to fund and implement them. Funding is limited and it would be more beneficial to work with 
stakeholders in identifying a new funding source or increased funding levels instead of competing with 
very limited existing fund sources. RCTC suggests that SCAG revise the wording to 11 

... to prioritize 
identify new funding sources and/or increased funding levels for preservation and maintenance ..... " 
This recommended change should also be reflected in Chapter 2, Page 39, under System Preservation. 

RCTC thanks SCAG staff for their efforts in developing the 2012 Draft RTP for one of the largest areas with the 
highest population and diverse demographics in the state and nation. The challenges this region faces are 
plentiful; however, working cooperatively with our transportation partners will allow us to fully meet those 
challenges. 

Sincerely, 

cc: RCTC Commissioners 
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SAN BAG 
Working Together 

San Bernardino Associated Governments 
1170 W. 3rd Street, 2nd Floor San Bernardino, CA 92410-1715 

Phone: (909) 884-8276 Fax: (909) 885-4407 Web: www.sanbag.co .gov 
NBPORTATION 

MEASURE I 

• San Bernardino County Transportation Commission • San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 
• San Bernardino County Congestion Management Agency • Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

This letter transmits San Bernardino Associated Governments' (SANBAG's) comments on the 
Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG's) draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and associated draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR). This is pursuant to SCAG's request for comments, with a closing date of 
February 14, 2012. 

SANBAG recognizes and appreciates the extensive effort and deliberations that went into the 
RTP/SCS by SCAG staff and policy committees. We recognize that the RTP/SCS has been 
developed in the context of the largest and most geographically and demographically diverse 
metropolitan area in the United States, involving a great number of complex and challenging 
issues. SANBAG commends the efforts of SCAG staff and supports approval of the Plan by the 
April deadline, with some suggested clarifications. Our comments on the draft RTP/SCS and 
PEIR are as follows: 

1. The RTP/SCS growth forecasts should be adopted at the County-level, not at the city or 
transportation analysis zone (T AZ) level. SANBAG needs the ability to adapt the forecasts to 
development trends and new information that will inevitably come to light at the small-area level 
over the next 4-year RTP/SCS cycle. This is consistent with SCAG's approvals in the past. 

2. The growth distribution at the transportation analysis zone (TAZ) level needs to be adjusted 
to be consistent with the distribution of growth for households and employment being submitted 
by SANBAG in parallel with the comment letter. The growth distribution is based on the 
distribution of households and employment previously submitted by SANBAG, together with 
adjustments for the Plan Alternative of the RTP/SCS. No change is being suggested in the city
level distribution of growth. 

Cities of: Adelanto, Barstow, Big Bear Lake, Chino, Chino Hills, Colton, Fontana , Grand Terrace, Hesperia, Highland, Loma Linda, Montclair, 
Needles, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Twentynine Palms, Upland, Victorville, Yucaipa 

Towns of: Apple Valley, Yucca Valley County of San Bernardino 
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3. Please confirm that the East-West Freight Corridor (dedicated truck lanes) will continue from 
SR-60 northerly on the I-15 and terminate just to the north of I-10, with appropriate connector 
ramps to and from I-10 east ofl-15. This is stated in the text of the draft RTP/SCS, but some of 
the maps and the transportation model networks are not yet consistent with this. 

4. The Program EIR uses the phrase "local jurisdictions can and should ... " or "project sponsors 
can and should ... " in most of the local-level and project-level mitigation measures referenced in 
the EIR. SANBAG's understanding is that the mitigation measures are designed to provide local 
jurisdictions and project sponsors with choices, not requirements, as they seek to implement 
local transportation and development projects in the context of the RTP/SCS goals and 
objectives. However, CEQA also requires that mitigation measures be feasible and enforceable 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). As drafted with the language "local jurisdictions can and 
should," the mitigation measures are implied to be feasible and enforceable. Therefore, 
SANBAG requests the mitigation measures be revised to clarify their intent. SANBAG suggests 
replacing the wording "local jurisdictions can and should ... " or "project sponsors can and 
should ... " with "SCAG shall encourage local jurisdictions to .... " SCAG should continue to 
play a role of facilitation for local jurisdictions and subregional agencies to build technical 
expertise, provide grant funds, disseminate information, and coordinate responses to regional 
issues. These are actions that are under the control of SCAG, the responsible party under CEQA, 
and can be monitored and enforced. 

5. SANBAG recommends that those mitigation measures that are either the same as or similar to 
an existing regulation simply reference the regulation without restating the contents of the 
regulation. Local jurisdictions and project sponsors are already responsible for complying with 
regulations, and restating or paraphrasing a regulation in the PEIR could cause confusion in the 
future as regulations are modified. A summary of the regulation can be provided as information, 
but a restatement of the regulation in the PEIR with the "can and should" language may be 
counterproductive. The PEIR should also be careful to distinguish between guidelines and 
regulations. These changes will avoid potential future conflicts between a PEIR mitigation 
measure and an adopted regulation. 

We would also like to request the following modifications to the project list, as submitted to 
SCAG staff through the standard RTP long-range project list modification and FTIP database 
update processes. These changes have been previously communicated to SCAG staff subsequent 
to the release of the Draft RTP and are being confirmed below. 

HI120214-lm 
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Major project modifications include: 
• 1830- I-10 Cedar interchange- Schedule Change 
• SBD41339- I-10 Pepper interchange- Schedule Change 
• 200152- I-15 Arrow Rte. Interchange- Schedule Change 
• OH1300- I-15 Duncan Canyon Interchange -Schedule Change 
• 20061201- I-15/215 Devore Interchange- Schedule Change 
• SBD031279- I-15 Ranchero Interchange- Schedule Change 
• 35556- I-15 VV-Barstow- Schedule Change 
• 200451 -US 395 from I-15 to 1.8 Miles S. of Desert Flower Road- Interim Widening 

from 2-4 lanes 
• 34040 - US 395 Expressway - Widen from 2-4 lanes from High Desert Corridor to 

Farmington Road 
• 981118 - Omnitrans Bus Service - Schedule Change 
• 20040804- Needles- I-40 Connector- Downscope project 

Major project deletions/completions include: 
• SBD31808- I-10 Riverside- Completed Project 
• OH930- I-10 Waterman- Completed Project 
• 43320- I-10 Live Oak- Completed Project 
• 47221- I-15 Etiwanda (rehab. SHOPP)- Completed Project 
• 34041 and 34042- US 395 New Expressway- Deleted Combined Projects 
• 4G0117-LR- Safety Upgrade- Milliken Ave.- Delete Project 
• 4A07039-LR- Valley from Cherry to Alder (2-4 lanes)- Delete Project 
• 4H01011-LR- HOV Connector (I-10/I-15 North to West)- Delete Project 
• 4H01010-LR- HOV Connector (I-10/I-15 South to West)- Delete Project 
• 4H01009-LR- HOV Connector (I-10/I-215 South to East)- Delete Project 

We look forward to a productive discussion of all the comments in the coming weeks and the 
approval of the RTP/SCS in April. 

Sincerely, 

~~ ~~Call on 
~~{ct~~~. San Bernardino Associated Governments 
Mayor, City of Highland 

HI120214-Im 
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February 13, 2012 
(Sent via e-mail and U.S. Mail) 

Jacob Lieb 
Planning and Programs- Environmental Planning 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 1z!h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

RE: Notice of Availability for the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report for the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for San 
Bernardino County acquired a copy of the Notice of Availability (NOA), 
Draft Program EIR, and Draft 2012-35 RTP/SCS from the SCAG 
website. A copy of the material has also been forwarded to the 
Commission's Environmental Consultant, Tom Dodson and 
Associates, which may provide a response under separate cover. 
The following are our comments or concerns on this document: 

Executive Summary-- Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

MM-GE012- Due to the significance of mineral resources in 
many parts of the SCAG region, it is the opinion of LAFCO 
staff that this mitigation measure should be expanded and 
strengthened. This is especially true for San Bernardino 
County as the home of some deposits of rare earth 
metals/minerals of significance to the nation. The 
expansion would be to require that areas designated as 
MRZ2 by the State Geologist for significant minerals shall 
be protected and preserved. While many elements of the 
SCS will provide protection through its transfer and/or 
transition to other more urban areas, the importance of 
these resources should be elevated in the discussion for 
proactive response. 



NOADEIR 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plant 
· Sustainable Community Strategy 

Pag~ 2 of3 

MM-LU8 -This measure identifies that SCAG shall use its Intergovernmental Review 
Process to provide review and comment on large development projects. The 
only reference to this process in the RTP/SCS that I could discover was on 
page 204 which is the listing of acronyms in the document. As a mitigation 
measure to assure that inconsistencies with the implementation of the 
RTP/SCS do not occur, in the LAFCO staff opinion, its function should be more 
clearly outlined and referenced in the document. 

MM-LU16 -This measure identifies in the last sentence the term "urban growth 
boundaries" for the transfer of development rights away from rural areas. 
However, I can find no definition of an "urban growth boundary'' in the 
RTP/SCS or the Draft Program EIR. If these terms are to be used for 
mitigation purposes they should be clearly outlined as to process to establish 
and implementation strategy. As an example, LAFCO law provides for a 
statutory definition of "Urban SeiVice Area" (Government Code Section 56080) 
which reads: 

"Urban service area" means developed, undeveloped, or agricultural land, 
either incorporated or unincorporated, within the sphere of influence of a 
city, which is served by urban facilities, utilities, and services or which are 
proposed to be served by urban 
facilities, utilities, and services during the first five years of an adopted 
capital improvement program of the city if the city adopts that type of 
program for those facilities, utilities, and services. The boundary around an 
urban area shall be called the "urban service area boundary" and shall be 
developed in cooperation with a city and adopted by a commission pursuant 
to policies adopted by the commission in accordance with Sections 56300, 
56301, and 56425. 

If this is the type of process contemplated by this reference, it should, in the 
LAFCO staff view, be identified in the SCS section of the 2012-2035 report and 
evaluated, and affected and interested agencies should be provided the policy 
implementation criteria. 

MM-LU21; MM-LU33- Again there is a reference to the Intergovernmental Review 
process. Our comments, as outlined for MM-LU8, apply. 

MM-LU42- This measure identifies that local jurisdictions and agencies should 
establish an urban growth boundary (UGB) without identification of legal status 
or definition criteria. As outlined in our concern to MM-LU 16 above, if this is a 
measure SCAG identifies as "can and should" be implemented by local 
agencies or jurisdictions, the methodology should be clearly outlined in the 
RTP/SCS and evaluated. In LAFCO's typical role of responsible agency, we 
will be evaluating whether a jurisdiction has provided this definition, and in the 
case of a special district whether its definition is consistent with the overlaying 
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City's criteria. As the regional determiner of these activities, in the LAFCO staff 
opinion, SCAG's document should provide the evaluation criteria for its 
required UGB. 

MM-LU44- It appears that the context of this measure should remove the "can and" 
language to read - "The improvement and expansion of one urban public 
facility or service should not stimulate development that significantly 
precedes ... " 

Potential to change patterns of growth beyond the SCAG Region - the reference 
should be "MM-LU1 through MM-LU85". The numbering of mitigation measures 
preceding ends at 85. 

The mitigation measures identified in the DEIR are outlined as being recommended to 
become policies of SCAG through implementation of the RTP/SCS being evaluated. If this is 
the case, LAFCO staff believes further explanation of the processes should be included in 
the documents evaluated. In addition, every LAFCO is now required to include a discussion 
of any change of organization's consistency with regional transportation plans. Therefore, 
the measures in this DEIR for the RTP/SCS which identify that local agencies or jurisdictions 
"can and should" take certain actions which will affect future LAFCO considerations should 
be clarified. 

If you have any questions concerning the information outlined above, please do not hesitate 
to contact me or Samuel Martinez, Assistant Executive Officer, at (909) 383-9900. Please 
add LAFCO for San Bernardino County to your distribution list to receive further information 
related to this process. We look forward to working with SCAG on this important document 
for the future. 

Sincerely, 

',~~~~ 
KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD 
Executive Officer 

cc: Local Agency Formation Commission 
Ty Schuiling, Interim Executive Director, San Bernardino Associated Governments 

(SANBag) 
Tom Dodson, Tom Dodson & Associates, LAFCO for San Bernardino County 

Environmental Consultant 
Carolyn Emery, Executive Officer, Coalition of California LAFCOs (CCL) 

representing Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, San Diego and 
Imperial LAFCOs 





 
 

 

 

 

 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh St. 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy 

 

Dear Director Ikhrata: 

 SCAG is to be congratulated on the production of this unprecedented draft 
document that does laudable job of combining a Regional Transportation Plan and the 
inaugural "Sustainable Communities Strategy."  

 The San Fernando Valley Council of Governments represents the San 
Fernando and Santa Clarita valleys, a metropolitan region of over two million—more 
populous than 15 states, and one of the largest unified regions in the United States. 
Until now, we have not always had the opportunity to fully participate in SCAG planning 
activities as a region. We welcome this opportunity.  

 Because of the shortness of time, we will be unable to submit a full and 
substantive reply by the end of the public comment period on February 14, 2012. We 
note that SCAG’s regional transportation modeling area covers the Counties of 
Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura. This modeling 
area is divided into 11,267 Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs). Unfortunately, the 
TAZ maps were only made available on January 26th of this year. There has been very 
little time for meaningful analysis. 

 The City of Los Angeles and other respondents have noted that the plans tend 
to be inconsistent with existing Community Plans and General Plans. This could result 
in confusion, cost and needless litigation. We would like to reserve the opportunity to 
comment further as the process continues to unfold. 

 Substantive points have been raised by several credible groups. Given the 
significance of the RTP/SCS, we must approach this task with care, and the issues 
raised by SCLC, OCBC and the City of Los Angeles, inter alia, certainly bear further, 
and more detailed discussion. 

Further consideration is needed on "Policies and Principles of a Sound RTP/SCS" as 
stated: 

1. Provides Positive Economic Impacts … A Plan that is pro economic growth and 
job creation 
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2. Provides Local Control … A Plan that honors local control and flexibility over 
land use and transportation 

3. Assures New Revenue Sources are Fair, Equitable and Economically Sound 

4. Is Balanced and Accountable 

5. Is CEQA Compliant and Defensible 

6. Provides for CEQA Streamlining and Protects Against CEQA Abuse 

 

As a matter of process, it is recommended as follows: 

• Extend the public comment period to allow a more full and fair discussion of the 
issues. 

• Create an Issue Matrix of all recommendations to allow easier reference, for 
discussion and resolution. 

• Share the Issue Matrix, including pros and cons with all subregions, COGs, 
stakeholders and the Regional Council. 

• Highlight controversial issues for detailed discussion and consensus building. 

• Seek strategies that emphasize empowerment and incentives rather than 
compliance and regulation. 

• Set forth overarching disclaimers [local jurisdictions' reservation of rights] to 
clarify what the RTP/SCS is not. Focus on the legal implications of the RTP/SCS 
and PEIR. 

• Reconcile reduction in greenhouse gases (GHG) with loss of gas tax revenues. 

• Provide outreach and public information that contains standardized references, 
metrics and common denominators—materials that can be readily understood 
by local leaders, constituents and the consuming public. 

• Emphasize the economic realities of existing transportation systems, and 
explain the need for, and alternatives for future improvements. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this important process. 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

Robert L. Scott, Executive Director 
San Fernando Valley Council of Governments 
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February 9, 2012 

 

Hasan Ikhrata 

Executive Director 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 W 7th Street, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

 

RE: Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR Comments 

 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata 

 

The San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership applauds the leadership of the 

Southern California Association of Governments for preparing the Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP).  The significance of the RTP cannot be understated.  

Transportation funding is critical to the San Gabriel Valley’s economic future and 

Federal Transportation funds are contingent on the adoption of an RTP that 

conforms to federal air quality regulations. 

 

The Partnership has previously provided comments on the RTP regarding the East 

West Freight Corridor Project.  Managing truck traffic through the San Gabriel 

Valley is an important issue.  Access to and from the Ports is critical to the San 

Gabriel Valley region’s economy but community impacts must be addressed. We 

appreciate SCAG’s willingness to work with the cities in our region to resolve 

issues related to the East West Freight Corridor. 

 

The challenges of preparing the RTP were multiplied with the introduction of the 

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). Creating the Transportation Analysis 

Zones (TAZs) providing the potential for CEQA streamlining is a valuable benefit 

for future development and the economy as a whole. Of concern is the TAZ’s are 

not consistent with city zoning. Unless there is a process for amending the TAZ 

maps they may become restrictive rather than provide streamlining. 

 

The economy of California and especially Southern California continues to 

struggle even as other states begin to see economic growth.  Burdensome 

regulations and fees in California are forcing business to leave for or expand in 

other states. 
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New revenues account for over $219 billion of the total $524.7 billion needed to implement the 

transportation plan.  To the extent these fees, for example container fees, are adopted by the 

federal government we support this new revenue to implement the RTP.  However, we cannot 

support new fees and taxes that would add to the burden of only California businesses. 

 

This letter is intended to specifically comment on the Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR):   

 

1. The Draft PEIR imposes over-broad mitigation requirements on individual projects. The RTP 

should be a regional planning document and allow for specific project requirements to be 

identified and adopted by local government. 

2. The PEIR describes all mitigation measures as “feasible”.  With over 550 mitigation measures 

described, it is clear that all mitigation measures are not feasible for all projects.  The PEIR 

should prescribe a tool kit of measures from which local government and project applicants 

can find the mitigation that is effective and appropriate. The regional documents serve best 

as took kits from which project mitigation should be selected. 

3. In MM-AQ19 the California Air Resource Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook is 

referred to as being something that should be “complied with”. This CARB Air Quality 

document was adopted as a guideline. CARB does not have jurisdiction over land use and 

this mitigation measure would elevate what were guidelines to mandatory requirements. 

 

The Partnership appreciates the opportunity to be a part of the process for preparing the RTP, 

SCS and PEIR. 

 

Sincerely,  

 
Cynthia J. Kurtz 

President & CEO 
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·san !Jv[anue{'Band of !Mission Indians---

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Sout11ern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floo,r 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 ' 

\ 

\ 

·. : : 

Re: San Manuel -Band .. ofMission Indians - Comments to Draft SCAG 2012-2035 
Regional Transpmtation Plan -Sustainable Communities Plan ·and associated 
Preliminary Environmental Impact Report 1 • / 

. ·.: '\ ' 

: ~ ., ' 
Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The San Man~el. of Band of Mission Indi~s (•'Tribe'·), a federally recognized Tribe, 
wishes to express its appreciation· to the Southeni . California Association of GoJernmerits 
(SCAG) and Mr .. Amrild San Miguel for the February.8,,201Z brie:fingQn the Draft SCAG 2012-
2035 Re_gional Transportation Plan' Sustainable Communities' Plan (RTP/SCPi and associated 
Preliminary Environmental hnpact Report (PEIR) ... The, ;Tribe appreciates 'the' opportUnity to· 

·comment on SCAG's Regional Tran~portation Plan as S~n Manuel actively p~icipates in anQ. 
·supports community and regional economic and social initiatives. The Ttibe supports Io11g.range 
. planilfng that employs a sustainable-community approach to .. transportation projects and in',land . 
use, open space and preservation ofbiological and cultural resources. l}s a Serrano people whose 
ancestors iphabited a laig~ area· of San Bernardino Col.mty, the- Tribe maintains a close spiritual 
relationship to many important cultural plae'es in_ the landscape and feels a ~ee;m: stewardship for 
the protection' ahd preservation of these pla~s. It is with thi.s obligation in-mind ~hat the Tribe .· 
actively engages in cOnsultation and pre~ervation efforts for cultural resources: throughout San 

-· Bernardino and other SoutheiJi.,C-alifornia counties. · -
. ' . :· . . ; 

; · The Tribe believes. that it is essential that SCAG and other regio~al agencies.establish a 
meaningful and timely consultatjon process wi~ the Tribe in a~cordarice with the unique legal 
relationship existing ·between the United States ~d Im:lian Tzibal governments set forth. in the 

-Constitution of the United States,-ti-eaties. statutes,-Executive Orders.and•oourt decisions and the 
trust 'relationship of the United States an·d Indian tribes. The Tribe looks forward to working W;th 
SCAG in order to implement iliis eonsultation. · / · · . . . · · \ ' 

c 

TI1e Tribe's experience has shown tlu~t regular and meaningful consultation, including a 
meaningful and timely proceSs fo( seeking, discussing and .cOnsidering carefully the -views of 
others and seeking agreement when possible jn a manner that is cognizant of the cultural values 
and legal rights of all parties is most effective. Moreover, whenever ·appropriate~ the use of 
"certified Native American monitors'' (persons who are certified by a reeognized institution ,to 

1 . 
26569 Community (:enter fJJ~ive e~ J{fgfi(anr£ CJI 92346 a Office: {909) 864~8933 0 §'YLX: f909} 864-3370 
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monitor archaeologic-al resources with specific knowledge in local ancestral California Native 
American village sites and. cultural practices), may prevent costly delays and _offer unique . 
oppo11unities to contribut~ to all parties' efforts to pres~rve and promote an'important part· of 
c;ultw:al history. · · · 

:. The _Tribe offers the follo\.ving ~omments and Ianiu~ge_to the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft 
PEIR 3.4-22 Mitigation Measures, which sf.rengt~en the proc~es for protection of cultural 
resources: 

.. ·,··:·--

MM-CULS. -Languag/aqded as follows: , :. j~~HC to-determine whetlle~_known sacred sites are 
in the project area an.djdentify the Native 1\merjcan{s) aup,JVativeAnierican tribes (added) to 
contact to· obtain inforination ~ut the .. ·cproj~t . sit~. Add: It is strongly recommended that 
foderal and state lead ·(lge1icies qnd cities' ana counties'require that a check of the JV.AHC sacred 
lands files be_ undef:taken :in aJl projects-and that :the.~Native American tribes or individuals 
identified. by the jN.Gij[%~~-be ~ontactef{ /;JXP/:o)ect proponent for.fitrther in/o'rmatir;m and 
consultation on the pr()j~cJ.- · ' ·. · ' .,- · ' · · · · · · · · · · 

MM-CUL6. Add: It-is strongly recommended that stat~ and federal lead qgencies and cities and 
co.unties require that a qual~fied archaeologist conductarecorfl search ait!ze appropriate 

· Information. Center in allJ!rojects, . . . · ·· · · ' · · · ;,, __ · · ' · 

MM~CUL 7. Add.: It is str;ngly recommended }!;tat ~tate and fec{~l~~l.ai'encies and cities and 
counties conduct a p}zase I archaeological or historic arch[t,ectwal sU.rveyfor·allprojects that 
have not been previc?_lts}y sun1eyed pr have.}?t;}e_n survejeg~vit~in the lastfl_gyf}an;. . __ _ 

~~cur;S;· Ad~:}t~:~trongly-~ecorn~en~:~ th~t s:te a~d fec{eraLl;aJ-ii~~cfes and cities a#d 
counties require thdi_4ik!r:tified Native American monitor_pe employed.by~.~~~fprojectproponent 
or,_tribe to monitorth.e~subsurface operations or any earth moyeinent in tiH.Projects. It is also 
strqngly recommend_e_{l thctt a pre-c>fcavation agreemp?c[ be implemented wij~ cultu;ally affilitii~d 
tribes. ·- .. L,. · · r-:., · 
~.. ·~· 

MM-CUL9. Add: A,voidance is th¢ preforred· alterna~ive. Jfizvoidaf!ce is ·not feasible, it is 
strongly recominended that state and foderal-le.ad age11cies arzd cities and counties require that 
the project · sponsors consult wit.h culturit(ly ,affiliated Native, American . Tribes in the 
determir]gtion ofimpor_tance of the resource. · · · · · ' _: 

MM-CULJ 0. ,Add: Jt_is strongly recommended that state and. federal lead agencies and cities 
and cqumies require that the project 's.POnsors/ consuli with cUlturally affiliaied Native American · 
Tribes in the determination ofimportcmce.oftke resource. .. . 

MM-CUL17: Add: SCAG sh'a!l engage in government.;.to-govemmeiit consultation with Indian 
tribes in development of the 2012:.2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable-. Communities 
Strategy, per the laws set out in 3.4.-1 --3.4-5,- California Senate Bill 18 (Gm;erm11ent Code 
65300 et _seqj and in accord with the unique legal relationship existing between the United 
States and Indian Tribal governments set fortf1 in the Constitution of the. United States, treaties, 

2 
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statutes, Executive Orders and court decisions and the trust relationship of the United States and 
Indian tribes. · 

The Tribe-appreciates your consideration-of the proposed poiicy language as presented above as 
well as the opportU;flity to continue the goy~rm.ne~t-:to-govemment dialogue. ·· Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have any_questio:tis., · ·. '· •·· - · -·- · : -- ' · 

Very truly yours, 
. :_; 

SAN MANUEL BAND'OF MISSION INDIANS" .. · 

~~~ . ~/ 

Jerry J. Paresa -- · 
Chief Adniinistrative Officer 

-· .. \ \ _.~ 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY
RAMIREZ CANYON PARK
5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA  90265
PHONE (310) 589-3200            
FAX (310) 589-3207
WWW.SMMC.CA.GOV

            

January 23, 2012

Mr. Jacob Lieb
Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435

2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH # 2011051018

Dear Mr. Lieb:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) is the principal State open space
planning agency in Los Angeles and eastern Ventura Counties, comprising a substantial
portion of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region in both land
area and population.  The Conservancy is primarily concerned with habitat loss resulting
from many past decades of urban expansion and therefore promotes compact growth in
existing urban areas to minimize future resource loss.  Thus, the Conservancy shares many
of SCAG's newfound regional objectives and looks forward to shaping growth in Southern
California in a more sustainable and land-efficient direction.

The Conservancy's secondary interest is in creating an interconnected network of
visitor-serving parkland that provides access to natural areas for all residents within the
Conservancy Zone.  As such, the Conservancy has a particular focus on multi-benefit
projects such as river parkways that serve recreation, transportation, health, and economic
development objectives while improving quality of life.  The Conservancy is a major funder
of revitalization efforts along the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek.  These river and
trail corridors deserve a prominent place in regional transportation and land use plans in
accordance with their multiple benefits.

The Conservancy has reviewed the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
and offers the following comments in relation to our planning jurisdiction.
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Avoidance of Growth in Resource Areas

The RTP/SCS generally steers growth toward more compact forms in already urbanized
areas, making efficient use of existing infrastructure and reducing impacts to resource lands. 
The policy decisions contained within the SCS are projected to save 408 square miles of
nonurban land over the life of the plan.  If realized, these gains are certainly an
achievement, although there is no projection of where this growth will not occur and what
mechanisms will preserve the land in perpetuity.

The lack of specificity makes it difficult for the Conservancy to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed plan.  While the projections are intended to be a meta-analysis of regional
economic trends rather than a location-specific analysis of growth patterns, SCAG is clearly
making assumptions about where development on resource lands is and is not appropriate. 
This process is not transparent.  For example, the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) assigns population targets for different subareas of the region, which are then used
to justify additional development whether or not it is consistent with stated goals to
encourage compact development within existing urban areas.  Newhall Ranch has used the
RHNA targets as the basis for its massive expansion into open space areas west of Santa
Clarita, resulting in unmitigable habitat and connectivity loss.  At least Newhall Ranch is
contiguous with the existing Santa Clarita urban area.  SCAG appears to endorse the
proposed Centennial development at Tejon Ranch by projecting housing demand in the
area--no doubt a self-fulfilling prophecy--despite flagrant inconsistency with SCS objectives. 
These decisions serve as the basis for urbanization of resource lands, yet are not made in
consultation with resource agencies.  With the understanding that land use authority
belongs to local jurisdictions, a truly comprehensive regional plan would transparently set
growth parameters in concert with resource conservation goals to eliminate these apparent
contradictions.  Projecting growth in resource areas sets in motion policies that induce that
growth; therefore great care must be taken to ensure such growth meets regional objectives.

Wildlife Crossings of Transportation Facilities

The Conservancy appreciates SCAG's recognition of the impact that linear transportation
facilities have on natural areas and the need for well-designed wildlife crossings to partially
mitigate these effects.  Wildlife crossings serve two distinct purposes: reducing mortality
and preserving genetic connectivity.  Roads are the leading direct source of human-caused
mortality for most species in Southern California and the entire country.  They can become
a population sink if a significant fraction of a local species is killed, affecting broader
population distribution across the landscape.  Additionally, for highly mobile predators,
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individuals crossing roads are frequently dispersing from their home range in search of new
territory and mates, a vital population dynamic that is devastating if interrupted.  National
Park Service research has documented significant genetic differences among carnivore
populations on either side of the 101 Freeway in the Santa Monica Mountains.

Wildlife crossings need to be discussed in the context of habitat connectivity, which is the
broader ecological goal for conservation areas.  Wildlife crossings are but one critical tool
to ensure that indicator species are able to safely move about their environment.  The
Conservancy has partnered extensively with the National Parks Service, U.S. Geological
Survey, and UCLA to research movement corridors in Southern California, with an emphasis
on our core jurisdiction in the Santa Monica Mountains, Simi Hills, Santa Susana
Mountains, San Gabriel Mountains, and Verdugo Mountains.  While much has been
learned about movement patterns in these areas and the way in which key transportation
facilities create genetic barriers to connectivity, the measures that might mitigate these
impacts have not been thoroughly researched.  Wildlife corridor design is a field in its
infancy with few scientifically verified best practices for crossing dimensions and landscape
features.  Given that this research is needed to properly mitigate transportation impacts,
SCAG should invest in connectivity research with a program specifically designed to establish
measures that can be incorporated into the 2016 RTP revision.  Such a program would
aggregate existing research, propose new study areas, and develop design best practices
specifically tailored to the Southern California eco-region.

Environmental Mitigation Program

SCAG has identified the need for a regional Natural Lands Acquisition and Open Space
Conservation Strategy to protect remaining resource lands and mitigate for impacts from
transportation improvements.  The Conservancy looks forward to working with SCAG on the
development of such a strategy.  In addition to mitigation banking, transfer of development
rights, and payment of in-lieu fees, the Conservancy recognizes conservation easements as
a powerful preservation tool for habitat areas.  Conservation easements should be listed in
the plan alongside the other preservation mechanisms.

The Conservancy has supported the establishment of transfer of development rights (TDR)
programs in multiple updated general plans as a potentially useful market-based
preservation mechanism that supports regional density goals.  SCAG should take a
leadership role in setting guidelines and best practices for these new county and municipal
programs as well as explore the creation of a regionally unified TDR program.
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High Quality Transit Areas and CEQA Streamlining

SB 375 provides that developments that are consistent with the Sustainable Communities
Strategy be rewarded with a streamlined CEQA process in order to incentivize dense
developments in appropriate locations near transit.  While the Conservancy is generally
wary of processes that weaken CEQA protections, the law's narrow provisions are
appropriate in this instance.  However, SCAG's designated High Quality Transit Areas
(HQTA) are overly broad with a low threshold of minimum transit service (15-minute
frequency only during weekday peak) to qualify for the exemption.  This threshold is not
sufficient to attract significant mode share that would justify the CEQA exemption, as the
off-peak headways in most of these "high quality" areas are likely not adequate to facilitate
a car-light lifestyle in most of the designated HQTA corridors.

Of greater concern to the Conservancy, judging from the available HQTA maps, SCAG's
methodology appears to reward proximity to transit lines rather than transit stops or
stations.  This creates absurd outcomes where properties are given an incentive to densify
even if they are not serviced by transit or topographically suitable for urban development. 
Many of the "high quality" lines are actually point-to-point express buses run on the
freeways.  Within the Conservancy's area of interest, the Sepulveda Pass, Cahuenga Pass,
and Conejo Grade corridors fit this description.  This methodological problem could be
corrected by excluding freeway service (which is not favorable for transit-oriented
development anyway) from HQTA designation and by determining the quality of transit
based on off-peak frequency, which is a better indicator of whether it supports the intended
urban lifestyle.

River Parkways and Active Transportation

As mentioned previously, the Conservancy is interested in urban river projects for their
multiple recreational, environmental, and transportation benefits.  The RTP/SCS should fully
fund build-out of these active transportation corridors throughout the region.  When well
designed, these facilities serve as "bicycle freeways" connecting various parts of the region
with uninterrupted travel for nonmotorized users.  For this reason, the Los Angeles River
trail featured prominently in the "Carmageddon" race between Jet Blue and a group of elite
bicyclists from Burbank to Long Beach.  Separated from traffic, such facilities are also
inviting for bicyclists of all ages and abilities, which is necessary to attract substantial mode
share away from automobiles.  The draft Los Angeles County Bicycle Master Plan, among
others, calls for build-out of the river trail system and includes preliminary cost estimates.
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The RTP/SCS calls for $6 billion over the next two decades for active transportation
investments, which seems low when compared to the identified need in local bike and
pedestrian plans.  Given the central role active transportation plays in meeting regional
planning objectives, funding levels should be set based on full build-out of local bicycle and
pedestrian plans, with an appropriate amount projected for those jurisdictions that have not
yet completed such plans.  The currently proposed funding level does not appear to be
rooted in such a need-based assessment.  It is not adequate to simply compare the proposed
expenditures with past levels independent of a needs assessment.

In addition to the total funding level, the proposed timing of active transportation
investment is inadequate.  Only 20 percent of the proposed expenditures would occur
during the first 15 years of the 25-year planning period, leaving the vast majority of
expenditures for the highly speculative future and of little use to current residents.  Transit
and transportation demand management are similarly back-loaded with only
highway-related investments receiving funding priority in the near term.  These non-
highway investments are the ones most likely to generate greenhouse gas emissions savings,
among other benefits, and the earlier they are made the longer the benefits can accumulate. 
The proposed expenditure plan runs directly counter to the stated emphasis of the SCS.

Active transportation projects, including the river parkways, are suffering for lack of
funding.  The most visionary plans, such as the City's Los Angeles River Revitalization
Master Plan, require extensive funding to come to fruition and provide their multiple
benefits.  Planning is well underway, but capital dollars are in short supply for these
projects.  Furthermore, achieving greenhouse gas reduction and air quality goals requires
early mode shift to maximize cumulative benefits over the life of the plan.  The Conservancy
suggests that the plan's funding priorities be reversed to immediately fund active
transportation investments at a sufficient level to achieve build-out of the region's bicycle
and pedestrian networks in the near and medium term.  Such a change would make the RTP

more consistent with the land use and mode share objectives outlined by the SCS, the intent
of SB 375.

Environmental Justice and Public Health

Like SCAG, the Conservancy takes its commitment to environmental justice seriously as a
State agency.  The Conservancy is therefore delighted to see equal access to parks, one of
its core missions, considered as a performance measure for environmental justice.  The
SCAG model does not currently include programs intended to ameliorate these access issues,
such as the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority's (MRCA) Transit to Trails
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program.  Given the inherent remoteness of open space parkland, it is likely infeasible to
run regular transit service to most parks.  The highly successful Transit to Trails fills this
gap, but is perpetually underfunded in comparison to the access demand.  Funding for such
programs from SCAG transportation funds would be appropriate mitigation for impacts to
environmental justice populations.

Part of embracing environmental justice as a core mission includes looking holistically at
issues that affect the community.  Poor air quality is not the only impact from a
transportation system that is overly reliant on cars.  Obesity and related illnesses are a direct
result from community design that does not allow for safe opportunities to walk and bike
for everyday transportation.  The RTP/SCS should therefore include obesity-related health
outcomes as a performance measure for the regional transportation system.  The currently
unequal health outcomes will require targeted investments in disadvantaged communities
to create active transportation networks that provide access to services, jobs, schools, and
parks.  River parkways directly address this need by providing bikeways through many of
the poorest communities in the region.

Additionally, the safety performance measure appears to discount the health benefits of
active transportation while overstating risks.  SCAG methodology rewards shifts to "safer"
modes, but uses datasets that penalize pedestrians and bicyclists for being hit by cars.  This
methodology would discourage investments that increase active transportation when it is
precisely these investments that address the safety issues faced by those bicycling and
walking on public streets.  The methodology further does not include the well-documented
"safety in numbers" phenomenon that decreases risk for active modes the more people
utilize them.  Likewise, it does not consider improved public health outcomes that have
been calculated to more than offset risk.  The poor safety performance of walking and
bicycling modes is justification for increasing investment in active transportation,
particularly separated facilities for bicyclists.

Comments on Proposed PEIR Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources and Open Space

The PEIR includes many mitigation measures for potential impacts to biological resources. 
Overall, these measures are comprehensive and based on sound practice.  Inclusion of the
proposed mitigation measures in project selection and design will greatly improve ecological
outcomes in the SCAG region compared to a baseline scenario.  The specific measures
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calling for minimum mitigation ratios reflect current accepted practices without limiting the
discretion of resource agencies to require greater mitigation if warranted.

The proposed measures addressing habitat fragmentation and connectivity are thorough
and appropriate (MM-BIO/OS36 through MM-BIO/OS40).  These impacts have been all too
often unmitigated for transportation projects in the past.

The Conservancy looks forward to collaboration on regional conservation planning policy
to address cumulative impacts to biological resources (MM-BIO/OS45).  The Conservancy's
joint powers partner MRCA administers highly successful restoration and preservation
mitigation programs in close coordination with state and federal resource agencies.  SCAG's
planning and funding expertise is a welcome addition to ongoing efforts.  The Conservancy
requests an invitation to participate in this process.

The primary impact from transportation facilities is often the indirect and cumulative
impact from growth induced by new improvements.  As projects increase access and reduce
commute times from remote areas, these resource lands become economic to develop.  The
Conservancy is therefore pleased to see SCAG recognize these impacts and call for their
mitigation (MM-BIO/OS47).  Without appropriate growth management along transportation
corridors, wildlife crossings cannot mitigate connectivity impacts from expanding
development footprints.  Furthermore, induced growth along new corridors often negates
the benefits of new transportation capacity, prompting even greater impacts from future
facility expansion.  SCAG should develop best practices that would be applicable to new
transportation corridors such as the High Desert Corridor to prevent new development
from extending into resource lands.

Land Use and Agriculture Resources

As stated previously, the Conservancy is encouraged to see transfer of development rights
programs included in the RTP/SCS (MM-LU16).  Los Angeles County and several
municipalities in the Conservancy's jurisdiction are including programs in their respective
general plan updates.  SCAG should provide technical assistance and facilitate
interjurisdictional transfer programs among member governments as appropriate.

The Conservancy is pleased to see strategic planning that encourages recreational access
to natural lands be coupled with efficient land use strategies to preserve these lands (MM-
LU25 and 26).  Location-efficient and compact development is better for the economy and
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environment by reducing infrastructure costs, increasing tax revenues per acre, and
reducing consumption of agricultural land and habitat.

Urban growth and service boundaries are a critical tool local jurisdictions have to protect
resource areas within greenbelts (MM-LU42).  The Conservancy strongly supports efforts
by local jurisdictions to establish such policies.  SCAG should promote best practices in
greenbelt planning and facilitate interjurisdictional collaboration to protect resource areas
that separate discrete urban communities.  The Conservancy notes that effective policies
restrict densities to no more than one dwelling unit per ten acres outside of urban growth
boundaries.  Densities above this threshold begin to affect resource values, particularly
habitat connectivity and sensitive species.  One unit per ten acres is an appropriate
maximum density to reduce the proliferation of "ranchette" developments that highly
fragment habitat in rural areas.

The Conservancy supports using variable development fees as an economic incentive to
direct growth to desired areas.  In particular, increasing impact fees for development in
greenfield areas would recognize the resource impacts of such developments while
rewarding new developments that minimize the burden on public infrastructure by locating
in existing urban areas (MM-LU81).  Such fees would need to be considerable to actually
have an effect on land economics at the regional scale.  SCAG should undertake an
economic analysis to determine what level of fees would be required to achieve regional
growth objectives.

Public Services and Utilities

The PEIR lacks a public safety mitigation measure that promotes project design that
minimizes urban-wildland interface, which is the source of wildfire risk to persons and
property.  Past development patterns include long, meandering urban edges with high risk
exposure to catastrophic events, causing great strain on local and State firefighting
resources largely subsidized by those living in lower risk locations.  A mitigation measure
should include two components addressing both project location and project design.  First,
development that extends into high fire hazard areas should be discouraged.  Second, there
should be an emphasis on utilizing project design strategies to reduce risk, such as building
within compact and defensible footprints and minimizing perimeter length.  Projects should
be sited in order to reduce impacts of required brush clearance on native habitat areas,
including adequate buffers to protect sensitive resources from brush clearance impacts.
The draft Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area Ordinance contains model
language to this effect.



Mr. Jacob Lieb, Southern California Association of Governments
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
January 23, 2012
Page 9

The Conservancy concurs that project sponsors and local jurisdictions should work to
increase public access to open space (MM-PS21 and 26).  River parkways and other urban
natural parks serve a vital purpose in connecting urban residents to natural parkland (MM-
PS22).  The City and County of Los Angeles have both recognized these projects in master
plans for their respective river corridors.  While planning for these projects is the
responsibility of local jurisdictions and partners, SCAG has a critical responsibility for
funding by including bikeway projects in the RTP.

Regional partnerships are necessary to achieve open space conservation objectives (MM-
PS29).  The City of Santa Clarita partnered with the Conservancy to form the joint powers
Santa Clarita Watershed Recreation and Conservation Authority, an example of the kind
of local partnership that should be encouraged throughout the region.  The City of Santa
Clarita brought to the table a local assessment that can be used for open space acquisitions
outside the City boundaries to establish a continuous greenbelt for its residents to enjoy. 
As previously mentioned, the Conservancy welcomes SCAG's assistance with planning and
identifying funding sources for open space acquisition (MM-PS31 and 34).  SCAG's
participation in coordinating regionally significant trail networks is also appreciated,
however the greatest contribution SCAG could make to these efforts would be including
those greenways that serve transportation functions, such as the river parkways, in the RTP

so that they can be fully developed in the short and medium-term (MM-PS33).  SCAG should
focus on projects that close gaps in regional networks, such as the bikeway gap from
Riverside Drive to Vernon along the Los Angeles River through dowtown, and projects that
provide connectivity across jurisdictional boundaries.

Regarding renewable energy development projects in open space areas, the Conservancy
concurs that it should be allowable, but with careful attention paid to biological and visual
resources to ensure compatibility and minimal impacts  (MM-PS98).  The constraints analysis
approach outlined is an appropriate framework for renewable energy decisions (MM-PS97).

Transportation

As previously mentioned, the Conservancy plays an active role in developing bicycle and
pedestrian trails that access parks and open space (MM-TR42).  The Conservancy looks
forward to SCAG support and urges that ample funding be provided for full build-out of the
planned river parkway system, combining transportation and recreation functions to
improve the quality of life for Southern California residents.  These parkways often connect
with schools, parks, libraries, and other community facilities (MM-TR43).  Such connections
should be enhanced through regular transportation improvements and the development of
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regional and local networks of multi-use trails with adequate end-of-trip facilities (MM-
TR78).

Water Resources

The Conservancy believes that preservation of remaining riparian resources should be the
highest priority at both the regional and project level, followed by restoration of previously
impacted areas (MM-W1 and 9).  To the extent feasible, natural methods for stormwater
control, water quality improvements, and infiltration should be encouraged.

SCAG sets an appropriate standard that new projects should not cause or contribute to
conditions that degrade the physical integrity or ecological function of any downstream
receiving waters (MM-W22).  When evaluating projects during the environmental review
process, SCAG should identify regionally significant projects that may impact downstream
waters and include comments to that effect in NOP and EIR responses.  This is a critical issue
wherever natural rivers interact with urban areas, such as the Santa Clarita Valley in the
Conservancy's area of interest.  Recent approval of the Landmark Village of Newhall
Ranch did not meet this standard of ecological sustainability, threatening the natural
hydrogeomorphology of the Santa Clara River by elevating the 100-year flood plain and
armoring the natural banks along the development’s edge.  SCAG should participate in the
development of models of natural processes for the remaining natural rivers in the SCAG

region to ensure that environmental review can comprehensively evaluate project impacts
based on the best available information.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  If you have any questions, please
contact Paul Edelman of our staff at (310) 589-3200, ext. 128.

Sincerely,

ELIZABETH A. CHEADLE

Chairperson
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OF GOVERNMENTS 

On behalf of the South Bay Cities Council of Governments (SBCCOG), I would like to 
congratulate you and your staff for the excellent work preparing the complex 2012 RTP including 
the region's initial SCS, associated Appendices and Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR). Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft documents. 

The SBCCOG lacks the resources to comprehensively review and comment on the RTP and PEIR. 
We have reviewed the comments being submitted by the Orange County and Gateway Cities 
Councils of Governments and are in general support them. 

In particular, we want to reinforce the following: 
• Gateway COG's question regarding the Financial Plan- Table 3.4.1 which presents Core 

and Reasonably A vail able local sources of revenue and includes development mitigation 
fees for Orange and Riverside Counties. Does the revenue estimate include any 
assumption of funds from the potential adoption of a development fee in Los Angeles 
County? 

• OCCOG's request regarding the Mitigation Monitoring Program mentioned in the PEIR to 
clarify what obligations local agencies may have regarding SCAG's mitigation monitoring 
efforts. 

• OCCOG's request that SCAG provide the mitigation measures as a "toolbox" to local 
agencies for use within their discretion if and when appropriate for projects within their 
respective jurisdictions. 

• OCCOG's request that SCAG adopt growth forecast numbers at the county level rather 
than lower geographical levels such as city or census tract. 

Our focus was on the SCS portion of the R TP. Our comments address strategies included in 
Tables 4.3 and 4.4 and we request the following changes: 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN ACTION 

Carson El Segundo Gardena Hawthorne Hermosa Beach Inglewood Lawndale Lomita 
Los Angeles Manhattan Beach Palos Verdes Estates Rancho Palos Verdes Redondo Beach Rolling Hills 

Rolling Hills Estates Torrance Los Angeles District #15 Los Angeles County 



Land Use Actions and Strategies, Table 4.3 

Add the following new options: 
Update local zoning codes, General Plans and other regulatory policies and pursue opportunities to 
develop appropriately scaled mixed office-retail commercial centers within walking distance of 
residential neighborhoods 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions 

Update local zoning codes, General Plan and other regulatory policies to accelerate adoption of 
land use strategies that will over time convert auto oriented intersections of major arterials into 
mixed office-retail commercial centers. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions 

Expand Compass Blueprint priorities to support member cities and sub-regional COGs adopting 
neighborhood oriented development as a land use strategy and range-limited electric vehicles as a 
mobility strategy. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG 

Amend the following existing options (as indicated in italics): 
Update local zoning codes, General Plans, and other regulatory policies to accelerate adoption of 
land use strategies included in the RTP/SCS Alternative, or that have been formally adopted by 
any sub-regional COG that is consistent with regional goals. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions 

Pursue joint development opportunities to encourage the development of housing and mixed-use 
projects around existing and planned rail stations, along high-frequency bus corridors, in transit 
oriented development and in neighborhood oriented development. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, CTCs 

Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to protect resource areas, such as natural 
habitats and farmland from future development; and support project, programs, policies, and 
regulations that lead to development of "complete communities" on greenjields. (A diversity of 
housing choices and educational opportunities; jobs for a variety of skills and education; recreation 
and culture; a full-range of shopping, entertainment and services; all within a relatively short 
distance) 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, SCAG 

Transportation Network Actions and Strategies, Table 4.4 
Add the following new options: 
Promote the.use of range-limited battery electric vehicles through land use policies that bring 
origins and destinations closer together such as the neighborhood oriented development strategy; 
and through transportation infrastructure such as complete streets (designed to accommodate slow 
speed electric vehicles) and EVSE deployment in homes and in public parking lots. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 
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Encourage the development of new, short haul, cost-effective transit services such as DASH and 
demand responsive (DRT) in order to both serve and encourage development of compact 
neighborhood centers. 
Responsible parties: CTCs and municipal transit operators 

Ensure every sub-region has multiple access points to the regional high speed transit network with 
at least one of them being a candidate for development into a multi-mobility hub (MMH). 
Responsible parties: CTCs and local jurisdictions 

Lobby the state to provide funding for complete streets planning and implementation in support of 
reaching SB 375 goals. 
Responsible parties: SCAG, State 

Amend the following existing options (as indicated in italics): 
Explore and implement innovative strategies and projects that enhance mobility and air quality, 
including those that increase the walkability of communities, accessibility to transit via non-auto 
modes and ZEV modes, and accessibility via ZEV modes. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 

Collaborate with local jurisdictions to plan and develop residential and employment development 
around current and planned transit stations and neighborhood commercial centers. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, SCAG 

Collaborate with local jurisdictions to provide a network of local community circulators that serve 
new TOD, HQTAs, and neighborhood commercial centers providing an incentive for residents and 
employees to make trips on transit and/or stay in the local communities. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, SCAG, and CTCs 

Develop first mile/last mile strategies on a local level to provide an incentive for making trips by 
transit, bicycling, walking or driving neighborhood electric vehicles or other ZEV options. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 

Encourage the development of a Complete Streets policy, explicitly accommodating slow speed· 
and other ZEVs. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 

Develop infrastructure plans and educational programs to promote active transportation and ZEV 
options. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 

Emphasize active transportation projects and slow speed ZEV modes as part of complying with the 
Complete Streets Act 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 
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Collaborate with local jurisdictions and sub-regional COGs to develop regional policies regarding 
TSM 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, 

Collaborate with local jurisdictions and sub-regional COGs to update the ITS inventory. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG 

Collaborate with the State and Federal Government and sub-regional COGs to examine potential 
innovative TDM strategies 
Responsible parties: SCAG, State and COGs 

In addition, the 2012 RTP should include a preliminary cost estimate for implementing the 
Regional PEV Readiness Plan and the sub-regional strategies to develop infrastructure and 
supportive land uses mentioned in Table 4.7. The completed PEV Readiness Plan will provide 
such an estimate however that will occur after RTP adoption so that an estimate as place holder 
should be added in this plan. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to respond. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Perkins, SBCCOG Chair 
Councilmember, City of Palos Verdes Estates 

cc: Pam O'Connor, SCAG President 
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South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91 765-41 78 
(909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov 

EMAILED: February 21,2012 February 21 , 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Comments on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan, 
Sustainable Communities Strategy, and Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

The South Coast Air Quality Management (AQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) and the Draft 2012-
2035 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (Draft RTP/SCS). 
AQMD staff appreciates the inclusion of strategies in the Draft RTP that will reduce vehicle 
miles travelled (VMT). These strategies are a fundamental aspect of the plan and are needed to 
achieve transportation conformity requirements under the federal Clean Air Act. However, 
additional pollutant reductions beyond transportation conformity requirements must be found for 
the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) to achieve National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). Pursuant to the Clean Air Act, if the SCAB does not meet NAAQS on time, the 
region could lose federal transportation funding. This loss of funding could hinder achieving the 
goals of the Draft RTP/SCS. In addition, new tools and funding sources for SCS implementation 
will be required to overcome the additional hurdles that local jurisdictions face with the recent 
loss of redevelopment agencies. Therefore, we look forward to SCAG' s continued significant 
involvement in the development of the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan in order to ensure 
that the transportation system contributes its fair share of pollutant reductions in our basin. 

Transportation and Goods Movement Strategy 

The AQMD staff appreciates that the lead agency has worked with our staff and the California 
Air Resources Board staff to develop an aggressive plan containing transportation policies that 
promote zero emission technologies. These policies and projects will provide regional and local 
air quality benefits. For example, as a part of the plan' s goods movement strategy, the lead 
agency has included full deployment of zero emission transport for all container drayage 
between the ports and near-dock rail yards by 2020 (Goods Movement Appendix to RTP, page 
34). Further, the Draft RTP has included zero emission freight corridors that could yield 
significant regional emission reductions and reduce near roadway emissions exposure in a timely 
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manner. AQMD staff looks forward to our joint efforts with SCAG staff on future 
demonstration and deployment of these important technologies, including a zero emission on
road demonstration project within the next one to three years. Further information in the Final 
EIR and RTP about the following strategies would be helpful to provide clarity in how these 
aspects of the plan impact air quality. 

• Although zero emission technologies are described in the Draft RTP, it is not clear to what 
extent the emission reductions from these projects have been included in the constrained plan 
(e.g., RTP Table 2.1 1). The Final RTP/SCS and PEIR should include specific details about 
how much of the emission reduction benefits of the 1-710 corridor project, East-West freight 
corridor project, and zero emission deployment from the ports to near dock rail yards are 
included in the 2035 emission calculations. 

• SCAG should work with local transportation agencies, the ports, and other private and public 
stakeholders to identify funding in the constrained plan for zero-emission technology 
demonstrations (or initial deployments) in the port to near dock rail yard corridor. These 
should involve multiple technologies, including technologies with potential for regional 
application, and should involve major truck manufacturers. Such demonstrations can and 
should be initiated by no later than 2013 and should include testing and evaluation of 
wayside power (e.g., catenary trucks), battery electric trucks, and fuel cell trucks. AQMD 
will partner in supporting this measure (e.g., funding, seeking funding partners, and 
developing other support). 

• The Draft RTP/SCS includes several key port-related projects such as the Southern 
California International Gateway (SCI G) and Modernization of the Intermodal Container 
Transfer Facility (ICTF) that are considered critical to the regional goods movement system 
and will have serious air quality implications for the basin and substantial impact on the 
heavy duty truck distribution in the region. Specifically, the Draft RTP/SCS indicates these 
projects are needed to address an overall growth volume at the San Pedro Bay Ports of up to 
43 million containers by 2035 - more than tripling current levels. In addition, this significant 
growth in heavy duty truck traffic calls for the need to develop zero and near-zero emission 
goods movement technologies. 

Freeway Impacts to Sensitive Receptors 

The Draft PEIR indicates that the proposed project will place an additional 200,000 people 
within 500 feet of freeways in the SCAG Region. Areas within 500 feet of a freeway typically 
experience significantly elevated levels of mobile source pollution compared to areas outside this 
buffer zone. The AQMD staff recognizes that the placement of concentrated populations next to 
freeways is in response to the SCS policies that encourage growth adjacent to transit and other 
transportation facilities, however, it is not clear how SCAG determines that the potential impacts 
to future residents in these areas are insignificant. 

Specifically, page 3.2-31 in the Draft RTP/SCS PEIR states that Mitigation Measure-AQ19 
(MM-AQ19) will reduce this impact to a less than significant level. MM-AQ19 describes 
requirements that lead agencies should implement for conducting Health Risk Assessments, 
maintaining buffer zones from some pollution sources, and installing particulate filters in 
building ventilation systems to reduce particulate exposure. However, it is not clear how this 
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mitigation measure will be implemented. Because the Draft RTP includes substantial growth in 
population in these freeway proximate areas, SCAG should commit to researching the 
effectiveness of mitigation to reduce pollutant exposures in these areas and working with other 
state and local agencies on further policy development to reduce near freeway exposure. 

Implementation Monitoring and Tracking 

SCS Performance Measures 
One of the primary goals of the SCS is to decrease per-capita greenhouse gas emissions from 
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. These greenhouse gas reductions will have the 
co-benefit of reducing emissions of criteria pollutants. Because the SCS is an integral part of the 
RTP and therefore the AQMP, timely implementation of the SCS goals is relied upon to meet air 
quality standards. As a result, the AQMD staff requests that the plan be revised to include a 
periodic tracking and reporting element for the SCS that would occur more frequently than the 
regular RTP cycle. Specifically, staff requests that the tracking process not be limited to policy 
review of the SCS, but also include identification of revenue sources (see Funding comments 
below), and other metrics deemed appropriate by SCAG. These reported metrics should be made 
available to the public to ensure that our basin remains on track to meet AQMP goals. 

Fundingofthe RTP 

As required by federal regulation, SCAG has included a financial plan to demonstrate how the 
transportation plan can be implemented [23 C.F.R. §450.322(f)(l0)]. The plan includes financial 
resources that are "reasonably expected to be available" to carry out the plan 
[§450.322(f)(IO)(ii)]. However, about $219.5 billion out of a total of$524.7 billion in costs of 
the proposed 2012 RTP are expected to be funded by "new" sources of funds that are not 
currently available ("core" funds). This means that over 40% of the total cost of the plan is 
dependent on future new funding. Federal regulation provides that in the case of new funding 
sources, "strategies for ensuring their availability shall be included." [450.322(f)(IO)(iii)]. A 
review of the "new" funding sources indicates that most would require further action by the state 
legislature, Congress, and/or a vote of the people. Moreover, federal regulations require the 
financial plan to "address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the implementation 
ofTCMs in the applicable SIP." [§450.322(f)(l)(vi)]. We are concerned that these strategies are 
not sufficiently identified and assured of implementation. 

State law also requires the RTP to include a financial element, which must summarize "the cost 
of plan implementation constrained by a realistic projection of available revenues." 
[Government Code §65080(b)(4)(A)]. The financial element may recommend the development 
of specified new sources of revenue. However, in describing the requirement for "financial 
constraint," the treatise California Transportation Law (Solano Press, 2000; March, Jeremy) 
provides at page 139 that the plan should: 

• "Explain the consequences of living with existing revenues only, including what parts of the 
plan would not be achievable (without new revenues). 
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• Indicate alternative policy directions if proposed revenues are not realized, and the time 
frame when the change in policy direction should be undertaken if proposed revenues are not 
forthcoming." 

The RTP does not currently present sufficient information to demonstrate why the "new" 
funding sources must actually become available. Moreover, it does not identify which measures 
or projects are to be funded by "core" revenues (those already available or committed) and which 
are to be funded by "new" sources. In order for the public and policymakers to have a clear 
understanding of why the "new" funding sources must become available, and thus to implement 
the needed steps for this to occur, the RTP should clearly identify the consequences if the plan 
were forced to depend only on "core" funding. 

Transportation Control Measures 

AQMD staff initially requested that SCAG prepare an analysis in the Final RTP/SCS of what 
transportation control measures would be needed to offset growth in emissions due to growth in 
VMT, if the decision in AIR v. EPA were to become final [632 F.3d 584 (9th Cir. 2011)]. The 
conformity section of the Draft RTP acknowledged in a footnote that the RTP would not be 
sufficient, but did not explain what would be required. On January 27,2012, the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals denied EPA's petition for rehearing in that case. As a result, AQMD staff is 
now requesting a scenario analysis that includes the incremental emission impact in the SCAB 
due to VMT growth. This scenario analysis would use the difference between 2035 VMT and 
the VMT from years 1997, 2008, and 2012, and applicable vehicle emission rates in 2035. The 
Draft EIR compares today's emissions with future emissions, and compares emissions with the 
project compared to emissions without the project. We request that SCAG analyze the emissions 
impact of growth in VMT. For illustration purposes, staff reiterates its request that the RTP also 
include an analysis of what additional Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) it would take to 
comply with this decision. 

Public Availability of SCS Details 

In order to provide certainty and transparency to the public, the details regarding the planning 
assumptions in the RTP/SCS (such as housing density, distribution of employment, etc.) should 
be made publicly available upon approval of the Final RTP/SCS. Because the RTP/SCS will be 
used to determine whether future projects can utilize new CEQA streamlining procedures, 
stakeholders need to have a readily available data source that describes what planning 
assumptions are included in the SCS. This final SCS planning scenario at the local level should 
be published and available to the public, and any future changes/amendments should also be 
made available for review so that all stakeholders can evaluate the consistency of future projects 
with the SCS. 

Economic Analysis 

The AQMD staff appreciates SCAG's participation at the February I, 2012 study session on the 
economic impact of the Draft RTP/SCS. At that meeting SCAG acknowledged and clarified the 
limitations of the Draft RTP/SCS economic analysis released in December of2011 and presented 
the results from additional analyses. Based on our understanding of the economic analysis from 
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that meeting, we request that SCAG provide further clarification on its methods in assessing RTP 
employment impacts. This information is crucial because the AQMP heavily relies upon 
employment figures generated by the RTP for emission projections. For example, the Draft RTP 
assumes that employment will be the same with and without the plan (Table 3.10-10 of the Draft 
EIR). Any additional analysis conducted after the draft document on job impacts should be 
released prior to approving the Final RTP and should provide more detailed description on the 
analysis assumptions and proper interpretation of the results. Also, the AQMD staff 
recommends inclusion of the financing component of operation and maintenance expenditures in 
the job impact assessment of the RTP/SCS. 

Contact Information 

The inclusion of these items coupled with a continued emphasis on zero and near zero emission 
transportation technologies in the region could formulate a plan that provides a path for 
sustainable communities, achieving regional air quality goals, and reducing public health impacts 
from future transportation infrastructure. The AQMD staff looks forward to continuing to work 
with SCAG in pursuit of air quality standards in the region and improve air quality for all 
residents in the South Coast Air Basin. Please contact me at (909) 396-3186 should you have 
any questions regarding these comments. 

PG:BB:IM:SL:DG 
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Control Number 

Sincerely, , 

Elaine Chang, DrPH 
Deputy Executive Officer 
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
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RE: Comments on the Drafts of the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

For the past three years, business and industry representatives from throughout Southern California have 
participated in the Southern California Association of Government's extensive process used to develop the region's Draft 
2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which includes an inaugural Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). Our 
interest in this process has been particularly keen given both the significant economic challenges currently facing our 
region's economy and the fact that the inaugural SCS could - if not considered from many viewpoints - have unforeseen 
negative consequences. 

In light of our ongoing participation and understanding, we appreciate the tremendous effort that SCAG's staff 
and leaders have put into the process that led to the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS & PEIR. The development of this RTP/SCS 
followed an inclusive approach with SCAG holding hundreds of meetings with SCAG's public and private stakeholders. 
We also appreciate the extensive economic analysis that SCAG has performed on the Draft RTP/SCS in order to provide 
all stakeholders and SCAG's Regional Councilmembers with an understanding of the financial impacts of the plan. 

As representatives of Southern California's broader business community, we recognize the crucial roles that 
transportation and infrastructure have in maintaining our region's economy and quality oflife. Accordingly, through this 
letter, we join together to provide SCAG with general comments regarding remaining significant concerns about the 
contents ofboth (i) the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, and (ii) the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 
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From the beginning, representatives of businesses and industries have agreed upon the qualities of a good 
RTP/SCS. Those qualities can be summarized as follows. The RTP/SCS should: 

• Foster economic growth and job creation in a balanced and accountable manner and in recognition of 
foreseeable regional population growth; 

• Utilize all revenue sources very efficiently, and utilize new revenue sources only if they are economically sound 
and equitable; 

• Honor the prerogatives that local governments - as the level of government with the greatest understanding of 
and sensitivity to community interests and context- should continue to enjoy concerning land use and 
community development; 

• Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and federal environmental laws and regulations 
(e.g., federal Clean Air Act conformity); and 

• Allow for expeditious review and approval of projects that are consistent with a sound and reasonably 
accommodating RTP/SCS. 

Despite our overall appreciation for the work put in by SCAG's staff, there are important aspects of the Draft 
2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR which, we believe, require much more consideration and correction or clarification before 
SCAG approves the 2012 RTP/SCS and the Final PEIR. Corrections- or at least substantial clarifications- are needed in 
order to bring the Final2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR back into line with the principles set forth above. 

Stated here in the most general terms, SCAG's staff and ultimately its Regional Council should address the 
following concerns and correct the final2012 RTP/SCS and the accompanying PEIR. 

1) The Draft PEIR is unduly prescriptive and imposes mitigation requirements that are not suitable for mandatory 
consideration at the individual project level. Simply put, many of the prescribed mitigation measures address matters 
at too small a scale for a regional transportation and land use strategy. The Draft PEIR lists more than 500 discrete 
mitigation measures that cover a broad range of topics; and it asserts that SCAG has preliminarily found that all such 
mitigation measures are feasible and "can and should" apply to all future projects in the region. Many of these 
mitigation measures were drawn from "model policies" that were drafted in 2009 and were intended for consideration 
only at a jurisdictional planning level- not an individual project level. Many of the mitigation measures listed are not 
reasonably considerable- let alone feasible- generally at a project level throughout Southern California. 

2) Many of the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft PEIR have no relationship to the RTP/SCS or its impacts. For 
example, the Draft PEIR invokes mitigation measures ranging from low-flow toilets to green roofs. Such mitigation 
measures have nothing to do with the regional dispersion of future development and redevelopment or its indirect 
effects on emissions from vehicular use (which is the proper focus of the RTP/SCS). 

3) The Draft PEIR attempts to etch in stone the project-level consideration and potential incorporation of mitigation 
measures that conflict with, or inevitably will conflict with, highly-evolved and dynamic subject-matter regulations. 
For example, the Draft PEIR would prescribe mitigation requirements concerning matters ranging from storm water 
management to energy efficiency standards to fire protection to landscaping to water supply analyses - all matters that 
are highly regulated and subject to dynamic standards that either are now or are bound to be at odds with the PEIR. 

In light of the above-stated problems with the Draft PEIR, we believe that it needs to be substantially rewritten to 
clarify what we understand was intended by SCAG's staff and leaders- that the PEIR should not subtract from or 
interfere with local governments' reasonable prerogatives under CEQA. As the Draft PEIR now stands, the 
environmental analysis and suggested mitigation requirements would likely lead to more CEQA litigation rather than to 
CEQA streamlining as California Senate Bil1375 (2008) promised. 



Southern California Association of Governments 
February 14, 2012 
Page 3 of6 

Turning to the substance of the RTP/SCS as a policy matter, we have the following additional general comments: 

4) The RTP/SCS is undergirded by analysis which shows the dispersion of populations and employment shown and 
categorized at the level of sub-jurisdictional "transportation analysis zones" (T AZs ). The T AZ level of detail is, we 
believe, too small and precise a level at which to prescribe the spatial dispersion of development and redevelopment, 
particularly in light of the regional nature of the RTP/SCS. Page 148 of the SCS should therefore be clarified to 
indicate that questions of consistency with the RTP/SCS should be substantively measured and determined at a 
jurisdictional or sub-regional level, not at a T AZ level. 

5) The RTP/SCS should aim to reflect and accommodate both the short-term future of the SCAG region and its long
term future. For example, the RTP should better anticipate the need for and reasonable likelihood of a gradual 
transition in the region's overall vehicle fleet (e.g., gradually towards alternative fuels) and the ongoing need for 
enhancements to vehicular mobility even as more mass transit comes to fruition. 

6) More detail, clarity and explanation are needed concerning the new revenue sources that are outlined within the plan 
document. New revenues account for $219.5 billion out of the total $524.7 billion needed for the transportation plan, 
yet there is very little detail explaining these significant new fees and impositions (see page 95 & 96 of the Draft 
RTP/SCS). 
To fully and fairly evaluate these proposals, the business community and all stakeholders need the benefit of 
additional detail and explanation. In particular, we need clarity and assurance regarding the following: 

a. The new revenue concepts assumed within the RTP/SCS must be fair, equitable and economically sound, 
meaning that an appropriate nexus exists to assure that new revenues are drawn fairly and proportionally from 
those who benefit from the related transportation infrastructure or improvement. 

b. The new revenue sources within the RTP must be effectively allocated, meaning the plan should clearly 
articulate how resources will be efficiently and responsibly allocated so that there is the best possible return 
on investment for the expenditure of these new transportation funds. SCAG needs to show that it will be a 
responsible, accountable and innovative steward of the new revenues that it is proposing. 

7) New revenues from fees on businesses operating in the SCAG region- and particularly the "Freight Fee/National 
Freight Program" listed on page 96 of the Draft RTP- need to be developed and implemented at the federal level, not 
the local and regional level. Unless such fees are imposed on a national scale, the region's competiveness will be 
compromised. 

8) In the RTP, SCAG should identify and highlight the significant economic contributions of the goods movement sector 
to the regional and state economy. Specifically, the RTP should acknowledge that, as business stakeholders work 
with regulatory agencies to further reduce emissions in the SCAG region, any technology introduced must not 
compromise the safety, velocity, cargo throughput, economic competitiveness, or reliability of the goods movement 
system. It would be helpful for SCAG to state clearly in the RTP that, to date, stakeholders have not reached 
consensus on technologies, timing, funding, or emissions impacts of the various options that SCAG examined in the 
RTP. For example, SCAG discusses long-term steps towards a "Zero Emissions Container Movement System" 
(ZECMS). If SCAG chooses to pursue such a fundamental shift in new technology, it would need to work with all 
goods movement stakeholders to clearly establish whether and, if so, when and where within the transportation 
infrastructure a ZECMS option could be demonstrated and evaluated without negatively effecting the velocity and 
throughput of the system. 

9) With the recent elimination of redevelopment agencies, the ability of local jurisdictions to meet the densification of 
urban centers in the near term is challenged, given the costs related to aging or inadequate infrastructure capacity and 
high development costs for higher density projects. The elimination of redevelopment agencies also threatens the 
availability of sufficient housing options necessary to meet the needs of a dynamic workforce. In fact, since the 
passage ofSB 375, the State of California has stripped local governments of funds that were previously available for 
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transit, transportation and redevelopment. This follows many years in which the state diverted revenues from 
gasoline, sales, income and other taxes needed for local government programs. Local governments cannot help to 
fulfill the 2012 RTP/SCS without increased, not decreased, state support. SCAG should emphasize the need for the 
state to restore support for planning, transit, transportation and redevelopment or other necessary funding to pre-SB 
375levels in order to speed the attainment of mandated goals. 

While we find many very positive aspects in the plan, especially related to principles and direction, these 
significant issues need to be addressed. The short list of general concerns set forth above is not meant to be exhaustive. 
Many of the organizations that subscribe to the above-stated comments will be commenting more robustly in separate 
writings. We join here, however, to express our unity in finding the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR to be in need of 
significant clarification and correction. We are also jointly committed to completing this process and, over the remaining 
weeks, working closely with SCAG to develop and adopt a smart, flexible, accountable, and economically sound 
RTP/SCS. 

Respectfully, 

Jim Clarke 
Executive Director 
Apartment Association of Greater Los 
Angeles (AAGLA) 

~ov~ 
Hilary Norton 
Executive Director 
FAST - Fixing Angelenos Stuck in 
Traffic 

Gene Hale 
Chairman 
Greater Los Angeles African 
American Chamber 

Andrew R. Henderson 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Building Industry Association of 
Southern California, Inc. 

Elizabeth Warren 
Executive Director 
FuturePorts 

Paul C. Granillo 
President & CEO 
Inland Empire Economic 
Partnership 

Heidi L. Gallegos 
Executive Director 
Eastvale Chamber of Commerce 
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John Kelsall, 
President & CEO 
Greater Lakewood Chamber of 
Commerce 

Joeann Valle 
Executive Director 
Harbor City/Harbor Gateway 
Chamber of Commerce 
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Gary Toebben 
President & CEO 
Los Angeles Area Chamber of 
Commerce 

KateKlimow 
Vice President of Government Affairs 
Orange County Business Council 

Rich Lambros 
Managing Director 
Southern California Leadership 
Council 

Patty Senecal 
Manager, Southern California Region 
and Infrastructure Issues 
Western States Petroleum Association 

-
Alexander Pugh 
Senior Project Manager- Policy & 
Project Management 
Southern California Edison 

David Fleming 
Founding Chairman 
Los Angeles County Business 
Federation 

T.L. Garrett 
Vice President 
Pacific Merchant Shipping 
Association 

RonL. Wood 
President & CEO 
The Valley Economic Alliance 

Michael W. Lewis 
Senior Vice-President 
Construction Industry Air Quality 
Coalition (CIAQC) 

Bill Allen 
President & CEO 
Los Angeles County Economic 
Development Corporation 
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Hugo W. Merida 
Chairman of the Board 
Los Angeles Metropolitan Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce 

Sandy Cajas 
President & CEO 
Regional Hispanic Chamber of 
Commerce 

Stuart Waldman 
President 
Valley Industry & Commerce 
Association (VICA) 

Michael W. Lewis 
Senior Vice-President 
Construction Industry Coalition on 
Water Quality (CICWQ) 

John Guerra 
Director, Regional Public Affairs 
SoCalGas 
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Michael Carroll 
Regulatory Flexibility Group 

Randy Gordon 
President/CEO 
Long Beach Area Chamber of 
Commerce 

LaDonna DiCamillo 
Senior Manager Government Affairs 
BNSF Railway 

Eric Sauer 
Vice President Policy and Regulatory 
Affairs 
California Trucking Association 

Madame M C Townsend 
President & CEO 
Regional Black Chamber of 
Commerce- San Fernando Valley 

Jay McKeeman 
Vice President, Government 
Relations & Communications 
California Independent Oil 
Marketers Association (CIOMA) 

Lupe Valdez, 
Director of Public Affairs 
Union Pacific Railroad 

BobArnano 
Executive Director 
Hotel Association of Los Angeles 

Christina Davis 
President & CEO 
LAX Coastal Chamber 

Pred Jofiring 

Fred Johring 
President 
Harbor Trucking Association 
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Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 

February 13, 2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAG Main Office, 818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

RE: Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 

Mr. lkhrata: 

On behalf ofthe Southern California Contractors Association's (SCCA), more than 300 union 
contractors, crane operators and industry suppliers engaged in heavy civil construction in 
southern California, I write you today provide comments on the Southern California 
Association of Governments' (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS). SCCA has served the union heavy construction industry since 
1974, including contractors' signatory with the Operating Engineers, Laborers, Cement 
Masons, Ironworkers, Carpenters and Construction Teamsters. 

Thank you to SCAG for the hard work and forward thinking that has gone into the RTP/SCS 
planning process. Thank you also for the opportunity to provide comments on behalf of 
SCCA. 

SCCA appreciates SCAG's goals of optimizing system performance (including preservation and 
maintenance), investing in completing transportation system gaps and strategic investments 
to expand the system as the population grows. 

As you know, not only is southern California's population expected to grow dramatically over 
the next 25 years, but according to the American Road & Transportation Builders Association 
freight movement is projected to double. Protecting our existing transportation 
infrastructure and making strategic investments to expand infrastructure will be key to safely 
moving people and goods for decades to come. 

According to the Construction Industry Research Board, based in Burbank, total construction 
in California dropped from $98 billion in 2005 down to $42.4 billion in 2010. This represents 
a 57 percent reduction in total construction activity in the state. The market low was 2009 
with total construction at $39 billion. 

California construction employment has a direct correlation with total construction activity. 
According to the California Employment Development Department, Labor Market 

American Road & 
Transportation Builders 
Association 
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Information Division, California construction employment dropped from 933,700 in 2006 to 
559,800 in 2010. That represents a 40 percent reduction in construction employment over a 
five year period. 

The RTP calls for $524.7B in infrastructure investment which will significantly boost 
construction activity in southern California. The SCCA supports this plan. However, we echo 
the concerns voiced at the February 2 Public Input Hearing by the Southern California 
Leadership Council and we would like to see more clarity on the $219.5B in new revenue 
sources outlined in the plan. 

According to the American Road & Transportation Builders Association in Washington, D.C., 
"Greenfield" infrastructure projects can take up to 19 years from concept to construction 
due to the National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act 
processes. 

Therefore, SCCA hqs.conCerns with the number of mitigation measures in the PIER. We 
encourage SCAG to further examine the economic impacts of mandates on local 
governments and contractors, and the potential for project delays and future litigation. 

SCCA supports a balanced approach to providing multi-modal transportation alternatives to 
southern California. We encourage SCAG to ensure a truly balanced approach that balances 
transit, highway, freight rail, bridge and roadway improvements with smart land use 
strategies that encourage walking, biking and other transportation options. 

Again, thank you for all of your hard work in developing the RTP and SCS. We look forward 
to continuing to work with you on sustainable solutions that work for everyone. 

Respectfully, 

A--v-~ 
La~.R~II 
Executive Vice President 



 

 

February 14, 2012 

 

 

Hasan Ikhrata 

Executive Director 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor  

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

 

Re:  Comments on the Drafts of the 2012 Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the 

Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

 

Southern California Edison (SCE) values the opportunity to provide comments on the PEIR and 

RTP/SCS. As an electric utility and infrastructure provider, SCE understands the importance of 

long-term planning to ensure safe, reliable and affordable service.  SCE recognizes SCAG’s 

immense effort in working with multiple stakeholders within the region to develop this plan and 

appreciates having been included in this process.   

 

The RTP/SCS sets out long-term goals to meet mobility, housing, sustainability and economic 

needs of Southern California, which are accomplished by transportation agencies and 

stakeholders.  Similarly, SCE will be constructing transmission and distribution projects to 

maintain and expand its electric system, ensuring long-term reliability and delivering a 33% 

renewable energy mix for the same growing population.  Further, SCAG will play a critical 

planning role as transportation systems incorporate zero and near-zero emissions technologies, 

which it has already begun to demonstrate through its leadership on regional electric vehicle 

infrastructure planning.  SCE looks forward to continuing its collaboration with SCAG and other 

stakeholders to ensure that the land-use, economic and other requirements of sustaining a safe, 

reliable and affordable electric system are taken into consideration in this and future regional 

planning initiatives. 

 

Attached are specific comments on the Public Services and Utilities, Air Quality, Green House 

Gas and Aesthetics sections of the PEIR.  Please feel free to contact me at (626) 302-3819 should 

you have any questions regarding SCE’s comments. Once again, SCE appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and PEIR and looks forward to its 

continued partnership with SCAG in building a more sustainable transportation system.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Alexander Pugh      CC:  Chairwoman Pam O’Connor 

Senior Project Manager     Jacob Lieb  

Margaret Lin 

 



Comments on Section 3.11 Public Services and Utilities: 

Local Energy Partnerships 

Please update page 38 to include all of the active local energy partnerships within the SCAG 

subregions. In addition to the San Gabriel Valley Energy Efficiency Partnership noted in this 

section, other partnerships exist with the South Bay Cities COG, Coachella Valley Area 

Governments, Ventura County, and Cities (Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance) and with 

the County of Los Angeles. 

Growth in the Use of Electric Vehicles 

Assumptions about the number of battery and hybrid plug-in electric vehicles (PEV) in Southern 

California between now and 2035 may be higher than accounted for within the RTP/SCS and 

PEIR. Currently, SCE is planning for three scenarios for PEV growth within its service territory 

by 2020: low - 175,000; medium - 450,000; and High – 1,000,000.  In January, the California 

Air Resources Board passed the Advanced Clean Car Initiative calling for more than one million 

PEVs in California by 2025.  Additionally, planners and researchers in Southern California, 

including SCAG and the UCLA Luskin Center, are conducting research to guide the build-out of 

publically accessible charging stations region-wide.  This too may further support the growth of 

the PEV market.   

Electric Vehicles Description and Charging  

On page 43-44, please update the description of the status of electric vehicles and charging 

stations.  In 2011, almost 20,000 units of Chevrolet Volt and the Nissan Leaf were sold 

nationwide according to Automotive News. The US Department of Energy 

(www.fueleconomy.gov) indicates that more than a dozen PEV models are slated to come on the 

market in the next two years.   In regards to charging infrastructure, great strides have been made 

in Southern California to update the older 1990’s paddle chargers to the new J1772 standard.  

Moreover, there are a number of charging station installers and equipment manufactures in 

Southern California, which means both a direct positive environmental and economic impact 

comes from electric vehicle growth. 

Renewable Energy  

Please note on page 44 in the renewable energy discussion that SCE is investing in hundreds of 

megawatts of distributed solar generation through a reverse auction mechanism for photovoltaic 

systems up to 10MW. This is one of many programs that SCE offers to distributed renewables.  

A more complete listing of SCE incentives can be found on the SCE website: 

http://www.sce.com/PowerandEnvironment/Renewables/Solar/default.htm 

Thresholds of Significant Impacts to Utilities  

http://www.sce.com/PowerandEnvironment/Renewables/Solar/default.htm


On page 45, the range of significant impacts to a utility should also include major relocations 

caused by the any of the projects in the PEIR.  Similarly, under the impacts section on page 46, 

please mention utility relocations caused by projects covered in the PEIR. In addition, please 

indicate in comparison with the “No Project Alternative” where there would be significant utility 

relocation impacts.   

Energy Consumption Projections 

With regards to future energy consumption projections, there are several factors that may 

increase future electric load growth, including the electrification of transportation systems, which 

are considered in the RTP itself.  Three broad transportation categories that are likely to use 

more electricity in the study period include light-duty passenger vehicles, bus and rail transit, and 

multiple modes of goods movement. As an illustration, the PEIR includes projects from Metro’s 

Measure R building campaign, which include twelve new electric light rail and subway projects 

during the study period.  Eight of these are in SCE’s territory. The PEIR and the RTP/SCS also 

indicate greater adoption of electric technology within the goods movement sector.  The RTP 

includes zero-emission truck corridors on the I-710 and expansion to an east-west alignment as 

well as electrification of rail yards operations and routes throughout the region.  SCE will work 

closely with transportation providers to better understand energy needs and air quality benefits of 

these projects as they come online.  However, it is worth noting in the PEIR that these changing 

conditions will impact long-term demand.   

SCE Facilities, Rights-of-way and Easements  

The RTP references use of utility right-of-way for open space and transportation improvements.  

As stated in SCE’s comment letter on the RTP/SCS, SCE will need to coordinate with SCAG 

and other transportation stakeholders to ensure impacts to SCE’s critical facilities are addressed 

in order to meet CPUC mandates and to meet the core mission of providing safe, reliable and 

affordable electricity service to customers within its 50,000- square-mile service territory.  Also, 

the RTP must underscore that the “tiering” provisions of this PEIR does not preclude the 

requirement that local land use planning decisions be coordinated with SCE to prevent direct and 

indirect encroachment of residential, commercial and industrial uses with SCE facilities.      

Good long-term coordination is critical to building and maintaining functional public services.  

SCAG, SCE and other service providers throughout the region could benefit greatly by working 

together on joint corridor planning.   

Public Service and Utilities Section 3.11 Mitigation Measures 

While it is important for project sponsors to consider energy efficiency, renewable generation, 

and coordination with utilities during construction, SCE strongly recommends SCAG to direct 

project proponents to comply with existing regulations and best practices set by regulatory 

agencies. In the utility sector, these agencies include the Public Utilities Commission (PUC), 

California Energy Commission (CEC), Southern California Joint Pole Committee (SCJPC), and 



many others.  Any additional mitigation measures should be provided as optional.   It should also 

be noted that many of the individual project EIRs already include many of the mitigations 

described in this and other sections.  Our specific suggestions include: 

MM-PS33 –SCE’s primary responsibility is to provide safe, reliable and affordable service to 

customers.  Trails, parks, and other open space may not be compatible with SCE’s operating 

requirements or land rights.   SCE asks that this mitigation be removed or amended to say, 

“Coordinate with utilities based on the compatibility of future use.” 

MM-PS57 –It is important to coordinate utility relocations to reduce impacts to city streets and 

other public property and right-of-way.  Project proponents should consult impacted utilities 

early in the planning process and coordinate the environmental review and construction timing of 

such impacts with the utilities.   

MM-PS60 – Prior to considering any renewable energy investments, SCE recommends that 

project sponsors maximize energy efficiency upgrades. 

MM-PS61 – For any of the mitigation measures related to implementing energy efficiency 

measures, project sponsors should check with their utility to learn about up-to-date best practices 

and any incentive programs that might be offered.  Further, SCE recommends that project 

sponsors comply with any existing building codes, ordinances, and standards on the best ways to 

conserve energy. 

MM-PS65 – Local jurisdictions should also consider EV readiness education for residents and 

businesses.  There are also several best practices for inclusion of EV readiness building codes for 

new construction and major remodels, such as those laid out in the California Green Building 

Standard Codes.   

MM-PS70 – Similar to PS61, before installing renewable energy generating equipment, project 

proponents should maximize energy efficiency upgrades. 

MM-PS112 – For all mitigation measures related to local jurisdiction energy efficiency planning, 

SCE encourages participation in municipal energy efficiency partnerships as mentioned in 

PS122. 

MM-PS120 – SCE encourages SCAG to expand this mitigation to pursue infrastructure planning 

for PEVs throughout the region in partnership with stakeholders in the private sector, local 

government, and with planning and regulatory agencies.   

Section 3.2 Air Quality and 3.6 Green House Gas Emissions  

As stated in the previous section, SCE urges SCAG to consider the net positive impact of electric 

vehicles to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions in the region.  According to the CEC and 

CARB Alternative Fuels Plan from December 2007, electric cars have a dramatically better well-

to-wheels emissions profile than conventional fossil fuel internal combustion engine vehicles; 



Carbon dioxide emissions are 72% lower and criteria pollutant emissions are 99% lower.  When 

charging is shifted to off-peak evening hours (more than 80% of SCE EV customers charge off 

peak), new load from PEVs benefits both the environment and ratepayers.  Similar comparisons 

can be drawn for heavy-duty vehicle use.   

SCE comments on specific mitigations in these two sections are as follows: 

MM-AQ1 – An additional Transportation Control Measure that should be included from the 

South Coast Air Quality Management district Rule 2202 is the installation of workplace PEV 

charging stations.   

MM-TR86 – If local jurisdictions are requiring new construction to provide prioritized parking 

for electric vehicles, they should also include requirements to install EV infrastructure such as 

appropriate access to electrical outlets.  Rolling Hills Estates has developed such an ordinance 

that can serve as a template. 

MM-TR88 –The siting of locations for PEV and other alternative fueling stations should be 

coordinated with regional infrastructure plans. 

Section 3.1 Aesthetics 

SCE may have to develop new generation, transmission and distribution facilities to support 

RTP/SCS goals and future transportation needs.  Therefore, SCE urges SCAG to encourage 

collaboration between affected stakeholders including Caltrans, transit agencies, railroad 

companies and the ports when planning decisions for these projects are contemplated. Such 

collaboration will minimize potential conflicts with identified viewshed, and further land use 

compatibility goals. 



 
Hector Madariaga 

Director 

Environmental Affairs 

555 W 5th St 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 

 

February 10, 2012 
 
Ms. Margaret Lin  
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California   90017-3435 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) respectfully submits these comments regarding 
the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2012-2035 Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). 
 
SoCalGas, a regulated utility of Sempra Energy has been delivering clean, safe and reliable 
natural gas to its customers for more than 140 years.  It is the nation's largest natural gas 
distribution utility, providing service to 20.9 million consumers connected through nearly 5.8 
million gas meters in more than 500 communities.  SoCalGas’s service territory encompasses 
approximately 20,000 square miles throughout Central and Southern California, from Visalia to 
the Mexican border.  These comments address those portions of the RTP/SCS related to use of 
natural gas fuel in SCAG’s region. 
 
Our overarching concern and comment is that the RTP/SCS is not balanced in terms of options 
presented for alternative vehicle fuels.  There is an obvious and inexplicable predisposition 
towards electric and zero-emission vehicles (ZEVs) without apparent backup documentation 
regarding the cost-effectiveness and feasibility of such an “all” electric strategy.  We respectfully 
request that SCAG produce a more balanced and pragmatic RTP/SCS that truly considers both 
the short-term and long-term future of the region, by incorporating options for cost-effective, 
practical, and immediately available, alternative-fuel motor vehicles such as natural gas-fueled 
vehicles (NGVs). 
 
Having a broad array of clean-fuel options makes sense for your member agencies given the 
diversity of your six counties and 191 cities.  Many of your members have already made 
significant commitments to NGVs powered by clean, compressed natural gas (CNG), in terms of 
infrastructure, training and vehicle purchases.  For example, as recently as last year, the LA 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority retired its last diesel bus and now operates 2221 
CNG-powered buses serving the communities comprising the County of Los Angeles.  This 
important decision was made within the context of financially constrained budgets, especially 
given the order of magnitude higher cost for purchasing, operating and maintaining electric and 
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fuel-cell transit buses.  Furthermore, since affordable near-zero vehicle technology is developing 
faster than fuel-cell and electric vehicle technology, it is imperative that more-effective, readily 
available, alternative-fuel options are included in the RTP/SCS as possibilities for all of your 
member agencies.  SoCalGas would like to share data with SCAG staff on cost-effective, readily 
available near-zero vehicle technologies, such as NGVs. 
 
In the spirit of assisting SCAG in developing the most comprehensive and legally defensible 
RTP/SCS, the discussion below provides support for why SCAG should incorporate options for 
cost-effective, practical, and immediately available alternative-fuel motor vehicles such as 
NGVs, in its RTP/SCS. 
 

1. SB 375 (Steinberg, 2008) - Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the 
Transportation Sector via Regional Transportation Plans 

 
The RTP/SCS needs to incorporate the use of other alternative-fuel vehicles, such as NGVs in 
order to fully meet all of SB 375’s requirements.  This is because SB 375 requires plans such as 
the RTP/SCS to be “balanced” and “pragmatic,” and to consider “both the short-term and 
long-term future.”  Consequently, the RTP/SCS should incorporate cost-effective, practical, and 
immediately accessible alternative-fuel motor vehicles such as NGVs.  The planning and 
infrastructure necessary for deploying electric and fuel-cell vehicles is an extremely resource-
intensive and long-term process.  Indeed, if the RTP/SCS were to mandate solely electric and 
fuel-cell vehicles, then SCAG would be making the same mistakes that CARB made when it 
implemented its Zero Emission Bus (Z-Bus) program ten years ago. 
 
CARB adopted the Z-Bus program in 2000 as part of its Transit Fleet Rule which basically 
requires transit-bus fleets (with over 200 buses) to have by 2010, 15% of their new bus purchases 
be Z-Buses, such as battery-electric or fuel-cell buses, or electric trolleys.  Over the last ten 
years, however, a number of demonstration projects conducted by a number of large transit 
agencies showed that these Z-Buses were very expensive, performed poorly, were unreliable, 
and its key components (batteries, fuel-cells) were extremely expensive to replace with a very 
short life span, e.g., a fuel-cell has a life span of 5,000 hours and costs over $1 million to replace. 
 
In September 2010, Foothill Transit took delivery of three battery-electric powered Z-Buses, 
costing $1 million each.  Each bus had a 30-mile range requiring a 10-minute recharge period.  
Worse, the recharging periods for these electric buses would occur during peak-electric periods 
when electricity is at highest cost and potentially overloading already strained California power 
grids.  As a result, CARB is in the process of revising the Z-Bus rule to allow for greater 
flexibility and to give the bus-transit agencies more time. 
 
Therefore, in order for the RTP/SCS to succeed in meeting the requirements of SB 375, it must 
take note of what CARB learned from its Z-Bus program and broaden its scope beyond just fuel-
cell and electric vehicles, to include other alternative-fuel vehicles such as NGVs. 
 
In addition, the RTP/SCS’s current limitation of alternative-fuel vehicles to just fuel-cell and 
electric vehicles belies a narrow focus solely on tailpipe emissions.  While it is true that ZEVs 
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have zero tailpipe emissions compared to near-zero or low-emission vehicles (LEVs) such as 
NGVs, it would not be accurate to say that ZEVs generate zero emissions overall compared to 
low-emission vehicles.  For example, electric vehicles receive their power from generating 
facilities that also generate combustion emissions.  Emissions are also generated by the processes 
used to manufacture the special batteries needed for such vehicles.  These emissions cannot be 
ignored nor discounted, particularly with respect to attainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard for ozone, or contributing to any new “or existing violation of any standard in 
any area.” 
 
Furthermore, there is efficiency loss using electrical power rather than directly using natural gas 
to power vehicles.  Indeed, in the course of producing useful electric energy in the U.S., “we 
waste or discard about 70 percent of the initial raw energy found in coal or most other fuel 
sources.1”  It is more energy efficient, therefore, less wasteful and less polluting to directly use 
natural gas to power vehicles rather than generating electricity transmitted long distances over 
power lines and then used to power an electric vehicle.  Therefore, energy efficiency should be 
taken into account to fulfill the SB 375 requirement for “a balanced” and “pragmatic,” RTP/SCS. 
 

2. AB 32 (Núñez 2006) - Global Warming Solutions Act 
 
The RTP/SCS needs to broaden its scope beyond electric vehicles and incorporate the use of 
alternative-fuel motor vehicles such as NGVs in order to be fully consistent with the policy 
objectives of AB 32, which is an overall reduction of California’s greenhouse gases (GHG) 
emissions.  As discussed above, energy is wasted when natural gas is used to generate electricity 
for electric vehicles, compared to natural gas used directly to power NGVs.  In addition to this, 
using natural gas to generate electricity for electric vehicles creates more GHG emissions 
compared to natural gas used directly to power NGVs.  This point is illustrated in a recent study 
which found that if you compared an electric-resistance water heater to a natural-gas water heater 
on a full fuel-cycle basis, the natural-gas water heater emits over 50 percent less CO2 equivalent 
emissions annually.2 
 
Furthermore, the RTP/SCS also needs to be consistent with the goals of AB 32’s low-carbon fuel 
standard (LCFS).  The LCFS is designed to ensure the use of low-carbon transportation fuels in 
order to achieve the lower GHG levels intended by AB 32.  This is achieved through the 
development of a carbon-intensity index which is measure of a transportation fuel’s GHG 
emissions generated through its life cycle, i.e., GHG emissions generated from obtaining the 
fuel’s raw materials, manufacturing the fuel, transporting the fuel from the producer to the 
ultimate consumer, and using the fuel.  Electricity as a transportation fuel has a carbon-intensity 
index, as well as CNG, hydrogen, gasoline, and other transportation fuels. 
 
If the RTP/SCS solely focuses on fuel-cell and electric vehicles, and excludes other alternate-fuel 
vehicles, such as NGVs that have lower carbon-intensity index values, it would be inconsistent 
                                                 
1 Cooper, Roger.  (2011; p.6) Natural Gas Reconsidered.  Progressive Policy Institute. 
 
2 American Gas Association.  (2009; p. 16) A Comparison of Energy Use, Operating Costs, and Carbon Dioxide 
Emissions of Home Appliances.  Policy Analysis Group. 
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with the broader GHG reduction goals of AB 32, which is the law that forms the very foundation 
for SB 375 and the SCS requirement. 
 

3. AB 118(Núñez 2007), amended by AB 109 (Núñez 2008) - Alternative and Renewable 
Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program 

 
Assembly Bill 118 created and authorized the California Energy Commission (CEC) to “develop 
and deploy innovative technologies that transform California’s fuel and vehicle types to help 
attain the state’s climate change policies.”  With an annual budget of $100 million, the CEC 
must accomplish this goal by, among other things, funding projects that provide for “a 
measurable transition from the nearly exclusive use of petroleum fuels to a diverse portfolio of 
alternative fuels” (emphasis added).  Over the last three years, the CEC has allocated AB 118 
funding to a variety of projects including, but not limited to, installing electric vehicle-charging 
stations, installing CNG dispensing facilities, deploying the use of heavy-duty natural-gas 
vehicles and promoting biofuels such as biomethane.  For 2012-13, CEC is planning to spend 
$2.5 million on new CNG refueling facilities, $12 million for NGV incentives and $20 million 
towards the production of biomethane. 
 
In order not to undermine the gains made by AB 118 and devalue the substantial investments 
made by the CEC in CNG refueling infrastructure, NGVs, and biomethane, SCAG should 
incorporate a diversity of alternative-fuel motor vehicles into the RTP/SCS, including NGVs.  It 
would be a sad waste of public funds and resources if the RTP/SCS did not become more diverse 
and better align its goals with those of AB 118. 
 

4. CEQA - RTP/SCS Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) 
 
SoCalGas appreciates the time and effort that SCAG has put forth in preparing the Draft PEIR 
for the RTP/SCS.  SoCalGas nonetheless notes that SCAG’s focus on fuel-cell and electric 
vehicles in the RTP/SCS continues through in the Draft PEIR.  For example, Section 2, Table 2-
12 of the Draft PEIR contains a summary of the various modes of freight-movement strategies 
(taken from the RTP/SCS), together with the analysis which determine that significant emissions 
benefits could be achieved from the implementation of these different strategies.  However, this 
modeling does not appear to take into account whether such savings could similarly be achieved 
with the inclusion of NGV’s.  SoCalGas recommends that the analysis of the Draft PEIR be 
reconsidered and modified to the extent necessarily to include NGV’s as part of its 
implementation strategy.  Additionally, SoCalGas recommends that SCAG’s revisions to the 
Draft PEIR give meaningful consideration to the cumulative impacts to air quality caused by the 
generation of the massive amounts of electricity that will used to power the ZEVs as 
contemplated in the Project Description.  Finally, SoCalGas recommends that the mitigation 
measures set forth in the Traffic, Safety and Security element of the Draft PEIR (Section 3.12) 
make clear that NGV’s should be included in any mitigation measure or strategy that includes a 
call for LEVs or ZEVs.  Doing so would help ensure that mitigation measures are entirely 
feasible and capable of real impact minimization. 
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SoCalGas commits to assisting SCAG to include additional fuel options in the RTP/SCS, as we 
are similarly committed to protecting and conserving the environment for our employees, our 
customers and the diverse communities in which we operate and provide service.  We look 
forward to additional discussion and sharing data with your agency on the topics discussed 
above. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Hector Madariaga 
Director Environmental Affairs 
 
Attachments: 
1. Cooper, Roger.  (2011; p.6)  Natural Gas Reconsidered.  Progressive Policy Institute. 
2. American Gas Association.  (2009; p. 16)  A Comparison of Energy Use, Operating Costs, 

and Carbon Dioxide Emissions of Home Appliances.  Policy Analysis Group. 
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February 14, 2012 
 
 
Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90017-3435 
 
RE: Southern California Leadership Council Comments on the Draft 2012 

Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

 
 
Dear Hasan, 
 
On behalf of the Southern California Leadership Council (SCLC), we would like 
to acknowledge the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and 
both its staff and leadership who have worked diligently to prepare the Draft 2012  
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), and associated documents. This 
first of its kind effort, as called for under SB 375, has taken over three years and 
involved an unprecedented level of collaboration between SCAG and its public 
and private sector stakeholders from throughout the region.  The degree of 
outreach and engagement is exceptional and SCAG should be applauded for its 
efforts. 

 
As you know, the Southern California Leadership Council is a non-partisan, non-
profit, business-led public policy partnership. The Leadership Council exerts 
strong leadership on issues of regional significance, providing a common voice on 
major public policies critical to economic vitality, job growth and quality of life in 
Southern California.  The Leadership Council unites business and community 
leaders from throughout the seven-county region into one effective leadership 
organization whose membership includes three former California governors and 
two dozen presidents and CEO’s of top Southern California companies.   
 
SCLC appreciates its strong working relationship with SCAG and its ability to 
provide business and industry input into SCAG policies and initiatives.  In 
particular, SCLC has been an active participant in the over three year long process 
of crafting and developing the RTP/SCS.  Based on this extensive involvement, 
SCLC offers the following general comments and recommendations on the draft 
plan and requests that this letter be included in public record as our collective 
comments on the Draft RTP/SCS, PEIR and associated documents. 
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SCLC’s Position – SCLC supports a 2012 RTP/SCS that recognizes the critical importance of 
transportation and infrastructure to economic vitality, job creation and the quality of life for all 
Southern Californians.  We also support an RTP/SCS that honors market forces, local control 
and flexibility as it works to secure an integrated approach to land use, transportation, housing 
and environmental planning in order to achieve GHG emission reductions under the SCS. 
 
In evaluating SCAG’s Draft 2012 RTP/SCS to determine if it is such a plan, from early on SCLC 
has applied a consistent set of policies and principles related to good planning, to assure that the 
RTP/SCS is a smart, feasible, flexible, accountable plan that is CEQA compliant, economically 
sound and preserves existing employment and enhances job creation. 
 
The following is the specific set of key policies and principles that SCLC and others in the 
business community have applied in evaluating the plan; and we believe that they represent the 
qualities of a good and sound RTP/SCS.  
 

 Provides Positive Economic Impacts … A Plan that is Pro Economic Growth and 
Job Creation – The RTP/SCS must undergo a true economic cost/benefit analysis so that 
economic impacts are understood and known by both SCAG Regional Council members 
and stakeholders well before making a final decision on the RTP/SCS. 
 

 Provides Local Control: 
o Any new transportation revenues or fees collected must be under the control of 

the local transportation agency/authority. 
o Cities, counties and local transportation agencies must maintain appropriate 

control and flexibility in managing decisions and resources related to land use, 
transportation and community development. 
 

 Assures New Revenue Sources are Fair, Equitable and Economically Sound – New 
transportation revenue concepts within the RTP/SCS must undergo cost/benefit and other 
appropriate analysis to assure that they are economically sound.  They must also be fair 
and equitable, meaning that an appropriate nexus exists to assure that new revenues are 
drawn fairly and proportionally from those who benefit from the related transportation 
infrastructure or improvement.  
 

 Is Balanced and Accountable – The plan’s call for new revenue is balanced with 
performance measures, reforms and guarantees that assure the RTP/SCS is effective, 
efficient and responsible to the citizens and taxpayers of Southern California. 

 
 Is CEQA Compliant and Defensible – The RTP/SCS is processed correctly from an 

environmental impact perspective and built to withstand a CEQA Challenge.  
 

 Provides for CEQA Streamlining and Protects Against CEQA Abuse – The plan is 
crafted so as to capture and make feasible all available CEQA benefits, especially 
streamlining, while also anticipating and limiting opportunities for CEQA abuse. 
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SCLC’s Comments and Recommendations – In measuring the draft plan against these key 
policies and principles, we find many very positive aspects of the RTP/SCS – especially those 
related to the plan’s core principles, approach and direction.  Likewise, we find a number of 
other aspects of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS in need of much more consideration, correction and 
clarification before SCAG finalizes and approves the plan.  Most notable among our concerns is 
the Draft PEIR, which we believe is in need of significant amendment in order to be more in-line 
with the same core principles, approach and direction reflected in the Draft RTP/SCS. 
 
Outlined below, in very general terms, are SCLC’s comments and recommendations related to 
specific aspects of the Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR that we believe need to be addressed and 
corrected in the final plan documents. 
 
1. PEIR – The Draft PEIR document, unlike the Draft RTP/SCS, does not feel like it honors the 

same principles of local control and local flexibility that SCAG has employed throughout the 
RTP/SCS process.  Instead, the PEIR feels like a “top-down”, prescriptive, “one-size-fits-all” 
imposition by SCAG.  That is because the PEIR contains a huge litany of mitigation 
measures that will be imposed mainly upon local government, business and private project 
proponents.  The more than 500 mitigation measures outlined are highly prescriptive and 
many promote and/or mandate policies which will have no effect in reducing GHG.  
Additionally, a significant percentage of the measures are redundant to or supersede the 
regulatory requirements of other agencies that are themselves vested with the authority to 
oversee such issues (i.e. Regional Water Quality Control Boards, Air Quality Management 
Districts, US Fish and Wildlife, etc.).  Ultimately, a review of the PEIR leaves one feeling 
that the document is fundamentally inconsistent with the Draft RTP/SCS.   
 
SCLC’s specific concerns and recommendation regarding the PEIR are as follows: 
 

a. Correct the PEIR’s “blanket determination” of feasibility – The introductory 
section of the PEIR includes what amounts to an overarching determination that all of 
the over 500 mitigation measures in the PEIR are feasible for application to all future 
projects throughout SCAG’s region.  By making such a statement (which cannot 
possibly be based on sound evidence) SCAG would impose at least crushing 
procedural costs on every plan and project throughout the region.  Effectively 
eliminating local flexibility and local authority to determine feasibility on a project by 
project basis.  This blanket finding of feasibility must be removed from the final 
PEIR. 
 

b. Prevent the loss of appropriate project-level flexibility – The Draft PEIR uses the 
phrases “local jurisdictions can and should” and “project proponents can and should” 
require or incorporate a whole host of suggested mitigation measures.  Thus, the Draft 
PEIR seems to pre-determine the anecdotal consideration and possible feasibility of 
these measures, which could ultimately force local governments and project 
proponents to “rule out” each and every mitigation measure listed.  The use of “can 
and should” needs to be corrected within the final PEIR. 
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c. Substantially reduce the volume of Mitigation Measures – The huge litany of 
mitigation measures that will be imposed mainly upon local government and business 
needs to be closely looked at and culled in the final PEIR.  Especially when you 
consider the apparent redundancy of many of the measures. 
 

d. Craft the PEIR so as to foster CEQA streamlining and limit CEQA abuse – 
SCAG should not forget that the main reason many stakeholders supported SB 375 
and the SCS process is that it promised to deliver a number of opportunities for 
CEQA streamlining and facilitate reasonable progress.  The PEIR, with its volume of 
mitigation measures, makes it more likely that project applicants and local 
jurisdictions will see added cost and delay (if not litigation) in the CEQA process; and 
few projects, if any, are likely to achieve a streamlined CEQA approval.  This issue 
needs to be addressed and corrected within the final PEIR. 

 
e. Assure that the PEIR honors Local Control – With its high level of prescription 

and regional imposition, the PEIR runs counter to the principles of local control and 
local flexibility that SCAG has employed throughout the RTP/SCS process.  By 
incorporating the recommendations offered above, the final PEIR will become more 
consistent with the Draft RTP/SCS in its recognition and support for local control. 

 
2. Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) –The Draft RTP/SCS suggests (on page 148 of the 

draft SCS particularly) that future policy conformity determinations should be made by 
comparing projects with some undisclosed data set related to the projected dispersion of 
populations and employment, shown and categorized at the level of sub-jurisdictional 
“transportation analysis zones.”  The TAZ level of detail is, we believe, too small and precise 
a level at which to prescribe policy outcomes concerning the spatial dispersion of 
development and redevelopment, particularly in light of the regional nature of the RTP/SCS.  
The SCS should, therefore, be clarified to indicate that questions of consistency with the 
RTP/SCS should be substantively measured and determined at a jurisdictional or sub-
regional level, not at a TAZ level. 

 
3. New Revenue Sources – The Draft RTP/SCS needs to provide more detail, clarity and 

explanation concerning the new revenue sources that are outlined within the plan document.  
New revenues account for $219.5 billion out of the total $524.7 billion needed for the 
transportation plan, yet there is very little detail explaining these significant new fees and 
impositions (see page 95 & 96 of the Draft RTP/SCS).  To evaluate these proposals fully and 
fairly, the business community and all stakeholders need the benefit of additional detail and 
explanation.  In particular, we need clarity and assurance regarding the following: 

 
a. The new revenue concepts assumed within the RTP/SCS must be fair, equitable and 

economically sound, meaning that an appropriate nexus exists to assure that new 
revenues are drawn fairly and proportionally from those who benefit from the related 
transportation infrastructure or improvement. 
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b. The new revenue sources within the RTP/SCS must be effectively allocated, meaning 
the plan should clearly articulate how resources will be efficiently and responsibly 
allocated so that there is the best possible return on investment for the expenditure of 
these new transportation funds.  SCAG needs to show that it will be a responsible, 
accountable and innovative steward of the new revenues that it is proposing.   

 
4. Federal Level Fee Imposition – New revenues from fees on businesses operating in the 

SCAG region – and particularly the “Freight Fee/National Freight Program” listed on page 
96 of the Draft RTP/SCS – need to be developed and implemented at the federal level, not 
the local and regional level.  Unless such fees are imposed on a national scale, the region’s 
competiveness will be compromised. 
 

5. Goods Movement – In the RTP/SCS, SCAG should identify and highlight the significant 
economic contributions of the goods movement sector to the regional and state economy.  
Specifically, the RTP should acknowledge that, as business stakeholders work with 
regulatory agencies to further reduce emissions in the SCAG region, any technology 
introduced must not compromise the safety, velocity, cargo throughput, economic 
competitiveness, or reliability of the goods movement system.   

 
6. Economic Analysis of the Draft RTP/SCS – Throughout the process of developing the 

RTP/SCS and especially in the last few months leading up to the release of the Draft Plan, 
SCLC regularly called for a valid economic analysis of the plan – one which would provide a 
true cost benefit analysis.  It should be noted that SCLC was not the only one concerned 
about the plan’s potential economic impact.  In fact, this past summer, when SCAG 
conducted a series of 18 RTP/SCS Public Outreach Workshops, a majority of participants 
indicated that the economy was the most important priority for the region – finishing ahead 
of transportation and the environment. 

 
As a result of this and the clear linkage between the RTP/SCS and the economy, SCAG 
deployed a team of outside economists to do a complete economic impact analysis of the 
Draft RTP/SCS.  SCLC applauds SCAG’s commitment to providing thorough economic 
analysis, including an evaluation of the plans impact on jobs and job creation.  With the work 
of the economists now mostly complete, their impact analysis of the plan has produced some 
extremely positive data, showing the costs of the plan to be far exceeded by the benefits the 
RTP/SCS will provide in the way of job creation and economic growth in our region.  SCLC 
strongly encourages SCAG to widely communicate this economic data and to be sure and 
include all appropriate new economic data sets and analysis in the final RTP/SCS. 

 
7. Phase II Economic Recovery Strategy – SCLC agrees with SCAG’s GLUE Council, that if 

SCAG utilizes the work done last year to develop and adopt SCAG’s first ever regional 
Economic Recovery Strategy and couples this with the outstanding economic analysis 
conducted by SCAG in support of the RTP/SCS, SCAG is well positioned to develop a Phase 
II Economic Recovery Strategy as a companion measure for adoption in conjunction with (or 
shortly thereafter) the final RTP/SCS. 
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The Phase II Economic Strategy would be a way for SCAG, its GLUE Council, local 
government the business community and other stakeholders to come together and support 
critically necessary regulatory reforms and strategies to help reinvigorate the region’s 
economy and support the full implementation of the RTP/SCS.  The Phase II Strategy would 
also give SCAG and GLUE a vehicle for establishing a true Regional Economic Plan to go 
along with SCAG’s other regional plans such as the RTP, the SCS and RHNA. 
 

Conclusion – While SCLC finds a number of very positive aspects in the plan, especially related 
to principles and direction, there is still work to be done, significant issues to be addressed, and 
details to be developed.  With this in mind, SCLC is committed to completing this process and 
working closely with SCAG.   
 
Just as it has done over the multi-year process that has lead up to the Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR, 
SCLC will remain very active and engaged on this issue throughout the remainder of the process 
as we work together to finalize and approve a 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR for our region that is 
business friendly, economically viable, promotes job creation and enhances the quality of life for 
all Southern Californians. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Billie Greer      Richard Lambros 
President      Managing Director 
Southern California Leadership Council  Southern California Leadership Council 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435 

RE: Draft FY 2012 RTP/SCS AND DRAFT PEIR 
SCH # 2011051018 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

Flex your power' 
Be energy efficient' 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) wishes to thank the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR. The Caltrans' review has found that the RTP/SCS has 
fulfilled all the requirements ofthe Caltrans' 2010 RTP Guidelines, pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 14522. 

The Department commends SCAG for reaching out and engaging the State, regional, and local 
agencies and the public in extensive outreach efforts and for developing a comprehensive planning 
process that included Departmental staff on several committees. 

The 2012 Draft RTP/SCS was distributed to the Department Divisions in Sacramento and Districts 
7 (Los Angeles and Ventura Counties), 8 (San Bernardino and Riverside Counties), 11 (Imperial 
County) and 12 (Orange County). The offices within each Division and District were given the 
opportunity to review and comment on the document according to the California Regional 
Transportation Guidelines. 

Caltrans compliments SCAG on developing strategies that will allow the region to not just meet 
but to actually exceed the GHG emission reduction goals mandated under SB 375. This Draft 
RTP/SCS is commendable for its broad vision, which, while recognizing mobility as a primary 
goal, also encompasses susta inability, the economy, employment, air quality, greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emission reduction, safety, public health, and integrated planning. 

The Department offers the following comments for your consideration: 

"C a/trans improves mobility across California " 
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REGIONAL PLANNING 

• Page 7 Table 2: New Revenue Sources and Innovative Financing Strategies- The region's 
budget over the next 25 years totals an estimated $524.7 billion. We encourage SCAG to continue 
close collaboration and consensus-building with Federal, State and Local partners as these strategies 
and funding sources are pursued. 

• Page 27 Integrating Land Use and Transportation -The RTP/SCS states that SCAG has 
incorporated the sub-regional SCS strategies ofOCCOG and GCCOG into the regional SCS. It 
would be helpful if the RTP explained exactly how those strategies were incorporated . . 

• Page 30 Public Health - The RTP/SCS recognizes the impact that transportation and land-use 
decisions have on the health of the region's residents. SCAG should be commended for including 
studies and a discussion on this topic in the RTP/SCS which identifies a 200% overall investment 
increase over the 2008 RTP. 

• Pages 33-34 Alternatives Development and Evaluation- The chosen alternative should be clearly 
identified in the RTP, with supporting information explaining the rationale for its selection. 

• Pages 112-116 Creation of Land Use Scenarios - Chapter 4 explains and describes the four land 
use scenarios that were developed and presented at the regional public workshops for inclusion in 
the RTP/SCS however it is not clear how the preferred alternative was chosen. 

SYSTEM PLANNING/GOOnS MOVEMENT 

• Page 23- Aviation and Ground Access - the second paragraph alludes to air cargo by 
stating that "Southern California airports play a crucial role in international trade .. ," but the 
text does not elaborate. If the regional roadway system becomes increasingly congested 
please describe the impacts to air cargo ground access or capacity, being that the last mile is 
typically transported by truck. 

• Page 65 - International Trade - recommend changing the sentence to read, "In the same 
year, $10.4 billion worth of trade passed through the Calexico East International Port of 
Entry (POE) between the U.S. and Mexico in Imperial County." Note: of the three land 
POE's in the county, only Calexico East handles commercial traffic. 

• Page 65 - Local Goods Movement - Dependent Industry Support - recommend adding 
agriculture as one of the supported industry sectors. Agricultural production in the SCAG 
region is significant, amounting to nearly $7 billion in 2010. 
http://www.cfbf.com/counties/index.cfm 

• Page 66 - Land Ports - recommend changing the sentence to read, "The Calexico East 
International POE in Imperial County is the sixth busiest commercial crossing along the 
U.S./Mexico border, with over 600,000 annual commercial vehicle crossings in 2010, and a 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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combined import/export value of over $10 billion. The primary economic drivers of cross 
border trade to Imperial County are the movement of agricultural products and the 
maquiladora trade industry." 

• Pages 71 and 72. Regional Clean Freight Corridor System. The discussion indicates that 
a dedicated truck-only freight corridor could serve as a "platform for the introduction and 
adoption of zero-emission technologies;" however, the connections between the East-West 
Freight Corridor and clean trucks could be stronger, and the introduction of clean trucks 
could be related to the timeframe in Table 2.8 (page 72). 

TRANSIT 

• Trip Planners: Please consider incorporating future updates of transit route data in trip planning 
tools such as Google Transit or Go5ll.com. 

• Page 3- the following sentence needs to be corrected: "Currently, SCRRA operates seven routes 
including five from downtown Los Angeles to Ventura, Lancaster, San Bernardino, Riverside, 
Orange and Oceanside, from San Bernardino to Oceanside, and from Riverside via Fullerton or City 
oflndustry to downtown Los Angeles." The word in this sentence "five" should read "six" instead. 
One route is missing in the list. Please add "Orange" after Riverside. 

• Page 31- Connectivity measures need to include a high degree of reliability (on-time performance to 
meet connections with other modes). 

• The transit supplemental report should include how gas prices affect the fares and ridership. Gas 
price is a major operating expense in bus operations. It should also include such variables as 
inflation rate, CPI, unemployment rate, to see how they are related to fares and ridership. 

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY STRATEGY (SCS) 

• It should be noted that Caltrans has not done an analysis ofthe transportation travel model work 
utilized with the SCS. We would expect the California Air Resources Board to make any comments 
on that topic: http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aags2.pdf 

• In order to see the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction compliance table for the SCAG 
RTP/SCS, the reader has to find it on page 3.6-20 of the PEIR. 'This data table should be included in 
the SCS Section of the RTP as well as in the PEIR. 

• Caltrans supports SCAG's RTP/SCS mitigation measures aiming at reducing VMT and the 
associated GHG emissions, encouraging sustainable land use development, and the development and 
implementation of the use of multi-modal transportation options. 

• As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS) the Department's main objective is to 
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protect the mobility and operational safety of the SHS. To ensure operational safety and consistency 
with the Department's policies, we encomage early consultation and coordination with local 
jurisdictions and project proponents on all development projects that may have an impact on state 
facilities. 

• To encourage collaboration among all stakeholders we recommend the following comment to be incorporated 
in the policies ofthc Transportation, Traffic, and Secttrity Mitigation Measures: 

Local jurisdictions and development project proponents should and are encouraged to coordinate and consult 
early with the Caltrans District Planning offices of Local Development Intergovernmental Review on any 
land use proposal that would be located with in 500 feet of state transportation facilities to enable 
consideration of the site specific access and operational safety impacts. 

PROJECT LIST 

• On the Project List for Orange County there is no mention of extending the planned High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) lane fTom A venida Pi co to the Orange/San Diego County Line in both directions. 

• Project List for I .os Angeles County - on page 157 the Route High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
project, Citrus to Route 57/210, it should be noted that the portion of Route 210 between Route 10 
and Route 210 has been re-named Route 57. This was done to address confusion between Interstate 
210 west of Route 57 and State Route 210 east of Route 57. New signage has been recently added. 

• Also on the Project List for Los Angeles County - please delete the following project on page 161: 
Route 405 in Inglewood at Arbor Vitae which is pertaining to constructing the south half of the 
interchange. The Interstate 405 Arbor Vitae Half Interchange Project in Inglewood has been shelved 
per FHWA due to a required design exception issue. 

HIGHWAYS AND ARTERIALS 

• Page 15 - Caltrans encourages SCAG to coordinate with Caltrans Districts and regional partners to 
ensure consistency with interregional system development and operational strategies. Examples 
could include project phasing and integration, the development of HOY !HOT /Managed Lane 
policies, and the alignment of on-system transit service support strategies. 

• Page 3- under OR SR-71 should read SR-73 and where it says SB SR-210 should be 1-210. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

SB 391 and the California Interregional Blueprint should be mentioned among related initiatives . 

.. Caltrans improves mobility across California " 
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PEIR 

• Page 3.2-5 - "US EPA also extracted a subset of these 21 MSA T compounds that it now labels as the 
six priority MSA Ts: benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, diesel particulate matter/diesel exhaust 
organic gases, acrolein, and 1 ,3-butadienc." We recommend mentioning Naphthalene and 
Polycyclic Organic Matter (POM), and updating the text to reflect the additional air toxins. 
Furthermore, state that until the Air Resource Board develops the speciation factors for Naphthalene 
and POM, an analysis cannot be performed. 

• (Pg) 3.2-10 -TABLE 3.2-1: STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 
STANDARDS- Vinyl Chloride for the state standard (24 hour) has been changed from 0.03 ppm 
(42 ug/m3) to 0.01 ppm (26 ug/m3). We recommend using the table published by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) located at: 
http://v.v.w.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aags2.pdf 

Caltrans commends SCAG for considering some of the health risks associated with the RTP. The 
Health Risk Assessment in Appendix 1 only analyzed emissions, cancer risk impacts associated with Air 
Quality, and was only focused on several corridors in the region. Caltrans recommends that Health 
Riskllmpacts should first be addressed at the policy level and analyze the potential health risks 
associated with Air Quality, Noise, Hazardous Waste and Community Impacts for the complete RTP, 
considering all the projects included in the plan. 

In an effort to be more efficient and minimize confusion in the future, Caltrans requests that SCAG only 
forward the PEIR to the following two locations: 

California Department of Transportation 
Division ofPlanning - Office of Community Planning 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 
P.O. Box 942874, M.S. 32 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 
Attention: Terri Pencovic, Statewide Program Manager 

California Department of Transportation 
District 7- Office of Regional Planning TGRJCEQA Branch 
100 S. Main Street, M.S. 16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: DiAnna Watson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

District 7 will be responsible for circulating the PEIR document and coordinating comments on behalf 
of the California Department of Transportation. 

"Co/trans improves mobility across California" 
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If you should have any questions in regard to the above comments, please do not hesitate to 
contact Melissa Joshi of my staff at (213) 897-1347. 

Sincerely, 

eputy District Director 
Division of Planning, Public Transportation and 
Local Assistance 

··caltrans improves mobility across California " 
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cc: William A. Mosby, D8 
Bill Figge, Dll 
Pat Landrum, Dll 
Ryan Chamberlain, D 12 
Ron Kosinski, D7 
Garth Hopkins, ORIP 
Dara Wheeler, ORIP 
Kathleen McClaflin, DMT 

"Ca/rrans improves mobility across California ·• 
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February 13, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street; 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR 2012-2035 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 
(SCH# 2011051018) 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the above referenced project. Our comments are 
as follows. 

The Division is mandated by Section 3106 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) to supervise 
the drilling, operation, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of wells for the purpose 
of preventing: (1) damage to life, health, property, and natural resources; (2) damage to 
underground and surface waters suitable for irrigation or domestic use; (3) loss of oil, gas, or 
reservoir energy; and (4) damage to oil and gas deposits by infiltrating water and other 
causes. Furthermore, the PRC vests in the State Oil and Gas Supervisor (Supervisor) the 
authority to regulate the manner of drilling, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of oil 
and gas wells so as to conserve, protect, and prevent waste of these resources, while at the 
same time encouraging operators to apply viable methods for the purpose of increasing the 
ultimate recovery of oil and gas. 

The scope and content of information that is germane to the Division's responsibility are 
contained in PRC Section 3000 et seq., and administrative Regulations under Title 14, 
Chapter 4 of the CCR. 

With the help from your staff, Ping Wang and Javier Minjares, providing us some of the 
geographic information system (GIS) map layers of your proposed project areas, we overlaid 
them with Division's well database and mapping system, and identified the following 
preliminary findings: 

• A total of 44 oil/gas/geothermal wells were identified within a 1 00-feet buffer zone 
along the Urban Passenger Rail Plan 2035 and the Metrolink Plan 2035 in the 
proposed project area. 

The Department of Conservation's mission is to balance today 's needs with tomorrow 's challenges and foster intelligent, sustainable, 
and efficient use of California's energy, land, and mineral resources. 
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);> 41 oil/gas wells 
o 4 active wells 
o 36 plugged and abandoned wells 
o 1 cancelled well 

~ 3 active geothermal wells 

• A total of 131 oil/gas/geothermal wells were identified within a 1 00-feet buffer zone 
along the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes 2035, the High Occupancy Toll 
Lanes and Toll Facilities 2035, and the Mixed Flow Lane Plan 2035 in the proposed 
project area. 

~ 130 oil/gas wells 
o 55 active wells 
o 16 idle wells 
o 60 plugged and abandoned wells 

~ 1 plugged and abandoned geothermal well 

• A total of 2,463 oil/gas/geothermal wells were identified within a 1 00-feet buffer zone 
along the Local Bus Plan 2035 and the Express Bus Plan 2035 in the proposed 
project area. 

);> 2,454 oil/gas wells 
o 263 active wells 
o 178 idle wells 
o 2,031 plugged and abandoned wells 
o 18 buried wells 
o 4 cancelled wells 

);> 9 geothermal wells 
o 1 active wells 
o 7 plugged and abandoned wells 
o 1 cancelled well 

The Division recommends that all existing well sites and oil production facilities within or in 
close proximity to proposed project areas be accurately plotted on future project maps and 
be carefully studied before the commencement of any construction of the proposed project. 

According to the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Chapter 4, Article 2, Section 
1720 (a)(2)(A) and (C), any well within 100 feet of any dedicated pub lis street, highway, or 
nearest rail of an operating railway that is in general use or any public recreation facility such 
as a gold course, amusement park, picnic ground, campground, or any other area of periodic 
high-density population becomes a critical well. Critical wells require higher blowout 
prevention equipment (BOPE) than non-critical wells based on pressure testing and rating . 
The Division recommends that adequate safety measures be taken by the project manager 
to prevent people from gaining unauthorized access to oilfield equipment. Safety shut-down 
devices on wells and other oilfield equipment must be considered when appropriate. 

Written approval from the Supervisor is required prior to changing the physical condition of 
any well. The operator's notice of intention (notice) to perform any well operation is reviewed 
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on engineering and geological basis. For new wells and the altering of existing wells, 
approval of the proposal depends primarily on the following: protecting all subsurface 
hydrocarbons and fresh waters; protection of the environment; using adequate blowout 
prevention equipment; and utilizing approved drilling and cementing techniques. The 
Division must be notified to witness or inspect all operations specified in the approval of any 
notice. This includes tests and inspections of blowout-prevention equipment, reservoir and 
freshwater protection measures, and well-plugging operations. 

If any plugged and abandoned or unrecorded wells are damaged or uncovered during 
excavation or grading, remedial plugging operations may be required. If such damage or 
discovery occurs, the Division's district offices must be contacted to obtain information on the 
requirements for and approval to perform remedial operations. The Division recommends 
that no structure be built over or in proximity to an abandoned well location. The PRC 
Section 3208.1 authorizes the Supervisor to order the re-abandonment of a previously 
abandoned well when construction of any structure over or in the proximity of a well could 
result in a hazard. The cost of re-abandonment operations is the responsibility of the owner 
or developer of the project upon which the structure will be located. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the proposed project. If you have 
questions on our comments, or require technical assistance or information, please call me at 
(916) 323-0425 or any of the following district offices of the Division: 

~ Oil and Gas Wells 
• Cypress: Syndi Pompa, (714) 816-6847; and 
• Ventura: Bruce Hesson, (805) 654-4761 . 

);> Geothermal Wells 
• El Centro: Cliff Parli, (760) 353-9900. 

Sincerely, 

Yuko Sakano, Ph.D. 
Environmental Scientist 

cc: Syndi Pompa, Division Oil and Gas District 1 Engineer 
Bruce Hesson, Division Oil and Gas District 2 Deputy 
Cliff Parli, Division Geothermal District 2 Engineer 
Tian-Ting Shih , Ph.D., Division Environmental Program Manager 
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Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

PUBLIC NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND 
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (SCH# 2011051018) 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted 
Notice of Preparation of the Environmental Impact Report for the above-mentioned 
project. The following project description is stated in your document: "The Proposed 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS provides land use and transportation recommendations to help 
achieve a coordinated balance of land uses and transportation improvements such that 
vehicle trips and vehicle trip lengths are reduced and land is used efficiently and 
sustainably, thereby minimizing energy and water consumption. The 2012-2035 
RTP/SCS contains transportation and urban form strategies that encourage compact 
growth, increased jobs/housing balance and transit-oriented development, where 
feasible, in all parts of the region". 

Based on the review of the submitted document DTSC has the following comments: 

1) The EIR should evaluate whether conditions within the project area may pose a 
threat to human health or the environment. Following are the databases of some 
of the regulatory agencies: 

• National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). 

• Envirostor (formerly CaiSites): A Database primarily used by the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's 
website (see below). 
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• Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A 
database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA. 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability 
Information System (CERCUS): A database of CERCLA sites that is 
maintained by U.S.EPA. 

• Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both 
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and 
transfer stations. 

• GeoTracker: A List that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards. 

• Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup 
sites and leaking underground storage tanks. 

• The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard, 
Los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of 
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS). 

2) The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation 
and/or remediation for any site that may be contaminated, and the government 
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If necessary, DTSC would 
require an oversight agreement in order to review such documents. 

3) Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should 
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency 
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of 
any investigations, including any Phase I or II Environmental Site Assessment 
Investigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling results in 
which hazardous substances were found above regulatory standards should be 
clearly summarized in a table. All closure, certification or remediation approval 
reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the EIR. 

4) If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being 
planned to be demolished, an investigation should also be conducted for the 
presence of other hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing 
materials (ACMs). If other hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints (LPB) or 
products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be taken 
during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated 
in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies. 
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5) Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas. 
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed 
and not simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions 
(LDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import 
soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that 
the imported soil is free of contamination. 

6) Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected 
during any construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk 
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency 
should be conducted by a qualified health risk assessor to determine if there are, 
have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may pose a risk 
to human health or the environment. 

7) If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the 
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that 
hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should also obtain a United 
States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by contacting 
(800) 618-6942. Certain hazardous waste treatment processes or hazardous 
materials, handling, storage or uses may require authorization from the local 
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the requirement for 
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA. 

8) Hazardous substances would be present on the Project site during construction 
(e.g., fuels and lubricants, wastes from demolition and remediation, paints and 
solvents). If released, these substances could pose risks to human health and 
the environment. For example, demolition wastes containing volatile or fluid 
hazardous wastes, such as PCB-containing oils or residual fuels from abandoned 
storage tanks, should be contained and packaged in accordance with regulatory 
requirements and regularly transported to appropriate disposal facilities. 

9) DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight 
Agreement (EOA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a 
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional 
information on the EOA or VCA, please see 
www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCieanup/Brownfields, or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif
Abbasi, DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5489. 
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If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at 
ashami@dtsc.ca.gov, or by phone at (714) 484-5472. 

ami 
Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 

CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Office of Environmental Planning and Analysis 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95812 
nritter@dtsc.ca.gov 

CEQA#3444 
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February 14, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
Fax#: (213) 236-1963 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy Project, 
SCH # 2011051018 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The Department of Fish and Game (Department), has reviewed the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for impacts to biological resources. The Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) prepared the DPEIR for the 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). SCAG is the federally 
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) under Title 23, United States 
Code (U.S.C.) 134(d)(1) for the six-county region that includes the counties of Imperial, Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura. 

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is a long-range regional transportation plan that provides a blueprint 
to help achieve a coordinated regional transportation system by creating a vision for 
transportation investment throughout the SCAG region and identifies regional transportation and 
land use strategies to address mobility needs. Hundreds of individual transportation projects 
are preliminarily identified in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS; however, the PEIR analyzes potential 
environmental impacts from a regional perspective and is programmatic in nature. As such, it 
does not specifically analyze individual projects. Project-specific analysis will be undertaken by 
the appropriate implementing agency prior to individual projects being considered for adoption. 
These project-specific CEQA reviews will focus on project-specific impacts and mitigation 
measures, and need not repeat the broad analyses contained in the DPEIR. 

Habitat types with the potential to be impacted by the projects include desert shrub (scrub) and 
woodland, conifer forests and woodlands, coastal scrub, chaparral, hardwood forests and 
woodlands, saltwater and freshwater marsh, riparian, annual grassland, and coastal beaches 
and dunes. Proposed project impacts include the potential to develop and damage previously 
undisturbed land and displace and fragment sensitive species habitat throughout the SCAG 
region. Impacts also include the potential to increase wildlife barriers to movement, increase 
wildlife road kills, and other adverse effects to wildlife. These impacts would be both individually 
and cumulatively significant. Wildlife with the potential to be impacted by the project includes 
numerous Federal and State Endangered and Threatened and other sensitive plant and animal 
species. 

Conserving Ca{ijornia's WiUCife Since 1870 
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Thirteen pages of detailed measures proposed to mitigate impacts are presented in the DPEIR. 
Thes~ include, but are not limited to: 

• transportation routes planned to avoid and/or minimize removal of native vegetation; 
• incorporation of buffers; 
• habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and enhancement; 
• pre-construction special status species surveys; 
• salvage of perennial plants and salvage and stockpile of topsoil; 
• employment of Best Management Practices (BMPs) at construction sites to minimize 

erosion and sediment transport and otherwise protect aquatic resources; 
• impacted sensitive species habitat replacement with compensatory off-site acquisition or 

protection of similar habitats at a ratio of 3:1 (compensation acres to that impacted) or 
other similar ratio with the approval of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or 
Department; 

• mature tree protection and replacement; 
• project construction avoidance of bird nesting season or species appropriate pre-

construction surveys; 
• mitigation banking to preserve habitat linkages and corridors; 
• wildlife crossings/access provided in accordance with proven standards; 
• wildlife fencing (where appropriate) to minimize the probability of wildlife injury due to 

direct interaction between wildlife and roads, and; 
• policies and programs to restore, protect, manage and preserve conservation areas; 

The Department appreciates the thoughtful and thorough development of these proposed 
biological mitigation measures. The following comments are intended to facilitate the 
clarification of the biological mitigation measures necessary to minimize potential biological 
impacts. 

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department's 
authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project 
(CEQA Guidelines §15386(a)) and pursuant to our authority as a Responsible Agency (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15381) over those aspects,of the proposed project that come under the purview of 
the Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. As trustee for the State's fish and wildlife 
resources, the Department has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management 
of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of 
those species. 

California Wildlife Action Plan 

The California Wildlife Action Plan, a Department guidance document, identified the following 
stressors affecting wildlife and habitats within the project area: 1) growth and development; 2) 
water management conflicts and degradation of aquatic ecosystems; 3) invasive species; 4) 
altered fire regimes; and 5) recreational pressures. The Department looks forward to working 
with SCAG to minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources with a focus on these stressors. 

General Comments 

The DPEIR discussion includes the terms "sensitive species", "special status species" and 
"significant biological resources". The document should be consistent using these terms and 
include definitions of them. 
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The document lists some species but omits others. Please revise the document to include 
omitted listed and sensitive species and contact the Department staff as needed for clarification 
on current species lists. 

The DPEIR should include a discussion of critical habitat and potential impacts to these 
designations. 

Specific Comments 

Table 3.3-1: Several natural wetlands in the SCAG region are missing from this table, such as 
Baldwin Lake. Please consider revising this table to include all natural and artificial wetlands 
present in the region such as Big Bear Lake, Prado Basin, Diamond Valley, and Lake Skinner. 

Page 3.3-36: Please add "flood control" and "surface mining" in the section on threats to 
biological resources. 

Biological Resources and Open Space Existing Setting 

The Department recommends the following changes, additions, and deletions to this section of 
the DPEIR: 

• Page 3.3-3, Colorado Desert Scrub. Include burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), 
American badger (Taxidea taxus), and desert kit fox (Vulpes macrotis) in species list. 

• Page 3.3-4, Mojave Desert Scrub. Include burrowing owl, Swainson's hawk (Buteo 
swainsom), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), desert kit fox, American badger, and 
Mohave ground squirrel (Xerospermophi/us mohavensis) in species list. 

• Page 3.3-5, Beach and Dune (Coastal and Interior). Beaches and dunes provides 
habitat, especially wintering habitat for burrowing owl. 

• Page 3.3-7, Hardwood Forests and Woodlands. The following species are found in 
riparian habitats and should not be listed here: western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus occidentalis), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trail/it). 

• Page 3.3-7, Hardwood Forests and Woodlands. Include mountain lion (Puma concolor) 
and golden eagle in species list. 

• Page 3.3-8, Grasslands. Include mountain plover (Charadrius montanus), San Diego 
black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus ca/ifornicus bennettii), and American badger in special 
species list. 

• Page 3.3-8 Scrub (Shrub) California Chaparral. Include mountain lion, American 
badger, and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit in the species lists in all coastal scrub 
communities. 

• Page 3.3-9, Wetlands. Incorporate tricolored blackbirds (Agelaius tricolor) in species list. 
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• Page 3.3-10, Vernal Pools and Riparian Habitat (3.3-13). Include spadefoot toad (Spea 
hammondii) and mountain lion in the riparian list. Include burrowing owl in desert 
Riparian Bird list. 

• 3.3-14, Farmland and Rangeland. Please include a discussion on wildlife value of 
agricultural lands. The discussion should include how these lands provide nesting 
and/or foraging habitat for burrowing owl, tricolored blackbird, Swainson's hawk and 
other raptors, mountain plover, shorebirds, waterfowl, several species of passerines, and 
mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus). 

• There are habitats missing from this section. Please revise this section to include all 
habitats present in the SCAG area, such as riversidean sage scrub. 

Wetlands 

The topic of wetlands is a very broad category. A major topic within the overall planning 
discussion is watershed planning. An alternative method to the discussion of wetlands in the 
DPEIR is to organize wetlands by watershed and include the major streams, lakes, vernal pool 
areas, and open water reservoirs, along with maps illustrating the major streams and lakes. 
Discuss the species within the watershed, paying attention to listed species, such as Santa Ana 
sucker (Catostomus santaanae), California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonit), and 
mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa). Discuss direct and indirect impacts associated 
with fragmentation and lack of connectivity because of development, mining, and flood control. 
The discussion of streams should include native fish species, including arroyo chub (Gila 
orcuttt), Santa Ana sucker, Pacific lamprey (Lampetra pacifica), Santa Ana speckled dace 
(Rhinichthys oscu/us ssp.), and types of stickleback (Gasterosteus sp.), most of which are 
Species of Special Concern. 

Page 3.3-10: Please consider identifying primary areas for vernal pools such as Hemet. Also 
point out major areas of endemic plants and soil types that these plants are found on, including 
San Jacinto River (alkali) and Big Bear Lake (Pebble Plains). 

Project Impacts 

Impact 3.3-6: Project sponsors should emphasize that urban habitats and the plant and wildlife 
species they support are indeed valuable, despite the fact they are located in urbanized 
(previously disturbed) areas. Established habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors in these 
urban ecosystems will likely be greatly impacted with further urbanization, as proposed in the 
project. Appropriate mitigation measures should be proposed, developed, and implemented in 
these sensitive urban microhabitats that support a rich diversity of urban plant and wildlife 
species. 

Impact 3.3-8: Projects that will occur within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan (WRCMSHCP) are required to perform a variety of surveys, 
including, but not limited to, burrowing owl, narrow endemic plant surveys, and riparian/riverine 
studies to ensure consistency with the WRCMSHCP. Every project should follow all applicable 
WRCMSHCP requirements for each project within the WRCMSHCP. There is no mention of the 
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) in this Section. 
Please include language regarding the CVMSHCP and how the projects will be consistent with 
it. 
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Impacts to Sensitive Biological Resources 

California tiger salamander (Ambvstoma californiense)- The California tiger salamander (CTS) 
is listed as threatened pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act ("CESA") (Fish and 
Game Code§ 2050 et seq.) (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 670.5, subd. (b)(3)(G)). CTS are 
listed in Table 3.3-4 of the DPEIR as occurring in Riverside County. The record of CTS for 
Riverside County in the California Natural Diversity Database is a museum specimen collected 
in 1892. CTS are not currently known to occur in the SCAG region. The closest known 
occurrence of CTS to the SCAG region currently is northern Santa Barbara County (Barry and 
Shaffer, 1994). The DPEIR should provide substantiation for a more recent Riverside County 
occurrence of CTS, or all reference to the potential for CTS to be impacted by the proposed 
projects should be omitted. 

Several special status species listed in Table 3.3-4 are California Department of Fish and Game 
Fully Protected Species. These are unarmored threes pine stickleback ( Gasterosteus culeatus 
wil/iamsom), Mohave tui chub (Gila bicolor mohavensis), Colorado squawfish (Ptychocheilus 
lucius), razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus), blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia sila), 
golden eagle, white-tailed kite (Eianus caeru/eus), California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus /eucocephalus), California black rail (Lateral/us jamaicensis 
coturniculus), California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), light-footed clapper 
rail (Rail us longirostris levipes), Yuma clapper rail (Rail us /ongirostris yumanensis), California 
least tern (Sterna antillarum browm), and peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis 
cremnobates). The Fish & Game Code does not allow fully protected species to be taken or 
possessed at any time. The DPEIR should include this information in Table 3.3-4 for the above 
animals and develop measures to avoid take of these species over the life of the project. 

Mitigation Measures 

The term "out of harm" is used several times in the mitigation measures section but it appears 
the intent is to use the phrase "out of harm's way." Please revise throughout document as 
appropriate. 

Mitigation measure MM-BIO/OS4 in the DPEIR calls for pre-construction special status species 
surveys to be conducted. For rare plants, the Department recommends surveys be conducted 
by qualified biologists when: 1) natural vegetation occurs on the site; 2) it is unknown if rare, 
threatened, or endangered plants or habitats occur on the site; and 3) the project has the 
potential for direct or indirect effects on vegetation. The Department recommends plant surveys 
follow the Department's "Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status 
Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities" at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/plant/). 
The Protocols give clear instructions on how surveys for rare plants should be conducted, such 
as to conduct surveys at the proper time of year when rare species are both evident and 
identifiable. 

Mitigation measure MM-BIO/OS22: Please note that a consistency determination (Section 
2080.1) is an option for impacts to federal and state listed species. 

Mitigation measure MM-BIO/OS29: This section should be changed to read: 

In order to ensure that project sponsors avoid disrupting nesting Swainson's hawks, 
construction activities at known nesting locations should occur between September and March 
outside the nesting season (nesting typically occurs from March 1 through September15). 
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Alternatively, if construction activities will take place during the nesting season, a qualified 
biologist should conduct pre-construction surveys. Pre-construction surveys should commence 
in January utilizing approved protocol methods in consultation with CDFG and before the start of 
construction for any given milepost. 

If pre-construction surveys locate a nest site within one-half-mile of any project (assuming 
available authorized access) a Swainson's hawk Monitoring and Mitigation Plan should be 
prepared in consultation with CDFG. Plans should be prepared by a qualified biologist 
approved by the CDFG. Include in the plans detailed measures to avoid and minimize impacts 
to Swainson's hawks in and near the construction areas. For example: 

a. If a nest site is found, design the project to allow sufficient foraging and fledging area to 
maintain the nest site. 
b. During the nesting season, ensure no new disturbances, habitat conversions, or other 
project-related activities that may cause nest abandonment or forced fledging occur within 
1/2 mile of an active nest between March 1 and September 15. Buffer zones may be 
adjusted in consultation with the Department and the lead agency. 
c. Do not remove Swainson's hawk nest trees unless avoidance measures are determined 
to be infeasible. Removal of such trees should occur only during the timeframe of October 
1 and the last day in February. 

Mitigation measure MM-BIO/OS37 in the DPEIR discusses how wildlife crossings/access can 
and should be provided in accordance with proven standards, such as FHWA's Critter 
Crossings or Ventura County Mitigation Guidelines. Another source of information for wildlife 
crossing is the "Wildlife Crossings Assessment & Mitigation Manual" (Meese, et al., 2007). 

Protection of Biological Resources in the SCAG Region 

Table BI0-1, included in the DPEIR technical appendix, presents a list of protected areas and 
agencies that administer large, un-fragmented natural habitats within the SCAG region. The 
United States Navy owns and administers the 1,474 acre Mugu Lagoon, found within the Naval 
Base Ventura County Point Mugu installation. Mugu Lagoon is the largest natural wetland in the 
SCAG region listed in Table 3.3-1 of the DPEIR. Military lands was not listed as one of the 
categories of ownership listed in Table BI0-1. The Department recommends the inclusion of 
Mugu Lagoon and other important protected military lands, into Table BI0-1. 

The DPEIR lacks analysis regarding the (WRCMSHCP) and the CVMSHCP and other HCPs. 
The DPEIR should discuss roadway improvements and the consistency with area conservation 
plans. 

Impacts to Jurisdictional Drainages 

Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code requires any person, state or local 
governmental agency, or public utility to notify the Department before beginning an activity that 
could substantially modify a river, stream, or lake. Based on this notification, the Department 
then determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement is required. Many of the 
projects proposed in the DPEIR will impact streams and lakes within Department jurisdiction. 
The DPEIR did not contain reference to this state regulation and we request its inclusion in the 
Regulatory Framework section on page 3.3-2. 



Jacob.Lieb 
February 14, 2012 
Page 7 of 8 

Streamside Buffers- Mitigation measure MM-BIO/OS50 presented in the DPEIR includes 
employment of a 20-foot buffer from the top of bank for projects adjacent to natural 
watercourses. The Department is concerned a 20-foot buffer would be insufficient to provide 
adequate protection for riparian resources. At least two aquatic special status species listed in 
the DPEIR rely on upland habitats adjacent to wetlands for parts of their life cycles. These are 
the California red-legged frog and southwestern pond turtle (Ciemmys marmorata pal/ida). The 
southwestern pond turtle overwinters in uplands up to 500 meters from water, and may lay eggs 
up to 400 meters from water (Holland, 1994). The California red-legged frog may use uplands 
for dispersal and aestivation during dry conditions up to 1,000 feet from ponded stream habitat 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2002). These species therefore potentially would be impacted 
by projects occurring greater than 20 feet from the top of bank. Projects occurring within 20 feet 
of top of bank also would have potential for significant negative indirect impacts to biological 
resources by negatively affecting hydrologic functions and water quality. 

Greater setback distances from streams generally result in a reduction of negative impacts to 
biological resources, and serve to minimize the amount of light, noise, pesticides, herbicides, 
and other stressors which may impact the wildlife corridor. Several jurisdictions in and around 
the SCAG region have policies pertaining to their discretionary permitting processes requiring 
buffers at watercourses greater than 20 feet. The Counties of Ventura and Santa Barbara and 
the City of Goleta, for example, require a setback of 100 feet from riparian zones, with 
allowances for reduced setbacks in some cases (50 feet in urban areas, for example). A more 
appropriate buffer to protect aquatic resources would therefore be somewhere between 50 and 
100 feet from top of bank or the edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is greater; with 
allowances for greater or lesser distances according to specific conditions. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions regarding the 
comments provided in this letter, please contact Daniel Blankenship, Staff Environmental 
Scientist, at (661) 259-3750. 

Sincerely, 

Leslie MacNair 
Environmental Program Manager 
South Coast Region 
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February 14, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 121

h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 

Ruth Coleman, Director 

Re: 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy and Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2011051 018) 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned project. We look forward to 
any necessary coordination and remain committed to working with you to successfully 
implement your project. 

State Parks is a Trustee Agency as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
State Parks is also a Responsible Agency as defined by CEQA because the proposed project 
would occur within and require permanent use of Chino Hills State Park. State Parks' mission in 
part is to provide for the health, inspiration, and education of the people of California by 
preserving the state's extraordinary biodiversity and creating opportunities for high quality 
outdoor recreation . 

Environmental Mitigation Program 
We appreciate the advanced mitigation component in the RTP/SCS. Orange County's Renewed 
Measure M has had great success with a similar program. Programs such as these have many 
benefits including streamlined permitting, preservation of important natural lands, improved 
relationships and collaboration with resource and permitting agencies. 

We offer the following suggestions regarding the Conservation Policy: 

1. Ensuring State conservancies and joint powers authorities with a conservation focus are 
included in the mapping and prioritization of conservation lands. Specifically, we 
recommend including the Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority, Puente Hills Habitat 
Preservation Authority, San Gabriel & Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains 
Conservancy, Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA), and Santa 
Monica Mountains Conservancy (SMMC) among the entities upon whose expertise can 
be tapped. 

2. Extending the inventory of protected lands to include all protected lands- Federal, 
State, regional and local natural lands- instead of narrowly limiting the inventory to 
simply Natural Communities Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan areas. 

3. Ensuring existing wildlife corridors and habitat linkages and highway/roadway 
undercrossings are protected and enhanced during the evaluation of habitat lands and 
during construction of roadway projects. 
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4. Advocating that the advanced mitigation policy result is a net environmental benefit for 
the natural resource lands after construction activities are completed. 

Also, large-scale acquisition and management of lands must not be limited to "critical habitat," 
(RTP, p. 76, 128) as this can be confused with the legal term used by U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service for some federally endangered and threatened species. To clarify, this should be 
replaced by text reflecting the intent, i.e., the best available natural lands with valuable 
environmental resources deserving of conservation/preservation. State Parks looks forward to 
working with Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) on the development of 
the Natural Lands Acquisition and Open Space Conservation Strategy. This will protect 
remaining resource lands and mitigate for impacts from transportation improvements. In addition 
to mitigation banking, transfer of development rights (TOR), and payment of in-lieu fees, State 
Parks recognizes conservation easements as a powerful preservation tool for habitat areas. 
Conservation easements, and fee title transfers to open space park agencies, should be listed 
in the plan alongside the other preservation mechanisms. 

Wildlife Crossings of Transportation Facilities 
State Parks appreciates SCAG's recognition of the impact that linear transportation facilities 
have on natural areas and the need for well-designed wildlife crossings to partially mitigate 
these effects. Wildlife crossings serve two distinct purposes: reducing mortality and preserving 
genetic connectivity. Roads are the leading direct source of human-caused mortality for most 
species in southern California and the entire country. They can become a population sink if a 
significant fraction of a local species is killed, affecting broader population distribution across the 
landscape. Additionally, for highly mobile predators, individuals crossing roads are frequently 
dispersing from their home range in search of new territory and mates, a vital population 
dynamic that is devastating if interrupted. National Park Service research has documented 
significant genetic differences among carnivore populations on either side of the 101 Freeway in 
the Santa Monica Mountains. 

Wildlife crossings need to be discussed in the context of habitat connectivity, which is the 
broader ecological goal for conservation areas. Wildlife crossings are but one critical tool to 
ensure that indicator species are able to safely move about their environment. While much has 
been learned about movement patterns and the way in which key transportation facilities create 
genetic barriers to connectivity, the measures that might mitigate these impacts have not been 
thoroughly researched. Wildlife corridor design is a field in its infancy with few scientifically 
verified best practices for crossing dimensions and landscape features. Given that this research 
is needed to properly mitigate transportation impacts, SCAG should invest in connectivity 
research with a program specifically designed to establish measures that can be incorporated 
into the 2016 RTP revision. Such a program would aggregate existing research, propose new 
study areas, and develop design best practices specifically tailored to the Southern California 
eco-region. 

Comments on Proposed PEIR Mitigation Measures 
Biological Resources and Open Space 
The PEIR includes many mitigation measures for potential impacts to biological resources. 
Overall , these measures are comprehensive and based on sound practice. Inclusion of the 
proposed mitigation measures in project selection and design will greatly improve ecological 
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outcomes in the SCAG region compared to a baseline scenario. The specific measures calling 
for minimum mitigation ratios reflect current accepted practices without limiting the discretion of 
resource agencies to require greater mitigation if warranted. The proposed measures 
addressing habitat fragmentation and connectivity are thorough and appropriate (MM-BIO/OS36 
through MM-BIO/OS40). These impacts have been all too often unmitigated for transportation 
projects in the past. 

State Parks looks forward to collaboration on regional conservation planning policy to address 
cumulative impacts to biological resources (MM-BIO/OS45). MRCA is one agency in the SCAG 
region that administers a highly successful restoration and preservation in-lieu-fee mitigation 
programs in close coordination with state and federal resource agencies. SCAG's planning and 
funding expertise is a welcome addition to ongoing efforts. State Parks recommends that other 
agencies with expertise in the region, such as WCCA, MRCA, SMMC, and Puente Hills Habitat 
Preservation Authority be invited to participate in this process. 

The primary impact from transportation facilities is often the indirect and cumulative impact from 
growth induced by new improvements. As projects increase access and reduce commute times 
from remote areas, these resource lands become economical to develop. State Parks is 
therefore pleased to see SCAG recognize these impacts and call for their mitigation (MM
BIO/OS47). Without appropriate growth management along transportation corridors, wildlife 
crossings cannot mitigate connectivity impacts from expanding development footprints. 
Furthermore, induced growth along new corridors often negates the benefits of new 
transportation capacity, prompting even greater impacts from future facility expansion. SCAG 
should develop best practices that would be applicable to new transportation corridors to 
prevent new development from extending into resource lands. The PEIR biology mitigation 
measures should be clarified to delete reference to relocating active nests (MM-BIO/OS35), as 
this is likely in conflict with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Instead, construction buffers to active 
nests should be established, as proposed. 

Public Services and Utilities 
The PEIR lacks a public safety mitigation measure that promotes project design that minimizes 
urban-wildland interface, which is the source of wildfire risk to persons and property. Past 
development patterns include long, meandering urban edges with high risk exposure to 
catastrophic events, causing great strain on local and State firefighting resources largely 
subsidized by those living in lower risk locations. A mitigation measure should include two 
components addressing both project location and project design. First, development that 
extends into high fire hazard areas should be discouraged. Second, there should be an 
emphasis on utilizing project design strategies to reduce risk, such as building within compact 
and defensible footprints and minimizing perimeter length. Projects should be sited in order to 
reduce impacts of required brush clearance on native habitat areas, including adequate buffers 
to protect sensitive resources from brush clearance impacts. 

State Parks concurs that project sponsors and local jurisdictions should work to increase public 
access to open space (MM-PS21 and 26). River parkways and other urban natural parks serve 
a vital purpose in connecting urban residents to natural parkland (MMM-PS22). The City and 
County of Los Angeles have both recognized these projects in master plans for their respective 
river corridors. While planning for these projects is the responsibility of local jurisdictions and 
partners, SCAG has a critical responsibility for funding by including bikeway projects in the RTP 
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area. Regional partnerships are necessary to achieve open space conservation objectives 
(MMPS29). State Parks welcomes SCAG's assistance with planning and identifying funding 
sources for open space acquisition (MM-PS31 and 34). SCAG's participation in coordinating 
regionally significant trail networks is also appreciated, however the greatest contribution SCAG 
could make to these efforts would be including those greenways that serve transportation 
functions, such as the river parkways, in the RTP so that they can be fully developed in the 
short and medium-term (MM-PS33). 

Water Resources 
State Parks also believes that preservation of remaining riparian resources should be the 
highest priority at both the regional and project level, followed by restoration of previously 
impacted areas (MM-W1 and 9). To the extent feasible, natural methods for stormwater control , 
water quality improvements, and infiltration should be encouraged. SCAG sets an appropriate 
standard that new projects should not cause or contribute to conditions that degrade the 
physical integrity or ecological function of any downstream receiving waters (MM-W22). When 
evaluating projects during the environmental review process, SCAG should identify regionally 
significant projects that may impact downstream waters and include comments to that effect in 
Notice of Preparation and Environmental Impact Report responses. This is a critical issue 
wherever natural rivers interact with urban areas. SCAG should participate in the development 
of models of natural processes for the remaining natural rivers in the SCAG region to ensure 
that environmental review can comprehensively evaluate project impacts based on the best 
available information. 

Thank you again for considering our comments. Please keep our agency on your email/mailing 
lists for this project. For further discussion, please contact me or Enrique Arroyo at (951) 453-
6848. 

Sincerely, 

41J4 
Ron Krueper 
District Superintendent 

cc: Jay Chamberlin, DPR Chief of Natural Resources 
Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority 



February 11, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
20 12PEI R@scaq.ca.qov 

Re: PIER for the Southern California Association of Governments 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
December 2011 1 State Clearinghouse # 2011051018 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on scope of the Environmental Impact Report for the 
SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

This PEIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the adoption of the 
2012-2035 RTPISCS by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) . ... The 
2012-2035 RTPISCS is a long-range regional transportation plan that provides a blueprint to help 
achieve a coordinated regional transportation system by creating a vision for transportation 
investment throughout the region and identifying regional transportation and land use strategies 
to address mobility needs. 

Given the broad project definition as a blueprint for other projects, my comments are limited to current 
conditions and the need for mitigation of existing and potential negative impacts to Los Robles Avenue in 
San Marino; the street where I live. Los Robles Avenue has somehow been designated as a "High 
Quality Transit Corridor". Refer to my response to the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
(attached). 

Los Robles Avenue in San Marino is a 7/8 of a mile, two lane narrow street fronted exclusively by single 
family homes where children live and play. The homes, built between 1920 and 1950, and the set back is 
close to the street. The posted speed limit is 30 mph. the posted weight limit is three tons, and truck 
traffic is prohibited. The City of San Marino General Plan, classifies Los Robles Avenue as a residential 
collector street. The street carries an unusually high volume of cut-through traffic, exceeding the capacity 
of a two lane residential street. There is no bus service. Clearly, excessive traffic in a residential 
neighborhood presents numerous health (air pollution and excessive noise) risks, public safety issues, 
and is a constant public nuisance. 

Based upon the HQTC designations, traffic will be shifted to Los Robles Avenue and the flow of traffic 
increased. Planned projects have the potential to adversely impact Los Robles further. A plan to mitigate 
the negative impacts to residents on streets subject to increased traffic must be developed and 
implemented as part of a regional mobility plan. The Environmental Impacts Report is deficient in this 
regard. 

Stephanie Johnson 

SCAG_RTP _2012_PEIR 
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Ms. Margaret Lin 
SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
RTP@scag.ca.gov 

Re: Southern California Association of Governments 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
December 2011 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. The Plan states as its goal "improving the quality of life for our 
residents". 

The 2012 RTPISCS will transform the region, serving as a blueprint for improving quality of life 
for our residents by providing more choices for where they will live, work, and play, and how 
they will move around. 

The 2012 RTP/SCS proposes investing over $500 billion over the next 25 years to improve the 
quality of life of the region's res idents by enhancing our transportation system. 

While I agree that improving the quality of life for the residents is an admirable goal, the Plan as indicated 
by the SCS City maps, will denigrate the quality of life for the residents of San Marino. My comments 
regarding the 2012-2035 RTP are limited to where I live, Los Robles Avenue in San Marino, and the 
adjacent area. 

While reviewing the Resources > SCS Map Tool from the SCAG web site, 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca .gov/Pages/SCS-Maps-Tool.aspx, I was shocked to discover that Los Robles Avenue 
in San Marino has been designated a High Qualitv Transit Corridor. 

The SCAG RTP Plan indicates that: 

A HQTA (High Quality Transit Area) is generally a walkable transit village, consistent with the 
adopted SCS that has a minimum density of 20 dwelling units per acre and is within a ~ mile of a 
well serviced transit stop, and includes transit corridors with minimum 15 minutes or less service 
frequency during peak commute hours. 

Los Robles Avenue in San Marino is a 7/8 of a mile, two lane narrow street fronted exclusively by single 
family homes where children live and play. The homes, built between 1920 and 1950, and the set back is 
close to the street. The posted speed limit is 30 mph., the posted weight limit is three tons, and truck 
traffic is prohibited. The City of San Marino General Plan, classifies Los Robles Avenue as a residential 
collector street. The street carries an unusually high volume of cut-through traffic, exceeding the capacity 
of a two lane residential street. There is no bus service. 

How then, was Los Robles Avenue in San Marino designated a HQTC? I posed this question to both the 
City of San Marino staff and City Council. They were unaware of this designation in the proposed RTP 

SCAG_RTP _2012 page 1 of 9 



SCAG- 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan - December 2011 
Johnson - February 11, 2012 

Plan. I also made inquiries of SCAG staff and was told that the Map for San Marino was incorrect with 
regard to bus stops, because no bus route is planned for the street. 

SCAG_RTP _2012 

~E: Records Request - SCAG 2012 RTP project 
From: Christo pher Tzeng (tzeng@5ea9-ca.gov) 

Sent lhu 1/12/12 4:16 PM ......... . 
To: SteFoanie Johnson (• 

H. Ms. Johnson, 

PEr yow inquiry, we have looted into planned bus routes aJong L,as Robles in the City of san Marina fof 
the ZOU-20~5 Regjonal Transportation Plan (RTP). 

w e chected our lO~S transit network that has bel'n developed for the 2012·2035 RTP a nd there are 
not any pi"Oposed transit se rvices on los Robles Avenue in the City of San Marino in~ 20~5 
constrained plan netwoiL Thl'refore, the bus route should not appear in the SCS Maps Tool We\\ W 

vou were utilm ng,. Thank you for bringing !Ius to our attention. 

The maps you ille able to view on the Maps Tool use data from SCAG's Reg10nal Transportation 
Oi!mand M~l. This is utilized to predkt the impact of trave l growth a nd evaluating potl'ntial 
transportation improlf!!ments for all crties within the 5CAG reg10n, which consists ot 1'}1 cities, six 
counties and more than 18 million residents. The Transportation ~mand Model comprises a large 
number of data fil l'S 1n order to rl'present the many facets of the transportation t'li'Vironml'nt . 

Please let me know if you have any qul'Stions. Again, thanks for bringing this to our attention. 

Ret;ards, 

ctuis 

page 2 of 9 
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~E: SCAG RTP2012- plans for bus routes in San 
Marino and Pasadena 

From: Abrishami, Lo·ri (ABRJSHA~IIL@metro.net) 

Sent: Fri 9/02/11 3:58 P~1 ,.. •••••••• 
To: 'Stephanie Johnson' 11 

Ms. Johnson, 

I am sony, but when I log in, I do not get the same map as you. Can you please 
tell me what a HQTC is? I believe that the SCAG definition of High Quality Transit 
Corridor , as well as some agreement in the tJ·anspoJtat ion planning profession, 
means an area wi thin 1Jz mile of transit service that runs every 15 minute or more 
often. If you are w ithin 1/2 mile of Colorado Blvd, or the lake Ave. Gold Line 
Station, then that is within an HQTC. 

Since the online m ap on my screen is not showing the bus route detail that yours 
shows, please tell me the route number of the bus route shown on Los Robles . As 
you know, we do not ha'ole one, and the data that our modelers sent to SCAG 
modelers only has our current routes on it. So, the bus route is not ours. I would 
not want to request that it be removed, since it may be the City of Pasadena or 
other nearby municipal operator. 

Lori Abrishami 

Below are copies of the SCAG SCS Maps for San Marino, Alhambra, South Pasadena and Pasadena. It 
is not clear why certain streets have been designated HQTC and others have not. 

SCAG_RTP _2012 page 3 of 9 
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South Pasadena 
 
Note that although Fremont Avenue is designated a HQTC in Alhambra, it is not in South Pasadena, 
although the street merges into S. Pasadena Avenue that is the freeway entrance to the 210 and 134 
freeways in Pasadena. 
 
Garfield Avenue has a METRO bus route that extends through South Pasadena that stops at the Gold 
Line Mission Street station. 
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Alhambra 
 
Why is Garfield Avenue not designated a HQTC?  It is a major arterial in Alhambra and has a bus routes 
that extends through South Pasadena that stops at the Gold Line Mission Street station. 
 
 

 
 
 

Major Transit Stops & High Quality Transit Corridors (HQTC) in the City of Alhambra 

S los Angeles 

• 2036 Pl~n IAaiorStops 

- 2035 Plan HOTC 

Major Stopt 0.5 mile bul'fer 
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Pasadena 
 
Note that both Los Robles Avenue and Oak Knoll Avenue in Pasadena, south of California Boulevard, are 
single family residential areas. 
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Alhambra, South Pasadena, San Marino, Pasadena 
 
Fremont marked in purple for reference purposes. 
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Los Robles Avenue, San Marino to Gold Line Station Mission Street, South Pasadena 1.1 miles 
 

 
 
 
If regional planning is to be based upon the SCS maps, then further information regarding how the HQTC 
attribute was assigned to streets must be made public.  Los Robles Avenue in San Marino does not meet 
the definition of an HQTC.  Regional traffic should not be directed toward the street, exacerbating the 
existing cut through traffic and its resulting negative impacts upon the residents.   
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Stephanie Johnson  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
February 14, 2012 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90017 
Attn:  Margaret Lin      Sent by email to: lin@scag.ca.gov  
 
SUBJECT:  DRAFT 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/ 
          SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (RTP/SCS)  
          PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (PEIR) 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
Thank you and SCAG for this opportunity to provide written public comments 
pertaining to the subject Draft PEIR document for the 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/ SCS) document, 
dated December 2011.  The following additional mitigation measures and 
sustainable community strategies are proposed for SCAG’s consideration and 
inclusion in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), as 
appropriate: 
 

1. The Friendly Communities program is being developed as a private-
public partnership, to focus on the needs and quality of life issues unique 
to residents of unincorporated area communities, and other communities 
of special interest.  This program could be replicated statewide/ 
nationwide. 

2. A Countywide Vehicle Asset Management Plant Program (VAMPP) 
should be considered for strategic location along major routes within the 
regional highway network, to improve the implementation of standardized 
maintenance programs for governmental, transit and private fleet asset 
services management.  This program could be replicated statewide/ 
nationwide. 

3. Technological advances in vehicle, truck and heavy equipment lubrication, 
translating into significant emissions reductions and extended oil service 
drain intervals, can be realized by the use of Synthetic Lubricants and 
fleet conversion to bypass filtration.  In a recent study, reported December 
2011,Amsoil Synthetic Lubricants Increased Fuel Economy 6.54 % in 
diesel trucking applications. 

 
C:  San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
 City of Redlands City Council 



PEIR +Comments submitted via the IRTP website 

 

Submission ID15473 CommentID 15475  submitted via E-Mail 

Contact Name Susan Sulsky 

Timestamp 2/13/2012 3:18:33PM 

Email Address 710coalition@sbcglobal.net 

Contact Phone 

Address  

South Pasadena CA  US 

The SCAG PEIR / RTP is flawed in the same way as the SANDAG RTP / EIR – they are inadequate 

under CEQA law.  The joining motion filed by the Attorney General of the State of California in the lawsuit 

against the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan states that 

the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the plan does not adequately analyze or prevent air 

pollution and climate concerns, and prioritizes expanding freeways while delaying public transit projects. 

The SCAG is similarly flawed and will not stand up to CEQA challenge. 



February 14, 2012 

Attn: Honorable Pam O'Connor, President of SCAG 
Regional Council Members 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7 

RE: Comments on SCAG's Draft 2012 RTP/ SCS 

Dear Honorable O'Connor, 

§Kennedy 
COMMISSION 

www.kennedycommission .org 
17701 Cowan Ave., Suite 200 

Irvine, CA 92614 
949 250 0909 

fax 949 263 0647 

The Kennedy Commission (the Commission) is a broad based coalition of community 
organizations and advocates that focus on building sustainable communities through the creation 
of affordable home opportunities for families earning less than $20,000 annually in Orange 
County. 

The Commission would like to acknowledge the extensive work that the Regional Council and 
staff of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) have done to embark on 
the development of a first-ever Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) in the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). The RTP/SCS is moving in the right direction as it provides land
use, transportation and housing strategies that will achieve and exceed the greenhouse gas 
emission reduction targets set by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). 

The implementation of the RTP/SCS will create more sustainable and healthier communities in 
the SCAG region, however, the Commission believes the strategies linking housing and 
transportation can be strengthened to facilitate the development of affordable homes. Locating 
homes, specifically affordable homes, near accessible public transportation, job centers and 
neighborhood amenities will allow individuals to afford to live in the same community in which 
they work in. This type of planning will effectively address the goals ofSB 375 and decrease 
long distance commutes, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and highway congestion that all leads to 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

The Commission would like to comment on the following: 

Integrating Affordable Homes Near Job Centers and Transportation Hubs 

The RTP/SCS identified High-Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) in the region as opportunity 
planning areas for the majority of future housing and employment growth. It is projected that by 
the year 2035, 51 percent of new homes and 53 percent of new employment growth will be 
developed in HQT A. 1 While the HQT A encourages higher density and compact development 
near and around job centers and transit amenities, this type of development does not necessarily 

1 Regional Transportation Plan 2012 RTP Sustainable Communities Strategy Towards a Sustainable Future, p. 128, December 
2011. 

Working for systemic change resulting in the productton of houstng for Orange County's extremely low income households. 
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facilitate the development of affordable homes throughout the SCAG region. While there are 
several jurisdictions that have initiated urban infill or transit-oriented developments, many of 
these housing developments have been planned or developed to provid~ housing opportunities 
affordable to higher income households. These developments lack mixed-income housing 
opportunities that would be available to many working families, especially lower income 
families, who want to live and work in the City. 

While future growth in HQTA reflects the emerging demographic trends and is the 
recommended major land use scenario, the RTP/SCS acknowledges that there are potential 
impacts of displacement of lower income households and gentrification resulting from new 
transit oriented developments that attract affluent residents in the neighborhood. The 
Commission recommends that SCAG closely analyze, monitor and mitigate any potential 
impacts or environmental justice inequalities stemming from future development. In addition, 
the Commission strongly supports SCAG's land use and housing mitigation measures to help 
reduce these impacts: 

MM-LUll: Significant adverse impacts to community cohesion resulting from the 
displacement of residences or businesses can and should be mitigated with specific 
relocation measures as dictated by local, state or federal requirements on a project-by 
project basis. Such measures include assistance in finding a new location, assistance with 
moving, or compensation for losses. Where it has been determined that displacement is 
necessary and displaced individuals are eligible, a relocation assistance program 
consistent with the State Uniform Location Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition 
Policies Act provides compensation and assistance in finding new residence for displaced 
individuals.2 

MM-LU53: SCAG shall promote infill, mixed-use, and higher density development, and 
provide incentives to support the creation of affordable housing in mixed use zones.3 

MM-LU61: Local jurisdictions can and should mix affordable housing units with market 
rate units as opposed to building segregated affordable housing developments.4 

MM-LU73: Local jurisdictions can and should locate affordable housing in transit
oriented development whenever feasible. 5 

2 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.8-17, December 20 II. 
3 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.8-21, December 2011. 
4 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.8-22, December 2011. 
5 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.8-23, December 2011. 
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MM-POP4: Project sponsors shall mitigate impacts to affordable housing as feasible 
through construction of affordable units (deed restricted to remain affordable for an 
appropriate period of time) or payment of any fee established to address loss of 
affordable housing. 6 

Jobs-Housing Fit Performance Measure 

On the June 30, 2011 SCAG Environmental Workshop, participants commented on the need for 
a performance measure such as a jobs-housing fit analysis in the RTP/SCS.7 This analysis would 
evaluate the types of jobs being created in the community to the housing types and affordability 
levels of homes being developed. The RTP/SCS has instead provided a performance measure on 
jobs-housing imbalance or jobs-housing mismatch that analyzes the socio-economic profiles of 
long distance commuters. 8 This is a small step towards the right direction but the Commission 
recommends there needs to be more research and thorough analysis, specifically on the jobs
housing fit, to provide a better understanding of how we can strengthen the link between jobs 
and housing development for all economic segments of the community. 

The Kennedy Commission looks forward to working with SCAG Regional Council and staff to 
achieve our mutually beneficially goals in creating more sustainable, healthier and equitable 
communities. Specifically, the Commission welcomes the opportunity to continue our dialogue 
that will result in the production of new homes affordable to extremely low, very low and low
income households throughout the region. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (949) 250-0909 or 
cesarc@kennedycommission.org. 

Cesar Covarrubias 
Executive Director 

cc: Hasan Ikhrata, SCAG 

6 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.10-11, December 2011. 
7 Regional Transportation Plan 2012 RTP Sustainable Communities Strategy Towards a Sustainable Future, Environmental 
Justice, p. 4, December 2011. 
8 Regional Transportation Plan 2012 RTP Sustainable Communities Strategy Towards a Sustainable Future, Environmental 
Justice, p. 4, December 2011. 
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February 13, 2012 

 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 

Executive Director 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 West Seventh Street, 12
th

 Floor 

Los Angeles, CA  90017-3435 

 

RE:   Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/ 

Sustainable Communities Strategy and Program Environmental Impact Report 

 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

 

The Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency and the San Joaquin Hills Transportation 

Agency (TCA) appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft 2012-

2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and 

associated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).  TCA commends the SCAG 

staff for the tremendous amount of work and effort in putting these documents together.  TCA 

also recognizes and supports the timely adoption of the RTP/SCS to enable the Southern 

California region to proceed with the planning and implementation of regionally significant 

transportation projects.  Further, TCA recognizes that the SCS is particularly important for the 

region to meet its state mandated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets for 2020 

and 2035. 

 

Please find below TCA’s specific comments on both the draft RTP/SCS and PEIR.  

 

DRAFT 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 

 

Page 23, Vision, Transportation Demand Management 

Transportation pricing is not identified as part of the RTP/SCS “vision” either as a transportation 

demand management method or as a financing tool, even though it is clearly a component of the 

transportation plan and financial plan for implementation.  The Orange County SCS includes a 

description of the current and planned priced transportation network that should be adapted to 

address the entire region. 

 

Recommended Clarification: 

Add information from the Orange County SCS (pages 126 and 127 of the Subregional 

Sustainable Community Strategies Technical Appendix) that describes the existing and 
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planned inter-operable priced transportation network in the region, including toll roads, 

express lanes and high occupancy toll (HOT) lanes.  The text can be expanded to address 

HOT lanes, toll2 facilities, express lanes and tolled truck lanes in the region as a whole, 

and should include the following points: 

 

• Tolled centerline miles in the region will increase from 61 in 2008, to 408 in 2035, 

including toll roads, express lanes, HOT lanes, and tolled truck lanes. 

 

• Priced lanes provide flexibility and options as part of the congestion relief toolbox of 

measures designed to help meet sustainability and emission reduction goals related to 

SB 375 and other state and federal mandates. 

 

• “Priced facilities are an especially important tool for providing intra-county, inter- 

county and interregional capacity.” 

 

• “The existing priced transportation network serves the locations where major 

employment and housing growth are projected to occur.” 

 

• “Toll roads and express lanes charge users a fee for travel, but typically offer less 

congested traffic lanes than nearby freeways and roadways.  Reduced congestion 

provides improved and more efficient mobility with fewer air pollutants and 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions caused by congestion.” 

 

• “The toll road system is designed to interrelate with transit service.  The toll roads can 

accommodate Bus Rapid Transit and express bus service, and toll road medians are 

sized and reserved to provide the flexibility for future transit, if appropriate.” 

 

• Priced facilities such as the Orange County toll roads are privately funded.  This 

insures that these facilities can relieve congestion and associated air pollution and 

GHG emissions without further stressing limited state, federal and local transportation 

funding resources.   

 

Page 42, Major Highway Completion Projects, Table 2.2 

SR-241 (ORA052) is identified in Table 2.2 as a major highway completion project.  However, 

the completion year is listed as 2020-2030.  Although widening will occur in the 2020 to 2030 

timeframe, the official project description identifies the completion date as 2030.  

 

Recommended Clarification: 

• In Table 2.2, we request that the completion date for SR 241 be clarified as 2030, 

consistent with the project description for ORA052. 

 

• In the interest of establishing that some major highway projects in Table 2.2 provide 

emissions reduction benefits without burdening limited federal, state and local 
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funding resources, we request the following clarifying footnote: SR 241 is a privately 

funded Transportation Control Measure. 

 

Page 56, Express/HOT Lane Network 

This appears to be the only “priced transportation” discussion in the transportation investments 

chapter.  It does not identify how many miles of priced lanes exist now, or how much that 

network will be expanded in the plan.  Toll roads are included in the priced transportation 

network, along with express lanes, and HOT lanes, but are not included in the discussion.   

However, TCA’s Toll Roads are depicted in Exhibit 2.6, Regional HOT Lane Network.  The 

terminology should be clarified.   

 

Recommended Clarification: 

• Retitle this section, “Express Lanes, HOT Lanes and Toll Roads: The Priced 

Transportation Network.”  

 

• Table 2.6 should be retitled “Express Lanes, HOT Lanes and Toll Roads”  

 

• The text should provide brief definitions of each type of facility that makes up the 

priced transportation network, as Express Lanes, Toll Roads and HOT Lanes each 

operate differently.   

 

• The discussion should include that express lanes, HOT lanes and toll roads generate 

user fees that pay for construction and operation of their facilities. 

 

• The text should discuss that all priced facilities in the SCAG region insure inter-

operability by using a common technology, FasTrak, to collect user fees.  

 

• The text should establish the congestion reducing goal of priced transportation, and 

the associated criteria pollutants and GHG emissions benefits of providing free flow 

capacity that avoids emissions generated by idling.  In addition, user fees provide an 

economic incentive for cost-sharing that promotes ridesharing, which is beneficial to 

reduced criteria pollutants and GHG emissions reductions. 

 

Page 76, Conservation Planning Policy 

The description of this policy requires clarification to express the intent of SCAG’s Energy and 

Environment Policy Committee and the coalition of more than 20 public, non-profit and private 

sector interests, including TCA that urged SCAG to include it.   

 

Recommended Clarification:   

Add a paragraph that explains why the conservation program benefits GHG emissions 

and other criteria pollutants reductions.  Specifically, in addition to meeting Safe, 

Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A legacy for Users 

(SAFETEA-LU) requirements, the open space lands conservation program would use 

natural land acquisition to sequester (store) carbon, avoid GHG emissions, and reduce 
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vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  This proposed program allows for early implementation 

and mitigation opportunities.  Jurisdictions would have the option to invest early in this 

open space strategy which offers immediate GHG emissions avoidance benefits, while 

simultaneously proceeding with the longer term and planning intensive projects to build 

transportation centers near existing residential areas, or employment centers near transit 

stations, etc.  

 

Suggested steps to develop a regional conservation planning policy should be expanded 

to include the following key points supported by SCAG’s Energy and Environment 

Committee and the coalition that recommended this program: 

 

• Build upon existing open space land acquisition and open space programs in the 

region, tailoring programs to each individual county in the region.  These include, but 

are not limited to, OCTA’s Measure M Mitigation Program, and TCA’s open space 

mitigation program, which has protected 2,200 acres in perpetuity to date.  

 

• Pursue open space conservation in a voluntary manner, working with willing private 

sector landowners.   

 

Page 78, Greenhouse Gases 

The draft document states that “The transportation sector, primarily, cars and trucks that move 

goods and people, is the largest contributor [to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions] with 36.5 

percent of the State’s total GHG emissions in 2008.  On road emissions (from passenger vehicles 

and heavy duty trucks) constitute 93 percent of the transportation sector total.”  This statement 

covers only part of the transportation system’s GHG emissions role.  The text must recognize 

projects that reduce transportation network GHG emissions by relieving congestion and insuring 

free-flow conditions.   

 

Because GHG emissions from vehicles increase in stop-and-go traffic, congestion relief projects 

that eliminate bottlenecks and maintain free-flow conditions actually reduce transportation 

network GHG emissions, much as Transportation Control Measures are transportation projects 

that reduce criteria pollutants.  Further, the SB 375 Regional Targets Advisory Committee 

(RTAC) recommends tracking the performance of such strategies “to smooth extreme congestion 

to more carbon-friendly speeds” in its final report to the California Air Resources Board.  

 

Recommended Clarification: 

Insert the following statements on page 78: 

 

• Congestion relief projects reduce transportation network GHG emissions, which 

otherwise result from idling.  

 

• Consistent with the SB 375 RTAC’s recommendation in its final report to the 

California Air Resources Board, the RTP/SCS includes projects and strategies 

designed “to smooth extreme congestion to more carbon-friendly speeds.” 
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• A subset of projects included in the Draft RTP/SCS reduce GHG emissions by 

providing relief of existing and projected congestion.  These include toll roads, 

express lanes, HOT lanes, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, and dedicated truck 

toll lanes.   

• Congestion pricing is a powerful transportation demand management tool 

incorporated in the Draft RTP/SCS for reducing GHG emissions.  SCAG has 

launched a two-year study of congestion pricing strategies that can provide needed 

transportation facilities while reducing the region’s GHG emissions associated with 

vehicle trips.  

 

• Orange County’s toll road network is a prime example of priced congestion relief 

projects.  The toll roads have variable pricing incentives that spread out vehicle use to 

limit peak-hour congestion that leads to increased GHG emissions.  

 

• Other examples of projects that reduce GHG emissions on the regional transportation 

network include express lanes, HOT lanes, HOV lanes and dedicated truck toll lanes 

for goods movement.   

 

Page 79, Air Quality  

Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) are mentioned as mitigation measures, but are not 

defined or illustrated.  The importance of TCMs needs to be clarified and expanded to clearly 

communicate their air quality role in the RTP.   

 

Recommended Clarification:   

• Provide a brief description of projects that qualify as TCMs. 

 

• Explain the role of TCMs in reducing emissions. 

 

• Provide a reference to the list of TCMs contained in the Conformity Technical 

Report. 

 

Page 86, Financial Plan, Introduction 

The draft document states that “We have successfully implemented toll systems in the past with 

the Transportation Corridor Agencies’ network of toll roads and the SR-91 Express Lanes in 

Orange County.  This kind of innovation in transportation continues as neighboring counties 

within our region consider a broader network of toll systems.”  However, the statement needs to 

clarify the financial planning importance of privately funded toll facilities. 

 

Recommended Clarification:  

Priced transportation facilities also provide the opportunity for financial innovation.  The 

Orange County toll roads (SR 73, SR 133, SR 241, and SR 261) are privately funded.  

They provide congestion relief and associated air pollution and GHG emissions reduction 

without further stressing limited federal, state, and local transportation funding. 
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Page 92, Core Revenues, Regional Revenues 

Table 3.6, Regional Revenues, identified federal, state and local sources of transportation 

funding for the plan.  Nowhere in the document is the private sector funding contribution 

assumed for the plan described, although toll road widenings, expansions, and new tolled 

facilities that are privately funded are included in the plan and in the total cost of the plan. 

 

Accurately describing the extent of private funding is an important public disclosure, and an 

important element of the financial plan that relieves the burden on limited federal, state and local 

transportation funding.  

 

Recommended Clarification:  

• Clarify in the text the percentage of total funding contributed by private sources.  This 

sum should include the privately funded Orange County toll roads (SR 73, SR 133, 

SR 241, and SR 261).  

 

• A companion pie-chart, similar to Table 3.6, showing the split between public and 

private funding would also clarify this point.   

 

Page 103, Table 3.5 2012 RTP Revenues (in Nominal Dollars, Billions)  

Until such time that the TCA Board reviews, considers, and/or approves a VMT-based user fee; 

TCA is not in a position to support an increase in fees as proposed in the draft Plan.  

Furthermore, the draft does not clarify how the cost of a proposed new VMT fee, increased gas 

tax fee, tolls and user fees would layer over each other.  It appears that they would accumulate for 

individual drivers, with a potentially significant economic impact on drivers and households.  

Drivers paying to use toll roads, express lanes and HOT lanes would be paying twice for the 

same mileage.    

 

Page 145, Exhibit 4.17, Land Use Pattern Orange County (2035) 

The southerly portion of SR 241 (ORA052), from Oso Parkway to the San Diego County border, 

has been inadvertently left off this map.   

 

Recommended Clarification: 

• Please show the SR 241 alignment on Exhibit 4.17 consistent with the project 

modeling list and other transportation network maps in the Draft RTP/SCS. 

 

Page 161, Performance Outcomes 

This text should clearly state that performance measures and outcomes are not intended to apply 

to individual areas or projects, but rather to the region as a whole.  

 

Recommended Clarification: 

We recommend that the following clarification be inserted: 
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• Performance measures and expected outcomes will be used to monitor the RTP/SCS 

at the regional level; these measures and outcomes are not proposed for use at the 

subregional or project-specific level.   

 

Page 207, Strategic Plan  

SCAG assumes $100 billion will be available from a future VMT fee starting in 2025, but 

funding for mileage-based user fee demonstration projects and implementation strategies are not 

included in the constrained RTP/SCS; they are listed in the unfunded Strategic Plan.  The TCA 

Board has made no decision on the use of VMT fees and until such time is unable to support its 

use in the proposed in the draft Plan.   

 

 

Highways and Arterials Technical Report 

 

Page 15, Express/ High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Network. 

As with the comment on page 57 of the main RTP/SCS document, the technical report should 

clearly include toll facilities in the description of projects included in this category.  Orange 

County toll roads are not categorized as express or HOT lanes, but collect tolls as a means of 

insuring low-emission free-flow capacity and funding the construction and operation of the 

facility.  Toll roads integrate with express lane and HOT lane facilities via the common FasTrak 

technology that allows inter-operability and convenience for drivers.   

 

Recommended Clarification: 

• Retitle this section, “Express Lanes, HOT Lanes and Toll Roads: The Priced 

Transportation Network.”  

 

• Table 2.6 should be retitled “Express Lanes, HOT Lanes and Toll Roads”  

 

• The text should provide brief definitions of each type of facility that makes up the 

priced transportation network, as express lanes, toll roads and HOT lanes each operate 

differently.   

 

• The text should discuss that all priced facilities in the SCAG region ensure inter-

operability by using a common technology, FasTrak, to collect user fees.  

 

• The discussion should include that express lanes, HOT lanes and toll roads generate 

user fees that pay for construction and operation of their facilities. 

 

• The text should establish the congestion reducing goal of priced transportation, and 

the associated criteria pollutants and GHG emissions benefits of providing free flow 

capacity that avoids emissions generated by idling.  In addition, user fees provide an 

economic incentive for cost-sharing that promotes ridesharing which is beneficial to 

reduced criteria and GHG emissions reductions. 
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Performance Measures Technical Report 

 

Page 2, discussion of types of performance measures. 

As with the comment on page 160 of the main RTP/SCS document, the text must make clear that 

the performance indicators are intended to be applied to the RTP/SCS at the regional level and 

are not proposed for project-specific application.  

 

Recommended Clarification: 

We recommend that the following clarification be inserted: 

 

• Performance measures and expected outcomes will be used to monitor the RTP/SCS 

at the regional level; these measures and outcomes are not proposed for use at the 

subregional or project-specific level.   

 

SCS Background Documentation 

 

Pages 36 and 37, Land Use Pattern Maps for 2020 and 2035. 

Both of these maps are inconsistent with transportation network maps in the document and do 

not include SR 241 (ORA052), specifically called out in the RTP as a TCM and priced 

transportation project in southern Orange County. 

 

Recommended Clarification: 

Please show the SR 241 alignment on the Land Use Pattern Maps for 2020 and 2035 

consistent with the project modeling list and other transportation network maps in the 

Draft RTP/SCS. 

 

Page 54, Pricing and Vehicle Policy Assumptions. 

This discussion only refers to a 2-cent per mile VMT fee; the Plan proposes a 5-cent per mile fee.  

This inconsistency should be eliminated.  

 

Recommended Clarification: 

• Amend the reference to a 2-cent VMT fee to a 5-cent per mile VMT fee starting in 

2025, consistent with the RTP/SCS main document. 

 

Add the following sentence:   

 

• Toll roads, express lanes and HOT lanes charge varying tolls per mile for use of their 

facilities.  Tolls are project-specific and typically vary by time of day and day of the 

week.  Tolls collected for existing toll roads in Orange County are dedicated to 

operational expenses and retiring the bonds issued for construction. 
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Transportation Conformity Technical Report 

 

Page 14, Toll Roads 

The discussion of toll road assumptions specifically mentions express lanes and HOT lanes, but 

not tolled facilities such as existing toll roads SR 73, SR 241, SR 133 and SR 261 in Orange 

County.   

 

Recommended Clarification: 

• SR 241 should be added to Table 6 as a tolled facility and the effect of the toll charges 

on it should be incorporated into the highway assignment procedure. 

 

• Table 6 should be retitled appropriately to include “Express Lane, HOT Lane and Toll 

Road Networks.”  This change should also be made in the main RTP/SCS document. 

 

Transportation Security Technical Report 

 

General 

This report addresses the need for the transportation system to enhance emergency preparedness, 

and transportation security and preparedness.  Projects that enhance the region’s security are not 

identified.   

 

Recommended Clarification: 

Provide illustrations of transportation projects needed in the RTP/SCS to improve 

transportation security.  For example, the southerly extension of SR 241 provides an 

alternative route connecting the SCAG and San Diego Association of Governments   

coastal regions, which have very high current and projected travel volumes.  This route 

will ease future projected congestion to ensure critical capacity for access and evacuation 

in times of environmental or other emergencies, such as earthquakes, wildfires, traffic 

accidents, and potential nuclear threats at the San Onofre plant.  The need for an 

alternative route was recently illustrated by the lack of evacuation capacity from the 2007 

North San Diego County wildfires. 

 

DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 

 

General  

The Draft PEIR sets forth 500 mitigation measures that SCAG states are “feasible” and 

reasonable to assume that they will be implemented.  Further, it is difficult to sort through these 

voluminous mitigation measures to identify those that are mandatory vs. advisory and those that 

apply to transportation projects as opposed to other types of developments.  This can be 

improved by reformatting and clarifying the proposed mitigation measures as follows: 

 

Recommended Clarifications: 

• Provide a clear statement to the following effect:  All mitigation measure 

recommendations to project sponsors and agencies are advisory.  Lead agencies are 
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responsible for identifying and addressing those measures they deem practical and 

feasible, or applicable to specific projects.   

 

• Sort out mitigation measures so that those that are mandatory upon SCAG appear first 

in each category and can be easily distinguished from Best Management Practices or 

Best Available Control Measures that SCAG is recommending to project sponsors 

and other agencies.  

 

• For mitigation measures that simply restate existing regulatory agency requirements 

or recommendations, e.g. California Department of Fish and Game survey protocols 

and mitigation requirements, reference the specific regulation and include in the 

description “or successor regulation or guideline” so that as time moves forward the 

measure does not recommend out of date regulations or guidance.   

 

Page 3.6-15 and 17 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Transportation Network Improvements. 

On page 3.6-15, the Draft PEIR states that the transportation sector is a major source of 

California’s greenhouse gases.  Further, on page 3.6-18, the discussion cites information on the 

GHG emissions from new vehicle trips.  However, in both places, the document does not clarify 

that certain transportation projects reduce greenhouse gases by virtue of their design, location and 

operation.  Similar to the way that Transportation Control Measures reduce precursors to ozone, 

projects that reduce congestion and idling reduce GHG emissions from the regional 

transportation network.  The PEIR must explain the relationship between GHG emissions and 

congestion relief, and the components of the RTP that provide congestion and idling relief on the 

regional network.    

 

Recommended Clarification: 

Consistent with our recommended clarification for page 78 of the Draft RTP/SCS 

document, the PEIR text should state the following on pages 3.6-15 and 3.6-18: 

 

• Congestion relief projects reduce transportation network GHG emissions due to 

idling.  

 

• Consistent with the SB 375 RTAC’s recommendation in its final report to the 

California Air Resources Board, the RTP/SCS includes projects and strategies 

designed “to smooth extreme congestion to more carbon-friendly speeds.” 

 

• A subset of projects included in the Draft RTP/SCS reduce GHG emissions by 

providing relief of existing and projected congestion.  These include toll roads, 

express lanes, HOT lanes, HOV lanes, and dedicated truck toll lanes.   

 

• Congestion pricing is a powerful transportation demand management tool 

incorporated in the Draft RTP/SCS for reducing GHG emissions.  SCAG has 

launched a two-year study of congestion pricing strategies that can provide needed 
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transportation facilities, while reducing the region’s GHG emissions associated with 

vehicle trips.  

 

• Orange County’s toll road network is a prime example of priced congestion relief 

projects.  The toll roads have variable pricing incentives that spread out vehicle use to 

limit peak-hour congestion that leads to increased GHG emissions.  

 

• Other examples of projects that reduce GHG emissions on the regional transportation 

network include express lanes, HOT lanes, HOV lanes and dedicated truck toll lanes 

for goods movement.   

 

Maps 2, Project Description 

 

General, SR 241 Missing from 2035 Base Maps 

Please ensure that all 2035 base maps include the southerly extension of SR 241, For example, 

Map 2.13, 2035 Grade Separation Projects, does not show SR 241, which will be completed by 

2030, on the base map, while it is depicted on Map 2.6 an 2.8.  Map 2.19, Land Use Pattern in 

Orange County, does not depict SR 241; this is accurate only if the map is intended to show 2008 

land use; SR 241 should be included in all maps for 2020 and 2035.   

 

Recommended Clarifications: 

Consistent with the transportation modeling network and TCM timely implementation 

report, show SR 241 as part of the 2035 base map for all transportation maps in the PEIR. 

Specifically, add SR 241 to Map 2.13 and Map 2.19. 

 

TCA thanks you in anticipation of your written responses to these comments.  We look forward 

to the amendments in the final 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and PEIR to incorporate the recommended 

changes.  Should you have any questions or require any clarification regarding these comments, 

please feel free to contact Ms. Valarie McFall, Director, Environmental Services at 949.754.3475 

or via email: vmcfall@thetollroads.com. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Scott Schoeffel, Chair 

San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor  

Agency 

 

 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Bill Campbell, Chair 

Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor  

Agency 

 

cc: Jacob Lieb, SCAG, Manager of Environmental and Assessment Services 

 TCA Board of Directors 

mailto:vmcfall@thetollroads.com
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

February 14, 2012 

Margaret Lin and Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Subject: EPA Comments on the 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on 
the Draft 2012 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012-2035 Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. EPA is committed to the goal of 
incorporating environmental and community considerations early in the transportation planning process. 
This early coordination results in greater opportunities to avoid sensitive resources and receptors and 
minimize impacts associated with future transportation projects. 

Section 6001 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(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 plan." EPA provides the following comments in support of 
compliance with these requirements. 

Comments on the Draft RTP/ SCS 

Environmental Justice and Children's Health 
The Draft RTP provides a summary of public involvement efforts and a thorough Environmental Justice 
Analysis including recommendations from the public outreach meetings. The Environmental Justice 
Analysis finds many potential disparate impacts on minority, low-income, and other sensitive 
communities. These impacts are a result of gentrification, air quality impacts, and noise. The Draft 
RTP provides evidence that environmental justice communities in the SCAG Region are already heavily 
burdened as a result of exposure to air pollution from transportation related activities. The communities 
will continue to be impacted with the many projects planned in the SCAG Region. Therefore, all 
impacts, even seemingly small ones, are important to consider and mitigate in order to offset the project
related impacts to the local communities. EPA is encouraged to see that, new to the 2012 RTP, the 
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Environmental Justice Analysis considers cancer and respiratory risks and air quality impacts along 
freeways and highly traveled corridors. 

Children as Sensitive Age Group 
The Environmental Justice Analysis includes one age variable: population 65 years old and older. 
Children are another sensitive age group that should be included in the Environmental Justice analysis. 
Environmental contaminants may harm children more than adults. Minority and low-income children 
may be exposed to more pollution and therefore, may face higher health risks from exposures. An 
important indicator in screening for potential environmental justice concerns is the percent of the 
population under five years old. 1

•
2 There is a growing body of evidence that environmental justice 

communities are disproportionately exposed and more vulnerable to pollution impacts than other 
communities.3 As discussed in EPA's Framework for Cumulative Risk, 4 disadvantaged, underserved, 
and overburdened communities are likely to come to the table with pre-existing deficits of both a 
physical and social nature that make the effects of environmental pollution more, and in some cases, 
unacceptably, burdensome. Thus, certain subpopulations may be more likely to be adversely affected by 
a given stressor than is the general population. 

• EPA recommends that the Environmental Justice Analysis in the Final RTP, and included health 
analyses, include percent of the population under five years old as a variable to elucidate how 
young children in environmental justice communities will be impacted by the proposed 
transportation plan. 

Environmental Justice Mitgation Toolbox 
The Draft RTP provides an Environmental Justice Mitigation Toolbox with recommended mitigations 
for noise impacts, air quality, rail related impacts, and road pricing mechanisms. The mitigations are 
recommendations and are not required through the Draft RTP. The Draft RTP uses the language that the 
project sponsors should "to the extent feasible and practicable" apply these mitigations to the project. 
The recommended mitigations are critical to protecting the health of the environmental justice 
communities in the SCAG region. EPA recognizes the importance of these mitigations and recommends 
that the project sponsors not only apply these mitigations but also seek out further recommendations 
from the affected community. The current mitigation toolbox provides a list of broad mitigations that 
are specific to project construction and implementation. 

• Community identified mitigations could include more holistic approaches to protecting health 
including: 

o Fund proactive measures to improve air quality in neighboring homes, schools, and other 
sensitive receptors; 

1 National Environmental Justice Advisory Committee. 2010. Nationally Consistent Environmental Justice Screening Approaches. Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/compliancelej/resourceslpublications/nejadej-screening-approaches-rpt-2010.pdf. 

2 The Environmental Justice Strategic Enforcement Assessment Tool (EJSEAT) is a tool for the EPA Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance to 
consistently identify areas with potentially disproportionately high and adverse environmental and public health burdens. More information is available at: 
http://www .epa.gov/compliancelej/resourceslpolicy/ej-seat.html. 

1 Symposium on the Science of Disproportionate Environmental Health Impacts, March 17 - 19, 2010, see the fourteen scientific reviews commissioned by 
EPA and published in the American Journal of Public Health at:http://www.epa.gov/compliancelejlmultimedialalbums/epaldisproportionate-impacts
symposium.html. 

4 Available at: http://cfpub.epa.ov/nceaJraf/recordisplav.cfm?deid=54944. 
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o Provide public education programs about environmental health impacts to better enable 
residents to make informed decisions about their health and community; and 

o Engage in proactive measures to train and hire local residents for construction or 
operation of the project to improve their economic status and access to health care. 

• EPA also recommends that the list of available air quality tools in the Environmental Justice 
Toolbox - Air Quality Impacts be revised to include near-term advanced technology deployment 
measures, such as: 

o zero emissions heavy-duty trucks (2013+); 
o Tier 4 marine engine repowers and replacements (2014+); and · 
o Tier 4 and zero emissions railyard equipment (2015+). 
o See http://www.dieselnet.com/standards/us/marine.php and 

http://www .dieselnet.cornlstandards/us/loco.php . 

Future Project-level Environmental Justice Analyses 
Additionally, the Environmental Justice Appendix provides detail on how the Environmental Justice 
Analysis was performed, with the analysis conducted with input from the community. 

• .EPA recommends that the Final RTP acknowledge that project sponsors should provide a similar 
level of analysis to identify the Environmental Justice impacts of each project. With consistency 
in analysis and meaningful involvement from the affected community, mitigation measures can 
be identified to best address the project's impacts. 

Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Zero Emissions Freight System 
The Draft RTP recognizes that that SCAG region has substantial mobility and air quality challenges, 
with the most congested roadways in the nation and the worst air quality in the nation. The Draft RTP 
also identifies its region as the largest international trade gateway in the U.S., supported by marine ports, 
air cargo facilities, railroads, regional highways and state routes. SCAG has a· great opportunity to face 
these challenges with planning efforts that are underway to establish a regional zero emission freight 
system and the RTP's inclusion of a Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS), intended to reduce 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from automobiles and light trucks through integrated transportation, 
land use, housing and environmental planning. 

• EPA encourages SCAG to use the current needs for efficient and cleaner freight movement as a 
catalyst for initiating the most advanced technological solutions to freight movement, including 
zero emissions technologies, in this transportation planning effort. 

Part of SCAG's Regional Zero Emissions Freight System includes a system of truck-only lanes 
extending from the San Pedro Bay Ports to downtown Los Angeles along the I-710, connecting to an 
east-west segment, and finally reaching the I-15 in San Bernardino County. Truck-only lanes add 
capacity in conge&ted corridors, improve truck operations and safety by separating trucks and autos, and 
would provide a platform for the introduction and adoption of zero-emission technologies. 'rhe 2012 
RTP identifies an East-West Freight Corridor concept (Exhibit 2.9 Potential East-West Freight Corridor 
shows lanes along the I-710, SR 60, and I-15 to just north of I-1 0), carrying between 58,000 and 70,000 
trucks per day, with trucks removed from adjacent general purpose lanes and local arterial roads. 
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SCAG's SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth in high-quality transit areas and other 
opportunity areas in existing main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an 
improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity for transit-oriented development. EPA is pleased 
to see that the RTP provides a greater investment in transit projects and an allocation of over $6 billion 
for active transportation projects, a 200-percent increase from the 2008 RTP. 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 (VMT) and in tum, improve air quality. The emphasis on 
planning for additional hou~ing and jobs near transit will also assist in decreasing VMT and related 
pollutant emissions. 

While intended to relieve congestion, freeway capacity expansion projects such as truck-only lanes and 
HOV troll Lanes, may have initially beneficial congestion relief that erodes over time, potentially 
resulting in increased VMT and auto emissions. 

• Since the RTP includes several projects that expand freeway capacity, EPA recommends that the 
Final RTP include a discussion of induced travel to ensure that these projects do not counter the 
very VMT and emission benefits expected from SCAG's SCS and Regional Zero .Emissions 
Freight System. 

Technologies for Transportation Investments 
This section of the plan cites several compelling strategies, which presumably will result in significant 
emissions reduction. However, the Draft RTP does not clearly outline what the requisite technologies 
are in relation to emissions standards for the relevant source categories. 

• EPA recommends including clearer descriptions of the technologies listed in the Transportation 
Investments section of the RTP. 

Definition of "clean truck" 
EPA suggests defining the term "clean truck" in relation to current vehicle emissions standards. This 
term is listed in the Vision and Transportation Investments sections of the RTP, as well as in the Goods 
Movement supplemental report. One option for defining this technology would be to compare its 
emissions to the EPA 2010 heavy-duty truck standard. 

Measuring Environmental Results of the RTP 
The Draft RTP has identified criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions as its sole performance 
measure and indicator for envirohmental quality. Given that the region has experienced significant 
losses to species and habitat from development encroachment and transportation construction, EPA 
encourages SCAG to consider sensitive habitat as a performance standard and indicator for 
environmental quality when updating the RTP. 

• EPA recommends SCAG consider demonstrating the RTP's effectiveness at protecting species, 
wildlife or wetland habitat, and/or open space. If additional performance standards are not 
possible during the 2012 RTP update given the already extensive efforts to develop the identified 
performance outcomes and measures, the Final R TP should describe if there are appropriate 
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performance standard surrogates, such as land consumption under Location Efficiency, to 
measure the RTP's success in protecting sensitive habitat. 

RTP Environmental Mitigation Program 

SAFETEA-LU Section 6001 requires long range transportation plans to include a discussion of potential 
environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities that may have the 
greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected by the plan. The Draft 
RTP acknowledges that the PEIR includes three categories of mitigation measures (regional, local, and 
project-specific, as described on p.76); however the Draft RTP identifies a separate, broad strategy to 
link transportation planning to the environment, such as planning transportation routes to avoid and 
minimize a number of biological impacts and regional mitigation strategies such as mitigation banking, 
improving/ retaining habitat linkages, preserving wildlife corridors and wildlife crossings to minimize 
the impact of transportation projects on wildlife species and habitat fragmentation. The Draft RTP notes 
that maps of protected and unprotected areas, representing SCAG's open space infrastructure (from 
SCAG's 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan), will be updated as a function of post-RTP planning 
efforts, that areas that are "unprotected" could be possible locations for mitigation, and that SCAG will 
continue to work with its regional partners to help facilitate conservation. 

• While EPA is supportive of many of the broad mitigation strategies identified, EPA recommends 
that the environmental mitigation discussion in the Final RTP incorporate specific information 
from the Regional Comprehensive Plan that will inform regional avoidance and minimization 
strategies when planning regional transportation networks and possible locations for mitigation. 

• The Final RTP should also provide additional information on post-RTP comprehensive and 
conservation planning efforts and describe how anticipated outcomes and products will be 
incorporated into long-term planning for transportation infrastructure. 

Comments on the Draft PEIR for the RTP/SCS 

Health Risk Assessment 
EPA appreciates that SCAG's 2012-2035 Draft RTP PEIR includes a health risk assessment. During a 
February 9, 2012 call between SCAG and EPA staff, SCAG indicated that health risk will not be used to 
measure the R TP' s performance. 

• EPA recommends that the Final PEIR clarify how the HRA informed both decision-making 
among Plan alternatives and mitigation for impacts to sensitive populations. 

• EPA also encourages SCAG to consider non-cancer risk, such as respiratory risk, in the PEIR 
HRA, in light of the fact that the RTP environmental justice analysis addressed both cancer and 
respiratory risks. The HRA could estimate non-cancer risk, or at a minimum, include a 
discussion on the relative contribution of these different effects, especially to sensitive receptors. 

EPA acknowledges that SCAG selected eight segments of freeway corridors to generally represent 
major transportation corridors in each SCAG county (with two selected in L.A. and San Bernardino) 
and roadways with the highest total traffic and highest heavy-duty diesel truck traffic in the planning 
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area. Further, the modeling focused on freeway segments (versus the entire length of each freeway 
corridor) that exhibited highest daily total traffic volume to assess "probable worst case" risks. 
However, the HRA does not describe how its limited scope relates to the broader suite of proposed 
transportation projects in the SCAG region. 

• EPA recommends that the HRA identify: 1) what percentage of RTP projects is represented by 
the selected segments used in the HRA analysis when· compared to the total projects included in 
the RTP, 2) their relative locations to the broader scope of projects, and 3) relative timeframes 
for construction and implementation. We recommend clarifying if these represent a group of 
projects with the most impacts, estimating the percentage of the impact, and extrapolating how 
the examples could potentially inform risk for the broader scope of the RTP. 

• EPA recommends that the RTP provide a brief summary of all the alternatives, the additional 
sources of emission considered in each of them, and the mitigation proposed in each of them. 
Explain how the examples of the eight operating freeways fit in with the alternatives in terms of 
source contribution. 

• The RTP should identify how these "Highest Volume" Segments (page 4) integrate with the 
alternatives. EPA recommends providing a summary comparison by volume for the 
corresponding projects in the RTP, the eight selected operating freeways, and the "Highest 
Volume" segments in the eight selected freeways. Include a percentage contribution at each 
level to provide the background perspective of this limited analysis, and to allow an evaluation 
of the scope of all the projects in the RTP. 

• EPA recommends that the data in Tables 5 and 5 (Pages 8 and 9) represent the "Highest 
Volume" emission for the corresponding segments in Table 4. If the results in Table 5 are for 
the same freeway fraction as shown in Table 4, they need to be clearly identified. Discuss 
whether these results are being used for the rest of the freeways as a conservative scenario 
estimate, then provide the entire length of all the corresponding freeways included in the 
projects in RTP, the estimated VMT/day for them, and the corresponding emission as shown in 
Table 5. Also provide similar information for each alternative. This will give a clear picture of 
the scope of the additional emission sources generated by these projects. 

• SCAG should consider regularly revisiting project status of modeled projects for a selected time 
period (such as, every four years when RTP is updated, or two years when FTIP is updated). For 
example, at each new RTP update, provide a "reality check" against the previous 4 years of 
actual construction data impact, and update future RTP projections accordingly. This will also 
allow inclusion of any new projects. 

• The impact of example projects in the HRA should be extrapolated to the entire RTP scope, so 
that a more systematic and comprehensive health impact can be evaluated at each RTP update 
for the whole region to allow appropriate consideration for cumulative impacts to sensitive 
receptors. These projects should be included in all future MATES analyses, which can provide 
the previously mentioned "reality check". Each RTP update can then revisit all the previous 
assumptions using the most recent MATES analysis, and provide the best estimates for the 
remaining projects. 
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Risk Emissions 
It is not clear how Table 6 (page 10) relates to Tables 4 and 5 and the assumptions (Table 9) are not 
clearly described to support the results. Further, it is not clear how Table 14 (page 17) relates to Tables 9 
and 11. 

• EPA recommends providing a summary of the emissions for all the alternatives, which can be 
more useful than presenting the number of vehicles. This will provide the basis to move into the 
next Risk calculation. 

• EPA recommends providing a summary of the assumptions used in each alternative for the 
estimation of the cancer risk. 

• EPA recommends that even in a limited scope, SCAG should identify any potential cumulative 
impact of two or more projects that might intersect, and identify areas of dense population that 
might be subjected to this cumulative impaCt, as well as the impact on any potential sensitive 
population. 

Mitigation Measures 
Section 3.2 Air Quality Mitgation Measures 

• Mitigation Measure MM-AQ19- Protecting Sensitive Receptors from Air Quality Impacts 
EPA recommends the implementation of MM-AQ19 in plan-related projects. Given the current 
air quality conditions in the Southern California region, project sponsors should be strongly 
encouraged to reduce the air quality risk to sensitive receptors by implementing the strategies 
listed in this mitigation measure. 

• Mitigation Measure MM-AQJJ 
EPA suggests that this mitigation measure be revised to include the following: 
Project sponsors can and should ensure that all construction equipment meets or exceeds 
equivalent emissions performance to that of EPA Tier 3 standards for non-road engines. From 
January 1, 2015 onward, project sponsors should ensure that all construction equipment meets or 
exceeds equivalent emissions performance to that of EPA Tier 4 standards for non-road engines. 
See h_t_!]? :1 N_!w\~ ·. d_~:~~L!J_C:.h.~~m!.li"t <~ n d <.ll~bCLL'!JlQ_~m )<J t __ l~bi. · 

• Mitigation Measure MM-AQ15- Also reflected in Mitigation Measures MM-TR49 and MM
TR89 (Section3.12 Transportation, Traffic, & Security) 
U.S. EPA suggests that this mitigation measure be revised to read as follows: 
Local jurisdictions can and should set and enforce limits on idling time for commercial vehicles, 
including delivery and construction vehicles, which prohibit vehicle and engine idling in excess 
of five minutes. See !:!ltrd!.~'LW \\ :i!.!lL~~1_,f.O..!'l!l!HJJ:Q~._!.Iu.:k:.i clli!.U:~l1DI_~ I~:.!.d_U_ng.ht,l:rl .. 

Section 3.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigation Measures 
• Mitigation Measures MM-GHG7 and MM-GHGB 

EPA strongly supports the implementation of these mitigation measures as the related 
technologies will play a constructive role in reducing greenhouse gas and criteria pollutant 
emissions throughout the Southern California region. 
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• Mitigation Measure MM-GHGJO 
EPA recommends that provision "b)" of this mitigation measure be revised to read as follows: 
"Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking to deploy zero 
emissions technologies". 

Section 3.12 Transportation, Traffic & Security Mitigation Measures 
• Consumer Education- Mitigation Measures MM-TR44, MM-TR45, MM-TR46, and MM-TR87 

U.S. EPA strongly supports the implementation of these measures by local jurisdictions as the 
related activities will play a constructive role in encouraging consumers to adopt transportation 
techniques, alternatives, and technologies that will significantly reduce criteria and GHG 
emissions in the Southern California region. 

• Advanced Vehicle & Fuel Technology Deployment- Mitigation Measures MM-TR47, MM-TR50, 
MM-TR51, MM-TR86, MM-TR88, and MM-TR92 
U.S. EPA strongly supports the implementation of these measures by local jurisdictions as they 
will support the commercialization of advanced transportation technologies that will significantly 
reduce criteria and GHG emissions in the Southern California region. 

EPA values the opportunity to be involved in the regional transportation planning process. We 
hope that this involvement will lead to more efficient project planning and improved environmental and 
public health outcomes. When the Final RTP/SCS and PEIR are available, please send a copy of each to 
the address above. If you have any questions about our comments, feel free to contact me at 
dunning.connell@epa.gov or by phone at 415-947-4161. 

Sincerely, 

Connell Dunning, Transportat Team Supervisor 
Environmental Review Office 
Communities and Ecosystems Division 
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Comments on 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy and Draft Program 

Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2011051018) 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority (WCCA) provides the 
following comments on 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan 
and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR; SCH# 2011051018). WCCA was 
created to provide for the proper planning, conservation, environmental 
protection and maintenance of the habitat and wildlife corridor between 
the Whittier-Puente Hills, Chino Hills, and the Cleveland National Forest 
in the Santa Ana Mountains. 

Environmental Mitigation Program 

We are pleased to see the inclusion of an advanced mitigation 
component in the RTP/SCS. This concept has seen great success in 
Orange County's Renewed Measure M and in fact, is viewed as a model 
for comprehensively mitigating transportation project impacts with 
meaningful acquisition and restoration projects. Last year alone, the 
Orange County Environmental Mitigation Program acquired nearly 950 
acres of important natural lands and has funded five restoration projects. 
Advanced mitigation has many benefits including: streamlined permitting, 
preservation of important natural lands, improved relationships and 
collaboration with resource and permitting agencies, to name a few. 

We do, however have several suggestions for modification of the 
Conservation Policy including: 

1. Ensuring State conservancies and joint powers authorities with a 
conservation focus are included in the mapping and prioritization 
of conservation lands. Specifically, we recommend including 
WCCA, Puente Hills Habitat Preservation Authority, San Gabriel 
& Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains Conservancy, 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA), and 

A LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCY ESTABLISHED PURSUANT TO THE JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS ACT 
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Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (SMMC) among the entities upon whose 
expertise can be tapped. 

2. Extending the inventory of protected lands to include all protected lands- Federal, 
State, regional and local natural lands- instead of narrowly limiting the inventory 
to simply Natural Communities Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan 
areas. 

3. Ensuring existing wildlife corridors and habitat linkages and highway/roadway 
undercrossings are protected and enhanced during the evaluation of habitat lands 
and during construction of roadway projects. 

4. Advocating that the advanced mitigation policy result in a net environmental benefit 
for the natural resource lands after construction activities are completed. 

Also, large-scale acquisition and management of lands must not be limited to "critical 
habitat," (RTP, p. 76, 128) as this can be confused with the legal term used by U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service for some federally endangered and threatened species. To clarify, this 
should be replaced by text reflecting the intent, i.e., the best available natural lands with 
valuable environmental resources deserving of conservation/preservation. 

WCCA looks forward to working with Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) on the development of the Natural Lands Acquisition and Open Space 
Conservation Strategy. This will protect remaining resource lands and mitigate for impacts 
from transportation improvements. In addition to mitigation banking, transfer of 
development rights (TDR), and payment of in-lieu fees, WCCA recognizes conservation 
easements as a powerful preservation tool for habitat areas. Conservation easements, 
and fee title transfers to open space park agencies, should be listed in the plan alongside 
the other preservation mechanisms. 

Transfer of development rights is a potentially useful market-based preservation 
mechanism that supports regional density goals. SCAG should take a leadership role in 
setting guidelines and best practices for these new county and municipal programs as well 
as explore the creation of a regionally unified TDR program. This method should not only 
be limited to agricultural lands, but also include other open space lands. 

Avoidance of Growth in Resource Areas 

The RTP/SCS generally steers growth toward more compact forms in already urbanized 
areas, making efficient use of existing infrastructure and reducing impacts to resource 
lands. The policy decisions contained within the SCS are projected to save 408 square 
miles of nonurban land over the life of the plan. If realized, these gains are certainly an 
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achievement, although there is no projection of where this growth will not occur and what 
mechanisms will preserve the land in perpetuity. 

The lack of specificity makes it difficult for WCCA to evaluate the impacts of the proposed 
plan. While the projections are intended to be a meta-analysis of regional economic trends 
rather than a location-specific analysis of growth patterns, SCAG is clearly making 
assumptions about where development on resource lands is and is not appropriate. This 
process is not transparent. 

For example, the large undeveloped privately-owned property known as the Aera property 
in the middle of the Puente Chino Hills wildlife corridor1

, has been identified on Exhibit 4.1 
as population growth of 2,001-3,500 persons per square mile. In fact, much of this 
property has been identified as a proposed Significant Ecological Area in Los Angeles 
County's most recent draft General Plan. 

Ironically, this particular development proposal's population, employment and housing 
growth areas contradict the goals of Senate Bill (SB) 375 and its requirement for reduced 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The location of the development is nqwhere near public 
transit, does not include a major employment center but instead focuses on large single 
family residential units, requires depef!dency on the automobile, and will increase VMTs, 
not reduce them. 

With the understanding that land use authority belongs to local jurisdictions, a truly 
comprehensive regional plan would transparently set growth parameters in concert with 
resource conservation goals to eliminate these apparent contradictions. Projecting growth 
in resource areas sets in motion policies that induce that growth; therefore great care must 
be taken to ensure such growth meets regional objectives. 

Wildlife Crossings of Transportation Facilities 

WCCA appreciates SCAG's recognition of the impact that linear transportation facilities 
have on natural areas and the need for well-designed wildlife crossings to partially mitigate 
these effects. Wildlife crossings serve two distinct purposes: reducing mortality and 
preserving genetic connectivity. Roads are the leading direct source of human-caused 
mortality for most species in southern California and the entire country. They can become 
a population sink if a significant fraction of a local species is killed, affecting broader 
population distribution across the landscape. Additionally, for highly mobile predators, 

1The 2,925-acre Aera property is located in the middle of the Puente Chino Hills wildlife 
corridor, primarily west of State Route [SR) 57 in Los Angeles County, but also occurring east of SR-57, 
and also in Orange County. 
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individuals crossing roads are frequently dispersing from their home range in search of new 
territory and mates, a vital population dynamic that is devastating if interrupted. National 
Park Service research has documented significant genetic differences among carnivore 
populations on either side of the 101 Freeway in the Santa Monica Mountains. 

Wildlife crossings need to be discussed in the context of habitat connectivity, which is the 
broader ecological goal for conservation areas. Wildlife crossings are but one critical tool 
to ensure that indicator species are able to safely move about their environment. While 
much has been learned about movement patterns and the way in which key transportation 
facilities create genetic barriers to connectivity, the measures that might mitigate these 
impacts have not been thoroughly researched. Wildlife corridor design is a field in its 
infancy with few scientifically verified best practices for crossing dimensions and landscape 
features. Given that this research is needed to properly mitigate transportation impacts, 
SCAG should invest in connectivity research with a program specifically designed to 
establish measures that can be incorporated into the 2016 RTP revision. Such a program 
would aggregate existing research, propose new study areas, and develop design best 
practices specifically tailored to the Southern California eco-region. 

River Parkways and Active Transportation 

WCCA is interested in urban river projects for their multiple recreational , environmental, 
and transportation benefits. The RTP/SCS should fully fund build-out of these active 
transportation corridors throughout the region. When well designed, these facilities serve 
as "bicycle freeways" connecting various parts of the region with uninterrupted travel for 
nonmotorized users. Separated from traffic, such facilities are also inviting for bicyclists 
of all ages and abilities, which is necessary to attract substantial mode share away from 
automobiles. 

The RTP/SCS calls for $6 billion over the next two decades for active transportation 
investments, which seems low when compared to the identified need in local bike and 
pedestrian plans. Given the central role active transportation plays in meeting regional 
planning objectives, funding levels should be set based on full build-out of local bicycle and 
pedestrian plans, with an appropriate amount projected for those jurisdictions that have not 
yet completed such plans. The currently proposed funding level does not appear to be 
rooted in such a need-based assessment. It is not adequate to simply compare the 
proposed expenditures with past levels independent of a needs assessment. 

In addition to the total funding level, the proposed timing of active transportation investment 
is inadequate. Only 20 percent of the proposed expenditures would occur during the first 
15 years of the 25-year planning period, leaving the vast majority of expenditures for the 
highly speculative future and of little use to current residents. Transit and transportation 
demand management are similarly back-loaded with only highway-related investments 



Jacob Lieb, SCAG 
2012-2035 Draft RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 
February 10, 2012 
Page 5 

receiving funding priority in the near term. These non-highway investments are the ones 
most likely to generate greenhouse gas emissions savings, among other benefits, and the 
earlier they are made the longer the benefits can accumulate. The proposed expenditure 
plan runs directly counter to the stated emphasis of the SCS. 

Active transportation projects, including the river parkways, are suffering for lack of fund ing. 
The most visionary plans require extensive funding to come to fruition and provide their 
multiple benefits. Planning is well underway, but capital dollars are in short supply for 
these projects. Furthermore, achieving greenhouse gas reduction and air quality goals 
requires early mode shift to maximize cumulative benefits over the life of the plan. WCCA 
suggests that the plan's funding priorities be reversed to immediately fund active 
transportation investments at a sufficient level to achieve build-out of the region's bicycle 
and pedestrian networks in the near and medium term. Such a change would make the 
RTP more consistent with the land use and mode share objectives outlined by the SCS, 
the intent of SB 375. 

For example, WCCA encourages SCAG to evaluate the feasibility and to develop a 
greenway corridor that can be used for active transportation (e.g. , bicycle trail) along San 
Jose Creek, connecting to the San Gabriel River (by Whittier Narrows) and further west. 
This San Jose Creek bikeway is an east-west route that parallels the State Route 60 
freeway. It is an important commuter route, where a viable bikeway could relieve some 
freeway traffic. Maintaining and enhancing an open creek channel for wildlife use (e.g., 
birds) and recreational use (bicycles) would be a valuable amenity in this area. It would 
be beneficial to investigate and implement other bicycle routes in the area, including a 
connection between the LARIO trail along the Rio Hondo from its end at Peck Road Water 
Conservation Park to the San Gabriel River. Another valuable connection would be 
between the Whittier Greenway Trail to the San Gabriel River at its west end and from its 
east end to Coyote Creek. These trails are pieces in the larger planned bikeway trail 
network throughout the region. 

Comments on Proposed PEIR Mitigation Measures 

Biological Resources and Open Space 

The PEIR includes many mitigation measures for potential impacts to biological resources. 
Overall, these measures are comprehensive and based on sound practice. Inclusion of 
the proposed mitigation measures in project selection and design will greatly improve 
ecological outcomes in the SCAG region compared to a baseline scenario. The specific 
measures calling for minimum mitigation ratios reflect current accepted practices without 
limiting the discretion of resource agencies to require greater mitigation if warranted. 
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The proposed measures addressing habitat fragmentation and connectivity are thorough 
and appropriate (MM-810/0536 through MM-BIO/OS40). These impacts have been all too 
often unmitigated for transportation projects in the past. 

WCCA looks forward to collaboration on regional conservation planning policy to address 
cumulative impacts to biological resources (MM-BIO/OS45). MRCA is one agency in the 
SCAG region that administers a highly successful restoration and preservation in-lieu-fee 
mitigation program in close coordination with State and Federal resource agencies. 
SCAG's planning and funding expertise is a welcome addition to ongoing efforts. WCCA 
recommends that other agencies with expertise in the region, such as MRCA, SMMC, 
Puente Hills Habitat Preservation Authority, and WCCA be invited to participate in this 
process. 

The primary impact from transportation facilities is often the indirect and cumulative impact 
from growth induced by new improvements. As projects increase access and reduce 
commute times from remote areas, these resource lands become economical to develop. 
The Conservancy is therefore pleased to see SCAG recognize these impacts and call for 
their mitigation (MM-BIO/OS47). Without appropriate growth management along 
transportation corridors, wildlife crossings cannot mitigate connectivity impacts from 
expanding development footprints. Furthermore, induced growth along new corridors often 
negates the benefits of new transportation capacity, prompting even greater impacts from 
future facility expansion. SCAG should develop best practices that would be applicable to 
new transportation corridors to prevent new development from extending into resource 
lands. 

The PEIR biology mitigation measures should be clarified to delete reference to relocating 
active nests (MM-BIO/OS35), as this is likely in conflict with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
Instead, construction buffers to active nests should be established , as proposed. 

Land Use and Agriculture Resources 

As stated previously, WCCA is encouraged to see transfer of development rights (TOR) 
programs included in the RTP/SCS (MM-LU16). Los Angeles County is including a TOR 
program in its general plan update. SCAG should provide technical assistance and 
facilitate interjurisdictional transfer programs among member governments as appropriate. 

WCCA is pleased to see strategic planning that encourages recreational access to natural 
lands be coupled with efficient land use strategies to preserve these lands (MM-LU25 and 
26). Location-efficient and compact development is better for the economy and 
environment by reducing infrastructure costs, increasing tax revenues per acre, and 
reducing consumption of agricultural land and habitat. 
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Urban growth and service boundaries are a critical tool local jurisdictions have to protect 
resource areas within greenbelts (MM-LU42). WCCA strongly supports efforts by local 
jurisdictions to establish such policies. SCAG should promote best practices in greenbelt 
planning and facilitate interjurisdictional collaboration to protect resource areas that 
separate discrete urban communities. WCCA notes that effective policies restrict densities 
to no more than one dwelling unit per ten acres outside of urban growth boundaries. 
Densities above this threshold begin to affect resource values, particularly habitat 
connectivity and sensitive species. One unit per ten acres is an appropriate maximum 
density to reduce the proliferation of"ranchette" developments that highly fragment habitat 
in rural areas. 

WCCA supports local jurisdictions using variable development fees as an economic 
incentive to direct growth to desired areas. In particular, increasing impact fees for 
development in greenfield areas would recognize the resource impacts of such 
developments while rewarding new developments that minimize the burden on public 
infrastructure by locating in existing urban areas (MM-LU81). Such fees would need to be 
considerable to actually have an effect on land economics at the regional scale. SCAG 
should undertake an economic analysis to determine what level of fees would be required 
to achieve regional growth objectives. 

Public Services and Utilities 

The PEIR lacks a public safety mitigation measure that promotes project design that 
minimizes urban-wildland interface, which is the source of wildfire risk to persons and 
property. Past development patterns include long, meandering urban edges with high risk 
exposure to catastrophic events, causing great strain on local and State firefighting 
resources largely subsidized by those living in lower risk locations. A mitigation measure 
should include two components addressing both project location and project design. First, 
development that extends into high fire hazard areas should be discouraged. Second, 
there should be an emphasis on utilizing project design strategies to reduce risk, such as 
building within compact and defensible footprints and minimizing perimeter length. 
Projects should be sited in order to reduce impacts of required brush clearance on native 
habitat areas, including adequate buffers to protect sensitive resources from brush 
clearance impacts. The draft Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area Ordinance 
contains model language to this effect. 

WCCA concurs that project sponsors and local jurisdictions should work to increase public 
access to open space (MM-PS21 and 26). River parkways and other urban natural parks 
serve a vital purpose in connecting urban residents to natural parkland (MM-PS22). The 
City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles have both recognized these projects in 
master plans for their respective river corridors. While planning for these projects is the 
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responsibility of local jurisdictions and partners, SCAG has a critical responsibility for 
funding by including bikeway projects in the RTP area. 

Regional partnerships are necessary to achieve open space conservation objectives (MM
PS29). As previously mentioned, WCCA welcomes SCAG's assistance with planning and 
identifying funding sources for open space acquisition (MM-PS31 and 34). SCAG's 
participation in coordinating regionally significant trail networks is also appreciated, 
however the greatest contribution SCAG could make to these efforts would be including 
those greenways that serve transportation functions, such as the river parkways, in the 
RTP so that they can be fully developed in the short and medium-term (MM-PS33). 

Transportation 

WCCA looks forward to SCAG support and urges that ample fund ing be provided for full 
build-out of the river parkway systems, combining transportation and recreation functions 
to improve the quality of life for southern California residents. These parkways often 
connect with schools, parks, libraries, and other community facilities (MM-TR43). Such 
connections should be enhanced through regular transportation improvements and the 
development of regional and local networks of multi-use trails with adequate end-of-trip 
facilities (MM-TR78). 

Water Resources 

WCCA believes that preservation of remaining riparian resources should be the highest 
priority at both the regional and project level, followed by restoration of previously impacted 
areas (MM-W1 and 9). To the extent feasible, natural methods for stormwater control , 
water quality improvements, and infiltration should be encouraged. 

SCAG sets an appropriate standard that new projects should not cause or contribute to 
conditions that degrade the physical integrity or ecological function of any downstream 
receiving waters (MM-W22). When evaluating projects during the environmental review 
process, SCAG should identify regionally significant projects that may impact downstream 
waters and include comments to that effect in Notice of Preparation and Environmental 
Impact Report responses. This is a critical issue wherever natural rivers interact with urban 
areas. SCAG should participate in the development of models of natural processes for the 
remaining natural rivers in the SCAG region to ensure that environmental review can 
comprehensively evaluate project impacts based on the best available information. 
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We appreciate your consideration of these comments. Please continue to maintain our 
agency on your email/mailing lists for this project. If you have any questions, please 
contact Judi Tamasi of our staff by phone at (310) 589-3230, ext. 121, or by email at 
judi.tamasi@mrca.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~tl· 
lA. Glenn Parker 
(/ ~ Chairperson 
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